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AN ANSWER TO THE NATIONAL
ORGANIZATIONAL SECRETARY

by Bill Massey (Internationalist Tendency),
Chicago Branch

For the benefit of the comrades of the Trotskyist move-
ment we submit the following materials for publication
in the SWP Discussion Bulletin:

1. Letter to the Political Committee of the Socialist Work-
ers Party from Bill Massey, dated January 31, 1973.

2. Letter from the National Organization Secretary to
Massey-Shaffer-Smith, dated February 12, 1973.

3. Letter to National Organizational Secretary from Bill
Massey, dated March 1, 1973.

4. Letter to Bill Massey from Rich Feigenberg, National
Office, dated March 10, 1973.

I include No. 4 in this material since it is the only
answer ever received from the national office of the party.
We assume that publication of this material will prompt the
leadership to fulfill their responsibility in this regard.

Copies of this material are being sent to the United
Secretariat and the International Majority Tendency for
their information and with the request that it be printed
in the International Internal Discussion Bulletins.

May 19, 1973

January 31, 1973

The Political Committee
Socialist Workers Party

14 Charles Lane

New York, New York 10014

Dear Comrades;

In conjunction with the letter of Tendency which was
signed by Comrades Shaffer, Smith and myself, dated
January 19th, 1973, I would request that you circulate
the letter of Tendency to all Branches of the Socialist
Workers Party and have it read at the regular Branch
meeting for the information of the members of the Party.
We would, of course, appreciate that this be done at the
earliest possible date.

Enclosed is a copy of a letter sent to the U.S.F.I. con-
cerning the publication of the letter of Tendency in the
International Discussion Bulletin.

Comradely

s/Bill Massey (Oakland-Berkeley)
for John Shaffer (Houston)

& Don Smith (Chicago)

Encl.
Copy to: U.S.F. L
File

14 Charles Lane
New York, N.Y. 10014
February 12, 1973

Bill Massey - Oakland Berkeley
John Shaffer - Houston
Don Smith - Chicago

Dear Comrades,

This is to acknowledge receipt of your letter of January
31. Before bringing your letter before the Political Com-
mittee, further clarification is needed from you.

1) Your letter of January 19 stated that youhave formed
a "political tendency within the SWP for the purpose of
participation in the discussions preceding and the delibera-
tion of the Tenth World Congress of the Fourth Interna-
tional,” and that your January 19 letter cannot present a
"full statement” of your views. What resolutions on the
international questions in debate in the world movement
compose the platform of your tendency?

2) Are you spokespersons for this "political tendency
within the SWP"? Are there other members?

3) I notice you sent a copy to an "International Major-
ity Tendency.”" What is this tendency? How did you become
informed of it? Do you have a copy of its platform? To
whom did you send this copy?

4) Do you consider yourselves a part of or members
of an international tendency or faction in the world move-
ment?

Comradely

(s)/Barry Sheppard
National Organization
Secretary

cc: United Secretariat
N. C. members: Oakland-Berkeley
Chicago
Houston

March 1, 1973

Barry Sheppard

National Organizational Secretary
Socialist Workers Party

14 Charles Lane

New York, N.Y. 10014

Comrade Sheppard:
The following are responses to the four questions asked
in your letter of Feb. 12, 1973. I will restate your ques-



tions in order to facilitate comprehension.

1) Question: YOUR LETTER OF JAN. 19 STATED
THAT YQU HAVE FORMED A "POLITICAL TEN-
DENCY WITHIN THE SWP FOR THE PURPOSE OF
PARTICIPATING IN THE DISCUSSIONS PRECEDING
AND THE DELIBERATION OF THE TENTH WORLD
CONGRESS OF THE FOURTH INTERNATIONAL,"
AND THAT YOUR JAN. 19 LETTER CANNOT PRE-
SENT A "FULL STATEMENT" OF YOUR VIEWS.
WHAT RESOLUTIONS ON THE INTERNATIONAL
QUESTIONS IN DEBATE IN THE WORLD MOVE-
MENT COMPOSE THE PLATFORM OF YOUR TEN-
DENCY?

