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In the last year and a half, the IS has accomplished tasks it was unable to carry out
in the-previousten years. In part, this stemmed from the change of objective circumstances,
In part, it was the result of the leadership's theoretical and practical grasp of the new
objective circumstances, The history of the revolutionary movement, however, is strewn
with groups that grasped a situation and were still unable--for m any differemt reasons--
to turn theory into effective practice. The most fundamental reason for the growing
effectiveness of the I3 is the dramatic change in the dynamic between the leadership and
_the membership.

- To begin with, in the last year and a half, the leadership has led. It selected and or-

ganized three major theoretical discussions (the permanent arms economy, bureaucratic
collectivism, and class struggle unionism) that were needed so that we might grasp the
objective situation. It selected and organized a series of sampaigns each of which has been
more professional, more aggressive and more successful than the one before ~~ among these
are 1974 International Women's Cay, the UMW campaign, the unemployment campaign,
April 26, and the pestal campaign, Again, this year, the leadership has selected and organized
those discussions that are needed to make the next important turn: the turn to agitation and
bolshevization and the actual transformation of our social base to a workers' organization,

In selecting and organizing the discussions and actions needed to actually create a

- workers' combat organization, the leadership and particularly the EC have actually faced the

membership of the IS as a leadership body for the first time in the history of the IS, That
change, above all else, has created all of the positive accomplishments that almost everyone
in the IS hafls and enthusiastically supports.

There are, of course, many things that have contributed to the leadership's ability
to amake that fundamental change, that is, to become a real leadership. Cne important
factor was the conscious decision of the members of the EC~-all of them~~that the task

i2,0f turning the IS into an outward facing combat organization was the task that stood above
- g1l others. Theoretical discussions were picked for their relevance to that task. OCrganiza-

" tional changes were proposed that would facilitate that task. One of the key political changes

the leadership made, quite consciously, was that one of the primary jobs of a leadership that
was attempting to create a combat organization was precisely to select which questions the or-
ganization should discuss, how they should be discussed, and what conclusions tha leadership

/desired, This conception of leadership, the Leninist conception, 18 minimal for a combat

organization.
’ The opponents of this conception are clazr that they do not see this important leadership

- . job as & legitimate one. The document by JE and EF of LA says, point blank, that one
--of the maln faults with the EC's conception of leadership is that "it is up to the leadership to

decide what is a critical division among the leadership, what is a critical issue for the member=
shlp to debate." JF and ET have hit the nail on the head. Yes, that is what a real leadership
must do, A leadership that leaves the debates and discussions the organization is to have up

to chance or random selection is a bankrupt leadership. That is what the old leadership of the
IS did.

The conception of leadership that denies the leadership the right—indeed, the duty--to
decide what issues are to be discussed is suitable only for a discugsion group. It is suitable
only for a "study circle" type of group In which it doesn't matter what {s discussed. Any
theoretical question is as interesting and important as any other, because there are no
priorities to be carried out.

Now, of course, there is no one in the IS today who actually favors a discussion group.
That is not the point. The point is, however, that a number of comrades still favor maintain-
ing some of the norms that are proper only for a discussion group,
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The norm of leadership they favor is that which says ieadership bodies are to be formed ¢
and organized around differences. It is differences, these comrades feel, whichmust define
the composition of all leaders lip bodies. ¥'hile no one would deny the k importance of minority
representation on leadership bodies, this conception would, and always has, prevented the
development of a workers' combat organization,

First of all, the theory that leadershlp bodies are meant to represent dlfferences pre~
cludes any real or effective prioritization of tasks by. the leadership. Under this theory the
leadership ig explicitly denied the right to seleot what is to be discussed. This theory, in
the raalm of practic: as in that of ideas, denies the leadership the right to select which
differences need to be represented. Are leadership bodies to be divided up according to.
differences on the nature of Stalinism, trade union tactics, Marxist philosophy, or (as seems
to be happening now) on how the EC organizes itself?