Answer: Inasmuch as the International discussion has
just commenced, your demand to know specifically the
documents that our Tendency supports and opposes, seems
to me to be patently premature. Have all the documents
been published? In your Feb. 18 report to the Oakland/
Berkeley branch you listed a minimum of a half-dozen
issues in dispute. Furthermore you emphasized an alleged
concern that a full, thorough and comprehensive approach
to the International debate transpire, particularly in the
European sections. But apparently comrades who are co-
thinkers in the United States are expected to take positions
on documents that have not even been written.

Our Declaration of Tendency specifically outlined our
attitude toward the major controversial issues in the In-
ternational as they have been demonstrated in practice,
through political organs, and in reports such as your
own to the Oakland/Berkeley branch and those given
at Oberlin and elsewhere. This clearly differentiates our
method from that of the present leadership of the Socialist
Workers Party. For example, in your report to the
Oakland/Berkeley branch you stated the view that our
Party will continue to violate any decisions of the United
Secretariat which the SWP leadership disagrees with and
considers to be "non-Trotskyist." You used the formula-
tion that we would publicly "blast them," to express what
the SWP leadership’'s course of action would be, should a
disagreement such as that over the Sallustro affair arise
again. When will this conception —which in effect demands
a federated as opposed to a democratic-centralist Interna-
tional —be put explicitly into writing rather than arbitrarily
carried out.

I will state, however, that the votes of our Tendency
would have been cast for the Draft Thesis, "The Building
of Revolutionary Parties in Captialist Europe,” and not
against it—as were the votes of the present leadership of
the North American co-thinkers. That vote of ours would
have been based on agreement with the essential thrust
of the document, allowing for differences on particular
parts and secondary questions—which is the Leninist
way of acting in such situations.

Further elaborations of our views will be contributed
to the discussion at the appropriate time and in the ap-
propriate manner. At present it is our opinion that the
Declaration of Tendency stands on its own as an explicit
summary of our views.

2) Question: ARE YOU THE SPOKESPERSONS FOR
THIS "POLITICAL TENDENCY WITHIN THE SWP."
ARE THERE OTHER MEMBERS?

Answer: If we three (Massey/Shaffer/Smith) were not
the spokespersons of the Tendency, why would our three
names appear on the Declaration? Are you suggesting

that perhaps we are the literary agents for some other
mysterious spokespersons? What is the purpose of such
a question?

The second part is equally perplexing. Our hope is to
win as many comrades as possible to our ideas. However,
since the SWP leadership is apparently not going to call
for a special convention to concentrate on in a thorough
fashion the International questions (as is projected in
Europe), we will not be allowed to argue our views in
the branches of our party until the advent of the precon-
vention discussion for our regularly scheduled conven-
tion. Furthermore, supporters of our Tendency have not
even been permitted to read the Declaration in the branches
such as Chicago, San Francisco and Portland; so at
present, the overwhelming majority of the Socialist Work-
ers Party does not even know that a Tendency was an-
nounced almost two months ago! Perhaps, since you are
so concerned with the numerical composition of our Ten-
dency, you could arrange for our Declaration to be read
in all the branches —as we requested in our letter of Jan.
31. This will enable all comrades in our party to be in-
formed that there exist at least two points of view in the
SWP, before the written discussion gets underway.

Furthermore, I conjecture that you have been made
aware of the fact that in the Houston branch, in response
to the demand of the Organizer, twenty-three comrades
stated that they supported the Tendency. At the point when
the official vote on documents is held, you will undoubted-
ly be informed of the full strength of support for the Ten-
dency.

3) Question: 1 NOTICE THAT YOU SENT A COPY
TO AN "INTERNATIONAL MAJORITY TENDENCY."
WHAT IS THIS TENDENCY? HOW DID YOU BECOME
INFORMED OF IT? DO YOU HAVE A COPY OF ITS
PLATFORM? TO WHOM DID YOU SEND ITS COPY?