In a study circle group all of these issues end many others are important. In the past
the IS or it s predecessors organized themselves in this way because the primary task of the
group was to preserve and develop the political ideas of our revolutionary tradition. This.
meant that all of the ideas had to be preserved and developed. Naturally, the preservation
and development of theory does not stop when objective circumstances make it possible to move
toward a workers' combat organization, BIWX Iut they take a different place in the functioning
of the organization--one that i8 unified with a conb at presence in the outside world. Further-
more, the theory and politics of the organization develop in a fundamentally different way in
& workers' combat organization than in an ideclogical sect. Now our politics grow in the process
of real struggle with our political and class enemies in the context of the class struggie.

., . This means of political development differes radically from the more abstract method
of intellectual debate of a study circle. In tne old BEXIS, and all other discussion group sects,
it was the clash of ideas that advanced or preserved our politics. It was t:e method of the
middle class intellectual, the academic or student, that determined the way we functioned and.
therefore the way we were organized. Now our politics advance through experience in external
activity, through the struggle of real material forces in the field. In this situation the dis-
cussion group norms,: the methods of the middle class intellectual are entirely insppropriate:
. What 18 needed now is not so much "dialogue" as decisiveness. : Cur discussions must be less
those of disembodied ideas than those of concrete experiences. ODur organization {8 not to be
organized around the discussion of differences, the clash of ideas, but around the need to inter~
vene In struggle in the most effective way. Leadership must not be chosen on the basis of dis-
cussion group norms, the discussion of flifferences, but on its ability to. lead and organize our
intervention in the class struggle.

~ Whe reader will note that, as yet, we bave not even mentioned the matter of voluntary EC

discipline. This is because it is nd aimply that formal question that is being debated in the IS
now. It is rather two counterposed views of organization and leadership. -/hat is wrong with
.~the proposals and arguments against ZC discipline is first of all that they embody tbe study
group norms of the past. The arguments presentec in the JE/EF document, for example, are
quite explicit in presenting those norms--though the authors undoubtedly do not really want a
discussion group. Other opponents of £C discipline are less consistent in what they want.
Nevertheless, the first point of departure between what the EC is proposing anc what i#8 oppo-
nents want is that between a discusd on and a conb at group. o

As we sald to start, most members of the organization support the accomplishments and
future proposals of the EC, RK Eut, to repeat, it has been the abllity of the EC to face the
organization as a real leadership that has made these things possible. And what has made that
possible has been tke voluntary discipline of the EC, Without this the IS w uld be a very
different, and much worse, organization than it is today. And here are some of the reasons

why that is so.
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First, because iréernal discipline has allowed the EC to become a truly collaborative
body. Fecause votes are not reportec out, and the 2C can decide as a body which questions
warrant presenting Gliferences on, members of the EC have been able to disauss freely issues
which could well have produced factionalism, Fecause they arenot under pressure from
members and other leacders to organize for positions they vote for one week, they are able to
bend and change positions. That is, EC members do not develoy a #take in positions. There
is more exchange, flexibility, and disagreement on the EC now than there was before Internal
disci;line. “hen disagreements are public, it is necessary to exercise a type of self~discipline
which in fact inhibits thorough discussior. Uncsr that situation each EC member would have
to agk him or herself, is this disagreemen worth risking a debate in the organization that might
deflect the external orientation of the organization? In fact, on the old NAC, before disci;line,
this happened regularly. *ith discipline tiis is nnnecessary and ECers are free to fight it
out down to the last cot on the "i,"

Second. is the fact--so frightening to opponents of EC discipline--that by facing the
membersaip as a united body the authority of the ZC is much greater. This is partly because
thow who disagree with the EC amex or are more conservative or cautious cannot find the "weak
link'* on the EC to pick away at. This fact too appalls many opponents of EC discipline. To be
frank, underlying much of the resistance to EC discipline is the fear of an authoritative
leadership--or a fear of this_ leadership having authorlty. V’e wish to be quite clear on this
question. e want greater leadershlp authority. “e don't believe for one minute that a
leadership without the absolute maximum of autnority can carry this or any other organization
through the turns we are proposing. Naturally, there is morse to having actual authority-than
being able to present a united front. j But the ability of the EC to present such a front to the
_ organizalon is one of the ways it maximizes its authorjty, in which the TC can lead and the

- organization is more effective in carrying out decisive actlon witlout lingering doubts or the
action being in question by fears that some leaders disagree with it,

At this polnt, cries of elitism are undoubtedly coming forth from some readers. Aren't
we saying that we don't trust the membership not to degenerate into factional squabbles over
every, third rate question, etc., etc. No, we are not saying that. In fact, we firmly believe
that it is thowe who argue, like JF and EF, that confronted by a unitec leadership the member-
ship will be incapable of correcting the EC's mistakes. This is, indeed, elitist nonsense.

If the EC loses touch or goes off half cocked the membership would certainly Imake its
displeasure known. Further, it would use the many channels, like the NC, the convention,
branch and fraction meetings, that it has in this democratic centralist organization to fight and
overrule EC policy. If we did not belleve the membership capable of this, we would believe

- the IS.to be worthless.

FThat we do believe, however, is that the IS membership--~leaders incluced--is, llke
every other body of human beings thmt ever existed Inclucding the working class and its vanguard,
ureven In consciousness, development, combativity, talent, and every other attribute that is
essential to a workers' combat organization.l Fow could it be otherwise: Fow could the IS
rise above all of human history? Indeed, if this were not the plain truth, we woul not need a
leadership in the IS anymore than the class woulc need a vanguard as a esult of its unevenness.
Yes, ave believe tmt the leadershiq of the revolutionary organization has a relationship to the
rmembership that 1s analogous to the relationsiip of the entire organization to th e working class,

_ This, comrades, is the AEC of Leninism and democratic centralism.

“hat this means is not that the leaders don't trust the membership, but that the leaders
have a solemn cuty to wage political struggle with the backward elements of the organization,
members anc leaders alike. Tke discussion group mentality sees the solution to the problem
of unevenness as an educational one, a pecdagogical task, Educaton is essential, but it never
Las or will overcome unevenness since, virtually by definition, various people start at different
points., '"Fducation” is he middle class intellectual's solution to the problem of the unevenness
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of the class, as well, Tui it doesn't wori in eitaer case. (At this point, trainicg stands above
education as a need of the organization. Training, as =m opposed to ecucation, 1§ gotten
through action and intervention in the class strgugle. Effective training, in this sense, is
gotten only in an organization that intervenes effestively, and that means an organization with
a decisive, authoritative leacdership.)

Let us be clear that uneveness is not a matéer of mowledge, sopnistxcanon, or
the other attributes of the middle class intellectual, The backward elemert s of the class,
the revolutionary movement, and the revolutionary organizat ons--IS included--are filld with
highly educatéd intellactuals; sophisticated politicos, and recognized leaders, Nor is the
‘persoannel of the backward elements of any revolutionary organization stable. People move in
and out of backwardness, Mo one is immune, no one beyond its influence, The leadership of
any revolutionary organization worth a dime must constantly combat backwarchess in itself
and in t e membership. It does this by leading external conb at as well as by waging internal
struggle. Once again it does this most effectively when it has maximum autiority.

The EC coes not see TC discipline, leadership authority, or organizatioral tightening as
'"bending the stick,” The moves we propose, includng the maintainence of FC discipline, are
just first steps. 'e wart an organization that is thoroughly professional anc efficient, we
. want an organization that is a machine. That is, we want a machine in the working class,
That is Leniniam, Tog get that we need and will build a machine inside the organization that -
guarantees its effectiveness., Ey machine we mean a network of comraces who are the most
effective fighters anc organizers and who share fundamental agreement with the program of the

~ 18, and with the leadership democratically elected to carry that program out, the =C,

liany of the more cautious comr ades have seen the ¥C's first attempts txx at bhuilding a
machine as examples of bureaucratic cliquism. People who try to defend the 1136, of the EC to
the organization, to act as agents of the =C are labelled '"hacks.' T..ese aitacks are bota dema-
gogic and elitist. They are demagogic because the FC has not asked people to be agents on the
basis of personal ties or friendships, but on the hasis of politica., The FC's network is open to
anyone who wishes to fight for £C policies, it should be inclusive, drawing in as many of the
cadres of the IS as is possible, The eritics of the EC and its agents are also elitist because
they cannot recognize that it is possible for peopie who share basic policies to disagree, They
assume that EC agents are "hacks" who simply take orders. This is nothing but the snobbery of
te intellectual indivicualist, In the 2C's network, as in the entire organization, there is
disagreemett and initiative from below.