Answer: In your report to the Oakland/Berkeley branch
you described and denounced at length an "International
Majority Tendency” with much venom. The Majority Ten-
dency to which we sent our copy of the Tendency Declara-
tion is undoubtedly the same one; unless, of course, there
exists TWO International Majority Tendencies, which
would certainly be a novel situation! Furthermore Com-
rade Hansen in previous documents has spoken of the
need to form a tendency, and at the 1972 Oberlin Con-
ference Comrade Barnes presented a major address (open
to SWP and YSA members, as well as contacts), which was
an unvarnished attack on the leadership of the United
Secretariat. Similar attacks have been perpetrated in
branches across the country under the guise of "educa-
tionals”" on the International, in which only one point
of view is presented. In San Francisco this reached its
zenith (or nadir, depending on one's point of view) in
National Committee member Art Sharon's slanderous de-
nunciations of both the leadership of the United Secre-
tariat and various sections. Sharon's protracted polemic
against the IMG involved everything short of a Reichian
analysis of Comrade Tariq Ali's character armour—it
even included gossip about Ken Coates' departure from
the British section. In the same educational (or miseduca-
tional) series, National Committee member Edwards re-
ferred to the present United Secretariat leadership as "Pab-
loite."

Is it possible that the intent of your question is to deny
that Minority and Majority tendencies are extant? Or that



there could be no legitimate means of determining who
might be leading them? Perhaps the real purpose of your
question was to suggest that the spokespersons of the
new Tendency have some private involvement in other sec-
tions of the International. Based on the example of the
present leadership of the SWP —which has conducted con-
sistent and unilateral and provacative interventions into
the affairs of at least the British and Argentine sections —
I can understand how easy it might be for you to project.
However, your projections are completely without basis
in fact.

No, we do not have a copy of the platform of the In-
ternational Majority. We do have your statement of the
three points they are united upon, which you presented
to the Oakland/Berkeley branch on Feb. 18. We would
appreciate having any other concrete information made
available as soon as possible, inasmuch as the remainder
of your presentation consisted of highly questionable in-
terpretations of the International Majority's positions,
which you based upon such dubious evidence as private
conversations and the facial expressions of International
leaders.

A copy of our statement was sent to the International
Majority Tendency, care of Comrade Germaine. Inasmuch
as you in your report to the Oakland/Berkeley branch
continuously denounced the "Germaine-Maitan-Frank"lead-
ership, it would appear that this was probably the correct
address.

4) Question. DO YOU CONSIDER YOURSELVES
PART OF AN INTERNATIONAL TENDENCY OR
FACTION IN THE WORLD MOVEMENT?

Answer: Yes. The SWP considers itself a co-thinker of
the United Secretariat, and we have formed a loyal ten-
dency within the SWP. Why would we state our positions
on a series of issues under dispute in the International
and request participation in the forthcoming World Con-
gress if our political scope was not international? How-
ever, we are not at this time part of the International
Majority Tendency nor of the Minority Tendency associa-
ted with the SWP leadership. If we decide to change our
status in the future, we will certainly inform you, —and
we hope that you will permit the membership of our party
to be informed as well! Although democratic centralism
restricts political debate on previously decided questions
until certain designated times, it should not serve to keep

the membership of the party ignorant of important facts
—such as the existence of a political tendency within the
party.

Your present practice is in my opinion essentially a
continued abuse of Bolshevik norms which was highlighted
at the 1971 SWP convention. I am referring to the refusal
to give National Committee representation to the Prole-
tarian Orientation Tendency which at that time represented
nearly 10% of the SWP. And I am also referring to the
massive transfer of approximately 50 comrades into the
Oakland/Berkeley branch following that convention, in a
blatant violation of the perspective passed at that conven-
tion for building up SWP branches in outlying areas.
Similar organizational abuses are now being perpetrated
in regard to the Houston branch of the party.

I have answered your questions as fully as I can at
the present time, although the character of your questions
seem to be primarily aimed at provoking or casting suspi-
cion upon the newly formed Tendency, rather than en-
abling the exchange of information which would lead to
political clarity and the united effort to build the Interna-
tional Trotskyist movement.