The EC proposes to buildk a revolutionary conb at organization that is as effective, hard,
and combative as its enemies. T7e do not propose to perpetuate the Trotskyist proclivity for
failure. The claptrap about the TC moving toward Stalinism is smply cemagogy. Fut we do want
an organization, a democratic {not bureaucratic) centralist organizat on, that is every bit as hard
and effective as the Ctalinists', the labor bureaucrats’, and the capitalists'. This means an
authoritative leadership, a machine internal and external, a staff (another boogyman of the oppo~-
nerts of EC discipline) of dedicated, harcened professional evolutionaries, ancd a worker cadre
that is tougher and moe disciplined than anyone else's.,

The opponents of EC discipline also argue that a discipined EC—~-and, we imagine, a
safifgx machine, a staff, etc.--will discourage initiative from below. That's what Rosa
Luxemburg said about Leninism. Fut the trut: is there was a hundred times more initiative
from below in Lenin's Zolshevik party, than ir Luxemburg's Polish party or the German party.

" The real proof that there is more initiative from below under the disciplined ©C, however,
is not to be found in history, but in the IS itself. Since the disciplined ZC bhas begun to act
collectively anc authoritatively, there has been a thousand times more ranx and file initiative
than ever in our past or in any other revolutionary organization in the U,3, tocay. Let the
opponents of EC discipline tell us that there is not the most fantastic initiative In the Louisville
and St. Louis branches, Tell lug that the TC scuelehed initiative thatlproduced important .
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¥ gains in our IZT worXk, i a number of the local £77A fractions, in tie Justice Committee.
Tell the membership that the £C put down atterapts by branches to-bring out peopie for April 23,
or the local initiative shown in the postal campaiz:. Isn't the truth plainly the ppposite?
Tsn't it rather tiat in everylease the ZC has nelped to one degree or another spark or even dir-
w ectly create injtiative from below? »

This orgacization is a hundred tirzes more creative today, because~--not insgpitesof-+
the leadership the ©C kas begun to provide, The EC and the organizatior has a long way to go,
there have geen an will be mistakes, but it 18 obvious that a disciplined EC has concreddly ®
moved this organization forward, inspired initiative, and beaten down the ol immex "losers'" et
mentality, Arc that kas only been possibly by disciplining the former EC stars into a collabo-
rative team. Thaal's no projection, no fantasy. That's fact, comradds.

The conerete truth of what the opponents of =C discipline want is not even a holding
action or a cautious maintenance of the status quo., They want a big step baciammx to our past.
Cn the basis of formalistic arguments basec or imaginary situations, “or misread exmples from
history some & the comraces woulc have us chuck one of the major tools that has brought us
so far, Everyone wants the plumbing fixed, but some comrades want us to do it with a screw-
ériver insteac of a pipi wrench, . _

Cne more taing must be said about the conception of leacership proposec by snany of the
opponents of EC ciscipline. In acditon to wacting to organize the leadership arounc differences,
they put forth an individualist concept of leacership., ZC votes are to be reported out so that
individuals ¢an be kel responsible for mista’es, and replaced as indlviduals, This conception
judges leacers primarily by their votes anc intéllectual positinns. In fact, tehe idea of judging
leaders by effectiveness and performance is explicitly conCeraned by some.

Cnce agair this is the norm of a discussior g up composed of intellectuals, The
intellectual is trained to view the world as an incividualist. Simc e each leader is to be hled
responsible for mistates o the organization, each leader must becoie a fully rounded "renais-
sance ' man or woman. To avoid being singlec out as a failure eacl: leacder must strive to cover

 all bases. Undcer this situation, as in the kpast in the IS, a real, functioning division of labor
- on the EC is impossible.
/ It is often arguec that it was only-the factioral situation in the'past that made the IS inef-
 fective. In fact, the fac tional situaton was in part an outgrowth of the very concepton of indi-
. wvidual leadership that the opponents of EC discipline argue for. Each leader kad to know every-
/  thing about everything, each leader bad to organize a base or get shot cown. Under the incf-
/" vidualist conception of 14acership impliec in the main arguments against EC disei;pline,
7 a leacer viho does not organize for his or her point of view is a fool, in fact, an irresponsible
' fool, If you are to be jit ged on your incividual politics, you will have to organize for them,

if on the other hancd you are jucged as part of a group on your effectiveness in carrying the
majority politice of the organization, thelpressures are entirely cifferent. Under this situation
the pressures are to be effective, to produce, And that means to concretely move the organi-
zation and its work. It is this kind ofkpressure which has allowed the leacershio of the IS to
ecome more effective as indivicuals and as a group. It is this that has goaded a previously
ineffective collection of indivicual 1 eaders to become increasingly professiocel and politically
effective,

If a leadership body is to be judged by its collective politics anc its performance, it can
for the first tre honestly enc cliquism. The cl:arge that the FC is becoming a leadership
clique is ludicrous on tse face of it. Tack ZC mem er has broken virtually all of his or her
past clicue ties, Thase ties have been brozen because TC members have ceen disciplined to
carry out tasks vis a vis their old friends as well as thei r old opponents. In the past year
each and every member of tie ZC has seen personal ties shattered by carrying out 2 disciplined
line,
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Nar is the EC a collection of friends who subsrdinate principie to personal tles.
This EC 1s the first leadership body in the #8 that has not been a self-perpetuating
cellection of individuals. Under the old "star" system you could net possibly pro-
pofe tm remsve er replace members of any leadership body. Fer the first time we are
. dble to recognlze that not all leaders must be or should be on all leadership bodies.
Fer the fimst time we are sble to efBectively create a division of lasbor among leader-
ship elements in the organization, to change leadership badies without a split or

paralyzing faction fight. If this is the behavior of a clique, then the word has lest
all meaning,

The current dispute is not a "faction" fight between twe greups with clearly
defined positiens on a range ef pelitical questions. Rather, it is a matter, for
mest ef these on beth sides, of a cenflict between comrades whe share a basic per-
spective. Nontheless, we believe that it is a conflict in which a section of the
organizatien and its leadership are attempting to cling to norms of the past. We
believe that EC discipline has been an essintial teol in meving the IS from an
ineffective discussion group teward a workers combat organization, and that the
record ef the past year is the proof of that.

oo # # #
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A PARABLE ON VOLUNLARY EC DISCIPLIN:

Once upon a time there lived in Thesobia, an ancient people with an
architectural problem. Whatever structures these people built would, within a
short period of time, come crashing down on their heads. This created serious
problems. ALl efforts at building temples, palaces, or other enduring structures
In which the people could take pride, utterly falled. Just the task of
building modest homes for the people to keep out the winter cold and the summer
rain proved to be an enormcus burden, Time and agatn, these shelters would
collapse soon after being budlt.

As can be expected, there as a constant struggle in Thesobia over the
architectural theories. In the heat of this struggle, many brilliant and
theoretically advanced concepts were formulated. But alas, all that was built
continued to collapse.

Finally, after the most heated and intense theoreticai controversy in
the history of Thesobia, a new leadership group came to power. Among their
many contributlohs to architectural theory and practice, they argued for a
atartling new architectural concept: "strong mortar".

At first, this conevept shocked many people in Thesobla., After all, it
reversed two generations of established national custom. Misgivings and
grunblings were widespread. But the architectural problems were so serilous,
and the Thesobian people so anxious for a solution, that the dcmmsayers
were soon guieted and the new leadership was glven a chance to prove itself,

While experimenting with how to make stronger mortar, the leadership
reached a startling conclusion. "No longer", they declared, "will it be the
custom in Thesobia to mix piss in the mortar. Piss", they asserted, "makes the
mortar crumble",

There was an immediate and outraged reaction from the doomsayers.
"tJithout putting piss in the mortar", they cried, "it will be impossible
to smell who laid which brick, When buxldlngs continue to collapse, how will
we be gble to knov who to blawme".