Comradely,
s/Bill Massey
(for Massey, Shaffer and Smith)

cc: United Secretariat
International Majority Tendency ¢/o Comrade Germain

14 Charles Lane
New York, N.Y. 10014
March 10, 1973

OAKLAND-BERKELEY
Bill Massey

Dear Comrade Massey,

This is to acknowledge receipt of your letter of March
1 to Barry Sheppard.

Comradely
(s)/Rich Feigenberg
SWP National Office



LATIN AMERICA AND THE MASSEY-SHAFFER-
SMITH TENDENCY

by Gordon Fox, Oakland-Berkeley Branch

A minority political tendency or faction that seeks to
substantially challenge the party's positions on a wide
range of things is duty-bound to make clear the nature
of its views on the key questions of the world movement.
To date, the Massey-Shaffer-Smith tendency has failed
to do more than to say a few relatively vague things in
its declaration of tendency. This could obstensibly be due
to the fact that preconvention discussion is still in its early
stages. Hopefully that is the case and these comrades will
behave in a loyal fashion by fully clarifying their views.
However, early signs indicate that exactly the opposite
will be the case.

The central question in the Fourth International today
is that of Latin America. It is impossible to abstain on this
question. This is the case because the Latin American ques-
tion has called into question both our understanding and
use of the Transitional Program, and the strategy of build-
ing a Leninist combat party. Yet it appears that the
Massey-Shaffer-Smith tendency may well be abstaining on
this fundamental question. There are real reasons for this,
as will be indicated later. However, it should be stated
clearly that a serious tendency must offer a serious
analysis of this question; to do less is to display a lack
of seriousness towards both the Latin American question
and towards the party.

An initial indication that this tendency does not intend
to offer any serious analysis of the Latin American ques-
tion was the tendency's minority report to the Oakland-
Berkeley branch on the Latin American question. As the
tendency members selected the reporter, Comrade Ralph
Levitt, he presumably represents their thinking on the
Latin American question. It is unlikely that this report
or another similar document will be submitted for the
written preconvention discussion, as it will be seen from
the following that this report was of the most unserious
variety.

What does the position of the Massey-Shaffer-Smith ten-
dency consist of? Any comrades who expected to be en-
lightened by Comrade Levitt's report were sorely
disappointed. For Comrade Levitt managed to devote the
overwhelming majority of his time to everything under the
sun except Latin America. Furthermore, members of this
tendency presented contradictory views on the Latin Ameri-
can question in the discussion.

Members of the Massey-Shaffer-Smith tendency should
be clear on one thing: they cannot abstain on this
question. They must take one position or another. They
should also be clear on what political adherence to the
Mandel-Maitan-Frank tendency means concretely, politi-
cally, as they seem to be flirting with this idea. Political
adherence to the Mandel-Maitan-Frank tendency, among
other things, would mean: (1) that they support the
strategy of guerrilla warfare on a continental scdle for
a prolonged period as the main strategy for the Latin
American Trotskyists, and the concept that technical
preparation for that guerrilla warfare is the main task of

the Latin American sections of the Fourth International;
(2) that they support the strategy of orienting towards
the "new mass vanguard" as the main strategy of the
European sections; (3) that they support a positive assess-
ment of entryism sui generis; (4) that their leaders ignored
for an extended period the political degeneration of the
PRT (Combatiente) and have on numerous occasions
intervened in a factional manner in other sections of the
world movement (i.e., the "Domingo Letter" and the recent
intervention in the IMG); (5) that their leaders do not
consider the Chinese CP to be Stalinist; (6) that they
support the perspectives of the SWP in this country.

It is of course possible that members of this tendency
intend to develop a third position in the world movement
on the Latin American question. Possible, but not likely.
They state that they support neither side. Yet, they have
failed to clarify what their position is, and have asserted
in the branch discussion on Latin America that their
position is already sufficiently clear and that they will not
be "bullied" into writing any documents if they do not
want to. They have eluded this question with the remark-
able and astounding revelation that, after all, Latin
America is a secondary question! Apart from the fact
that this is itself a rather unique view, that the question
that has led to the formation of two international ten-
dencies is "secondary,"” the questions remain: d6 you have
a position on Latin America? If so, what is it?

Why Is The Minority's Position Unclear?

The lack of clarity on Latin America and, it is pre-
dictable, on numerous other questions, flows from the
nature of the Massey-Shaffer-Smith tendency itself. For
this tendency is based not on politics but on an unprin-
cipled combination of various political outlooks around
opposition to and various gripes and horror stories about
the party leadership on a branch and national level.
These organizational questions, gripes, and horror stories
are put ahead of politics in each and every instance.
Thus the minority reporter in the Oakland-Berkeley branch
dodges the question of Latin America and devotes his
time to horror stories about the party leadership.

The Massey-Shaffer-Smith tendency is placed in a real
bind on the Latin American question. They cannot agree
with the SWP and the Leninist-Trotskyist Tendency on
this or any other question. Heaven forbid! They are forced
to disagree with the SWP as the basis of their existence
is opposition to the party leadership. Neither can they
agree with the Mandel-Maitan-Frank tendency, as this
tendency has expressed its general agreement with the
SWP's perspectives for the American revolution. This is
not to say that Massey-Shaffer-Smith are in staunch op-
position to the Mandel-Maitan-Frank tendency. On the
contrary, they appear to be attempting to ally themselves
with the IEC majority in order to gain more allies in
their campaign against the SWP leadership. Quite a
dilemma! And so Comrade Levitt hems and haws and —



tells horror stories about the party leadership.

Exploding The Myths

It was mentioned above that, in order to dodge the
Latin American question, Comrade Levitt as reporter
for the minority informed us that this question is in
reality a secondary one. He then proceeded to list what,
in his opinion, the real questions are. According to Com-
rade Levitt's understanding of the world movement, these
real questions—and a few that need to be asked of Com-
rade Levitt's tendency — are as follows:

Real Question No. 1: Electoralism. According to Com-
rade Levitt, this is a burning question for the world move-
ment today. The question, he says, is whether to take
an electoralist approach as the SWP does toward bour-
geois elections, or to take an exemplary Leninist approach,
as does the Ligue Communiste. At the outset, it should
be noted that Comrade Levitt is the first in the world
movement with the startling revelation that electoralism
is the burning question and Latin America is not. Ad-
ditionally, some questions need to be asked of the Massey-
Shaffer-Smith tendency. Is it exemplary Leninism to orient
a major election campaign around the issue of "parlia-
mentary cretinism,”" as did the Ligue in 1969? Was it
exemplary Leninism for the Ligue to support the Union
of the Left in the recent French elections? How would you
draw a balance sheet of the recent Argentine elections
in which the PRT (Combatiente) took an attitude of ultra-
left sectarian abstention as counterposed to the Workers
and Socialist Pole organized by the PST to break the
workers from Peronism?

Real Question No. 2: The working class. Comrade Levitt
informs us that the real question is whether or not to
intervene in the working class. Furthermore, he states
that the Mandel-Maitan-Frank tendency supports interven-
tion in the working class, and that the Leninist-Trotskyist
Tendency does not. Aside from the fact that the party
rejected overwhelmingly at its last convention Comrade
Levitt's concepts of abandoning our work in the mass
movements to artificially implant ourselves in "key" fac-
tories, Comrade Levitt or others in his tendency should
clarify for the party whether they consider the "new mass
vanguard” of the Mandel-Maitan-Frank tendency to be
the working class, as that is the central theme of the Eu-
ropean draft theses on which the Mandel-Maitan-Frank
tendency stands. Should we in this country orient towards
this "new mass vanguard"? Further, it should again be
pointed out that the Mandel-Maitan-Frank tendency is
in general agreement with the SWP's strategy in the U.S.
This "real question” has little reality about it.