But the leadership insisted, 'Whatever beneflts can be derived from the
old methods, they just don't make up for crumbly mortar", The new leadership
declared that henceforth, they would take collective responsibility for the
success or fallure of their archltectural ventures, fnd desplte the cries
of the critics, plss was kept out of the mortar.

Over the next year and a half, the entire population marvelled at the
architectural progress. There was a flowering of sturdy new construction and
architectural advance. All the people of Thésobia hecame better builders.

To be sure, not sll architectural problems were yet solved. Thesebla was not
yet ready to undertake the construction of massibe fabulous temples and
palaces. But everyone felt pride in the progress already accomplished, and
confidence in the future of Thesobian architectural greatness.

The entire population, even the old doomsayers, came to strongly believe
in the new concept of "strong mortar". Everyone recognized that while strong mmwx
mortar doesn't solve all problems, it was ¥ necessary for all further progress.
Publie enthusiasm for the new architectural dimection was universal.

But the doomsayers continued crying out that there still remained a
single important flaw in the otherwise great archltectural achievements, e

=
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agree with all that has been accomplished", they declared., "We just
vant to meke one small amendment”,

They organized a struggle inThesobia raising three slogans:
1, Full defense of the concept of strong mortar.
2. Full defense of all architectural gains over the past year and a half.
3, Pass a law requiring the leadership to include piss in every bateh of mortar.

Sedly, a sizable nunber of well intentioned Thesobians fell for it. During the years of
catastrophy, brick smelling had become the dominanat natonal recreation. On warm nights,
people would go out onto the streets of Thesobia smelling the bricks of crumbling builldings
and theorizing about the causes of collapse. The ability to impress a crowd with utterances
of brilliant architectural evaluation as to the causes of the collapse, became a natlionally re
cognized source of status and pride - the hallmark of true genius.

In the new ers, the ability to achieve concrete results -started replacing verbal acrobatics
as the new basls upon which greatness in Thesobia came to be Judged. But old habits die haxrd.
Even some Thesobians who themselves were becoming pretty good builders, still felt nostalgia
for the old days."Why can't we defend our new architectural gains, and defend ourright to small
bricks at the same time?" they started asking. And it was on this basis that a struggle was
waged to return to the old policy of crumbly mortar, and thereby to return to the old era of
architectural collapse,



IN REPLY TO 8,F, =~=WHAT IS DEMOCRATIC CENTRALISM? Dave F. and Jack T,
for the EC

The notlons of democratic ceantralism are, above all, concrete. A discussion of
democratic centralism has meaning only in the framework of the political perspectives
and direction of the IS. What are the organizational norms needed by the IS
today # in order to become a working class combat organization? What kind of
organization do we need in order to recruit, train and develop workers rapidly

. to he leaders in the factories and in the IS? What is the function of leadership
for an organization which faces the task of constructing the nucleus of the
revolutionary party in this country, at the beginning of what will be a prolonged
erisis of capitalism?

The EC resclution on democratic centralism tackles these guestions. It recognilzes
that we cannot build a Bolshevik organization, despite the most revolutionary
will in the world, if we fail to base our organizational methods squarely on the
material and political needs posed by our political action perspectives. The EC
resolution ls a response to the tasks posed by the turn toward agitation, toward
worker recruitment snd a combat organization. It gives a clear answer: the crying
need is for poiitical and organizational centrglization. That's what we stand on.
Without centralization, there will be no active workers' democracy in the IS -
because our rank and file agitation, our campaign to recruit workers and build a -
cadre will g1l fail.

Centralization, among other things, is a key to the rapid political development of
IS members at every level. It means ensuring that there is a concrete political
line to which members can respond and carry cut in the world. It means enabling

our members to become political leaders without having to go through years of a
discussion group, This is proven by the fact that because of the steps toward
centralization in this organization, our members are learning politics and devel-
oping more rapldly than they ever did before, We propose te deepen that process and
make it systematilic throughout the organization.