Real Question No. 3: A democratic-centralist Interna-
tional. We are informed that the SWP opposes the concept
of a democratic-centralist International until and unless
it can get its way on all questions, and that it has behaved
in a factional manner toward the world movement. Com-
rade Levitt tells us that anyone can agree with the state-
ments by the Leninist-Trotskyist Tendency about demo-
cracy in the world movement. Therefore, several questions
need to be put to Comrade Levitt. Where do you stand
on the questions of democracy in the next world congress?
Do you support the stand of the Leninist-Trotskyist Ten-
dency on allowing the rest of the world movement to
read the key documents? Should the PST be represented
at the congress? Can a democratic-centralist International
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be built at this time?

These are the real questions the Massey-Shaffer-Smith
tendency must answer. Their "real questions” have little
to do with reality and are simply a cover-up for the fact
that they do not have a unified position on Latin America.

Unfortunately, these dodges are not the only ones util-
ized by the Massey-Shaffer-Smith tendency, nor are the
charges the only ones raised. There are several other
key charges raised by Comrade Levitt. Most important
among these is the charge that it is in fact the SWP that
is chiefly responsible for guerrillaism in the world move-
ment. This charge is based, among other dubious sources,
on the fact that party members currently and in the past
express a deep respect for Che Guevara as a revolution-
ary hero, and that the party's bookstore in Berkeley is
named after the ship used by Castro and Guevara. Add
to these definitive proofs some selective quotes, and there
you have it—the SWP started the whole guerrillaist prob-
lem and now it's trying to cover up for its past errors.
In reality the charge that the SWP has a guerrillaist past
is false through and through.

It is indeed true that the party has displayed deep re-
spect for Che Guevara, and there is a reason for it. It
is undeniable that Guevara was a revolutionist who sac-
rificed his life in order to further the world revolution.
However, it does not follow from the fact that we admire
and respect Guevara as a revolutionary hero that we
do not differentiate ourselves from him. I refer comrades
who may be in doubt on this question to both Peter
Camejo's "Why Guevara's Guerrilla Strategy Has No
Future" (November 1972 ISR) and to Joseph Hansen's
"Report on the Third World Congress of the Fourth Inter-
national Since Reunification” (SWP Internal Information
Bulletin, June 1969). These two articles deal with both
our differences with Guevara and our respect for him.

A point of confusion injected into the discussion both
internationally and in the Oakland-Berkeley branch dis-
cussion is the usage of the terms "armed struggle" and
"guerrilla warfare” as though they were synonymous. We
understand that guerrilla warfare is a variant of armed
struggle. Further, we have never opposed either armed
struggle in the abstract or its guerrilla warfare variety.
What we have objected to is the concept of making guer-
rilla warfare into a strategy for an entire continent for
a prolonged period. We furthermore object to the making
into a principle of "armed struggle” as though that tactic
were a universal virtue. Additionally, we understand that
the ultraleft error made by the last world congress has
called into question some fundamental aspects of our
movement—to be precise, the Transitional Program and
the Leninist concept of party building. That is our stand
on guerrillaism. That has always been our stand on guer-
rillaism. Lest any illusions remain on this score, I refer
comrades to Joseph Hansen's evaluation of the OLAS
Conference in the November-December 1967 ISR. It will
be remembered that the OLAS Conference took place at
the height of guerrillaism among Latin American rev-
olutionary currents. The party did not take a hostile
view towards the OLAS Conference, as it represented a
significant event in that various revolutionary currents
from throughout Latin America came together and re-
jected the reformism of the Venezuelan CP. And although
there was an important guerrillaist trend at the OLAS
Conference, we did not by any means give it a blank



check of approval. On the contrary, Comrade Hansen
wrote in evaluating the conference, "A problem which
some of the delegates were already pondering at OLAS
demands the most intensive consideration. This is the
problem of the revolutionary struggle in the cities. The
key issue is what to do in situations where the masses
are not yet prepared to engage in all-out combat but
can be mobilized to at least some degree. Is leadership
of the workers and the unemployed to be turned over
to the right-wing betrayers [the CPs]? Without a battle
for the allegiance of the masses? Are there partial strug-
gles which the workers and the unemployed might be
prepared to engage in that could prove propitious to
the revolutionary cause and which might serve at least
to remove the right-wing betrayers from the field as a
serious obstacle? ... The correct countermove [to the
CP's efforts to divert the masses to electoralism] would
seem to be to step into the arena of the class struggle
in the cities and seek to outflank the right-wing CP leaders
to the left. The secret of success lies in the development
of transitional slogans which in and of themselves are
more realistic than the measures advocated by the reform-
ists yet entail a logic that takes the masses along the
road of revolution. All this is associated with the ques-
tion of developing a homogeneous leadership and orga-
nizational structure capable of giving correct guidance
to the revolutionary struggle in all its aspects. This is
what revolutionary Marxists mean when they talk about
the necessity of building a party of action." ("The OLAS
Conference” by Joseph Hansen, in November-December
1967 ISR, Pg. 9.) Thus we did not have a guerrillaist
approach even at the height of Latin American guerril-
laism — much less now.

Splitting the World Movement?

As his ultimate condemnation, Comrade Levitt charges
that the Leninist-Trotskyist Tendency is trying to split
the world movement, since it can't seem to get its own
way. After all, he argues, mention of Pabloism has been
made, and the last time we mentioned Pabloism we split
the world movement. A rather curious conclusion, at best.
But there is more. If the Mandel-Maitan-Frank tendency
is Pabloite, Comrade Levitt says, then Healy was right
in refusing to participate in the reunification of the Inter-
national. And in any case, he asks, why has no mention
of Pabloism been made in the International since the
reunification?

First of all, it should be clear that no one to date has
charged the Mandel-Maitan-Frank tendency with Pabloism.
No one, that is, unless one includes several individual
members of the Oakland-Berkeley branch, all of whom
were in Comrade Levitt's tendency two years ago, and
some of whom are in his current tendency. Other than
these individual members of Comrade Levitt's "principled”
tendency, no one has charged the Mandel-Maitan-Frank
tendency with Pabloism.

Certain points have been raised, however, regarding
the intervention of some of these leaders in the internal
affairs of the IMG in order to determine the composition
of the IMG leadership. It is true that this is not the same
thing as bureaucratically overturning a section's elected
leadership as Pablo did. However, the intervention in
the IMG does sound a rather ominous note, reminiscent
of Pablo.

Further, there are certain elements in the politics of
Mandel, Maitan, and Frank that are directly descended
from their past association with Pablo, such as their
attitude towards Stalinism and entryism. But the key point
is that it was not the Leninist-Trotskyist Tendency that
re-injected the issue into the international discussion.
Rather, it was the Mandel-Maitan-Frank tendency itself
which presented a document to the world movement which
gave a positive assessment of entryism sui generis. The
comrades of the Massey-Shaffer-Smith tendency need to
answer the question of where they stand on the issues
of entryism, of the reunification (which some of their
supporters question or oppose), and of the intervention
into the internal life of the IMG.

Comrade Levitt Solves The International’s Problems

As mentioned above, Comrade Levitt differentiated him-
self from guerrillaism, and stated that he considered that
the last world congress made a guerrillaist error. So far,
so good. He went on to state, however, that this error
was far more healthy than the SWP's supposed electoralist
error, and that in reality the Mandel-Maitan-Frank ten-
dency represents the healthy left wing of the world move-
ment, while the Leninist-Trotskyist Tendency represents
the right wing. Furthermore, Comrade Levitt stated that
the guerrillaist error will be corrected due to the critical-
minded nature and proletarian composition of the Eu-
ropean sections, while the "electoralist error” of the SWP
will not be corrected because we are petty-bourgeois and
not critical-minded. Finally, we are informed that the guer-
rillaist error flows merely from excess revolutionary zeal,
and that it is perfectly legitimate to look towards a major
breakthrough for the Trotskyist movement somewhere
in the world, as this is bound to happen sooner or later.

However, things are not so simple as Comrade Levitt
would have them. It is clear that, rather than a simple
error that is better than the SWP's "electoralism,” the guer-
rillaist error of the Mandel-Maitan-Frank tendency repre-
sents a grave ultraleft danger. Comrades should refer
to Comrade Hansen's In Defense of the Leninist Strategy
of Party Building to see some of the ramifications of
the guerrilla warfare line in the advanced capitalist coun-
tries. And since that document was written, this error
has resulted in the Ligue Communiste making some grave
deviations towards urban guerrilla warfare and/or terror-
ism. This, along with the vanguardism of the Mandel-
Maitan-Frank tendency, is labelled "healthy"” by Comrade
Levitt.