In response to our proposal, a different orgasnizational view has been put forward.
It is expressed in SF's document "On DEmocratic Centralism" (Convention Bulletin
#2). This document, in our view, does not present a "different conception" of
democratic centralism, or a "variation” on the basic political direction presented
by our resolution. Ve believe the difference to be far more radical: for this
organization, at this time (and after all, both SF's document and ours were written
for this organization), SF'd document means in reality no democratic centrak@sm at
all. It proclaims our adherence to some of the principles ¢f of democratic central-
ism, but then gives them an abstract and idealist content that prevents them from
becoming a material reslity in the practice and life of the organizaticn. We want
to show that sbstractionism and ideaslism are the very core of SF's document on
organization, That's what this reply is =about,

There are some toplcs we do not intend to comment on in detail., For example, there
are whole sections, such as the section on how the Workers Party broke with ¥annon-
ism and Zinovievism, the details of which can be left tc an educational literary
discussion. That discussion will be useful, and no doubt SF and others will make
valyaWle contributions to it.

There are other sections in which SF elaborates on the distinctions hetween
proletarian and bourgeois conceptions of democracy. Of course we accept that dis-
tinction - in fact, the whole EC resolutiocn on democratic centralism is based on
the kind of democracy through which the working class can overthrow bourgeois
democracy and establish its own. But we are not golng to discuss these generalltles
in detajl ~ to do so would be to mislead the organization about what are the issues
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in dispute. We will answer the charges that we have adopted a "bourgeois,
Stalinist, liberal or anarchist" concept of democracy. What we really want to
debate is the concretes - what the application of proletarian democracy means
for IS right nowv.

ABSTRACTION #1: THE "LEVEL OF POLITICS"

Section IV of SF's document suggests that the IS has not become "an organization
with highly worked out politics", but rather we have more or less "just af set
of tactlics passing for polities”. Further, he suggests that "to the extent that
we approximate a pre-party formation rather than a sect we will have a more
politically heterogenecus mewbership". This ralses two guestions: what is the
meaening of "politics"? And does the revolutionary party fight to overcome
differences or to encourage them?

Let's take the second question first. Political differences of all kinds don't
exlst because we encourage them. They exlst because they are absolutely inevitable
in the real world, which presents thousands of problems, variations and complexi-
ties. (That is why every political monolith must eventually bresk down). No doubt
the rapid recruitment of workers will ralse many new gquestions we will have to take
up. Bit as the EC resolution points out, there is a critical link that permits

a revolutionary organization to recruit, develop and forge political unity from
hundreds of workers from different backgrounds and experiences. That link is a
cadre which is politically unified and which subordinates its differences, guite
consciously, to recrulting and building the organizatiog. Cadres cannot be
leglslated, they have to be consciously built in the real world as the key to

the relationship between the revolutionary party and the class.

Yet this is exactly what SF heatedly objects to! In his own way he is forced
to reccgnize thet the critical problem 1s to "keep the members united in pur-
sult of a well-understood and collectively defined goal” (p.7). Bextxixoom
To do this, he says f/ "we will need an organization with highly worked out
politics", But his idea of highly developed politics is 1l00% abstraction, be-
cause he wants to repudiate the concept that ¢ thdse politics are actually
carried by real people, i.e. by the layer of cadres in the organization. He
believes that the yvery concept leads directly to bureaucratisy, sectarianism
and cliquism (we intend to show later why he is all wrong). But without the
real people who are known as "cadres", the very possibility of a "high level of
politics" evaporates into thin air. '

In this framework we obviously regard differences as natural and inevitable,

not as heresies which will destroy the organizatinn unless they are stamped

out. But our conscious aim must be to overcome differences, not to develop them,
We want the maximum political unity possible. The best way of achieving that is
through a unified political practice, which is the heart of democratic centralism,
Thus we are not for what SF poses as the desireable norm, a "more politically
heterogeneous immder membership". No, we want the opposite. We want a less
politically heterogeneous membership, and above all a tighter and less hetero-
geneous cadre, But this cannot be achieved through blind loyalty or a passive
membership. It requires an active membership which is proving IS politics in the
clase struggle every day - in other words, it requires the turn toward agitation,