The Leninist-Trotskyist Tendency bases itself on the
centrality of building a Leninist combat party; the Mandel-
Maitan-Frank tendency does not. The Leninist-Trotskyist
Tendency defends the Transitional Program; the Mandel-
Maitan-Frank tendency distorts it. The Leninist-Trotskyist
Tendency correctly analyzed the Latin American situation
regarding the possibilities for building a party and for
the "classical variant" of socialist revolutions; the POR
(Gonzales) in following the line of the Mandel-Maitan-
Frank tendency, was organizing rural guerrilla warfare
while a prerevolutionary situation was shaping up in
Bolivia. Finally, the Leninist-Trotskyist Tendency places
strategy before tactics, and politics before guns; the Mandel-
Maitan-Frank tendency does not.

Even if we assume, as Levitt does, that the European
sections are more proletarian than the SWP, it does not



follow that this composition will necessarily determine
the correctness of the line they advocate. It is further-
more difficult to see how "critical-minded" these proletarian
comrades can be if they have extreme difficulty in ob-
taining the key documents under discussion.

Comrade Levitt is at least paritally correct when he
states that the guerrillaist error flows from excess rev-
olutionary zeal. Partially, that is, insofar as we are dis-
cussing the rank and file, for the leaders of the guerril-
laist theory have made clear their unwillingness to rectify
their error. But since when is "excess revolutionary zeal"
a virtue? Since when does it represent anything more
than a symptom of ultraleftism? Again, Comrade Levitt's
position works both ways.

Finally, Comrade Levitt states that there is nothing
wrong with looking forward to a major breakthrough
somewhere, sometime. In this, he echoes Comrade Maitan's
"An Insufficient Document” while at the same time differ-
entiating himself from it. It is of course true that there
is nothing wrong in making breakthroughs or in hoping
for them. However, there is something drastically wrong
with making the central strategy of the International for
an entire period revolve around making a breakthrough
in Bolivia or anywhere else, as Comrade Maitan's doc-
ument advocated. We do not object to breakthroughs.
We do object strenuously to replacing the hard work
of building a Leninist party with the panacea of making
a breakthrough somewhere. We do object to looking for
shortcuts to the seizure of power.

The Nature of The Leninist-Trotskyist Tendency and The
Nature of The Massey-Shaffer-Smith Tendency
Comrade Levitt's final damnation of the SWP and of

the Leninist-Trotskyist Tendency is the charge that the
latter is an unprincipled combination. Here we see a classic
example of attempting to make the criminal into the victim
and the victim into the criminal. For the Leninist-Trotsky-
ist Tendency has made clear, in documented form, its
positions and views on all of the key questions in the
International. On the other hand, Comrade Levitt has
presented the Oakland-Berkeley branch with what is un-
doubtedly one of the most vague reports in history. If
the unlikely occurs and Comrade Levitt submits his views
to the party in writing, that document will undoubtedly
be similarly vague. The reason for this is simple: Comrade
Levitt's tendency has no agreement on the questions in-
volved. In the discussion, we heard differing assessments
of guerrilla warfare, Pabloism, the reunification, the nature
of Cuba, the Red University, and virtually everything
else—all from the members of the same tendency. If that
does not represent unprincipled combinationism, the word
no longer has any meaning.

The Massey-Shaffer-Smith tendency is an unprincipled
combination around a vague program. It is predictable
that their views will not be satisfactorily clarified for the
SWP. Their abstention on the Latin American question
up to this point, the unserious nature of their presentation
on this question, and the differing positions of their mem-
bers on a wide range of principled questions, indicates
the true nature of the Massey-Shaffer-Smith tendency: an
unprincipled combination of sectarians and cliqueists
within the Socialist Workers Party. Their outlook must
be rejected completely.
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