And in the framework of a turn toward agitation, what 1ls the correct conception
of "polities"? It is a cheap truism that "politics" is more than "tactics", but
not ¥ very helpful. In fact, "politics” in industrial agitation mmxkx

meens using our tactlys and strategies to create an audience among workers in
struggle for the revolutionary program and organizationn. "Politics" for us is
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not the ldealistlic notion that every one of our members is going to be an expert

in the same things. Politles for us is putting the talents of each of our mem-

bers, from the newest recruit to the oldest and most sophigticated comrades, at

the zx=x¥¥ service of the revolutlonary movemédnt and bullding the IS. Polltics

for us is not separate from what we are doing in the factorles, the unions, the
rank and file movement, Politics_is what we are dolng there - which involves a

lot more than tactics, as E&;ﬁvgﬁﬁastrialized comraede and worker member knows).

It id precisely our politics wﬁﬁch are being proven by the fact that we are building
an international revolutlonary political tendency in the working class - and no one
else is,

And if anyone says that's "economism”, we suggest they need some classes in basic
Marxism.

ABSTRACTION #2: FACTIONS AS A “CORRECTIVE"

The outgoing EC takes pride in having ended a faction fight, built a national
leadership without a new faction fight, and carried the IS into a critical turn
without another faction fight. And we have done this without In any way banning
the right to factions. Our conception of the right to form factions is different
from the 0ld concept that national leaders are free to form factions at the drop
of a hat (like clockwork at every Conbention). Rather, we now have a leadership
which 1s politically organized, self-disciplined and by that token has some aspects
of a faction in its own right. (Of course, with the exception that it is politic-
8lly responsible to the whole organization and is not a separate organlzation
within it), Thus, rank and file members must have the right to form factions when
they wish to oranize a fight to change the policies of the leadership. It is a
democratic right - nothing more or less.

Against this, SF throws out the ildea of "the right to form factlions as a neces-
sary corrective and method of bringing about a needed change", etc. (p.§). But
this meaningless generalization is not what matters. The point is, what is the
correct political attitude to take toward the pcssibility of factions in fthe
I8 today, when we are making a major turn involving large numbers of workers
rapidly? We have a clear answer. Ve are against factions. We want to prevent
them from forming, unless there are absolurely profound, principled issues
vhich leave no recourse whatsoever except factions. On any other basis, the
formation of factions would be criminal - and totally irresponsible %o the
membership.

It is not only leaders who must take a clear attitude on this. All IS members
must have a responsilble attitude toward the question of forming factions.
Factions should not be considered the normal, healthy mechanism for changing

or developing the politics of the group. Members should be very well aware of
the immense damage that factions can do, and be prepared to support them only
when worsé damege would result from not forming them., We é hope SF in fact
agreees Wwith us on this, Generaslities about how é factions masy pley a progressive
role under some unspecified circumstances do us no good at all,

ONCE MORE IN DEFENSE O THE CADRE CONCEPT
The core of the idealist method of the SF document lies in Section V, in which
he attacks the conception of the cadre as the backbene of the party (vwhose rela-
tion to the party is the same as that of the party to the working classd.

Qur resclution makes clear that the cadre is not a closed circle inside the organ~
ization which exists to fill afew spots at the "top". It extends beyond the



b - 1§ REPLY 70 SF/ic

leading comnlttees, and is defined by its consciousness rather than the posts
1t holds, It is an expanding core which seeks to become more and more inclusive.
But it is the core., Even more, it ic 2 conscious core.

Of course, cne can be a formalist and point to all the orgenizatdonal barriers
between the party and the class, which do not exist between the cadres and the
party ltself. Yes, of course it is true that fthe policles of the party are
determined by the party meuwbership, not by the non- party workers or the party
cadres (that is all that SF's objection boils down to). But that's hardly the
point. What matters is that the cadres inside the party are constshtly trying
to ralse consciousness, to educate, to take initiative, to recruit to the cadre
in order to strengthen it. The cadres consciously (voluntarily5 subordinate
their differences to building the party. They win the political respect of the
rank andﬁfile members through an open polikical relationship, by being Fhe best
fighters and party workems. They fight to politically unify the party on the
highest level. Those are exactly the same tasks which the party undertakes in
the working class.(It wasn't only James P. Canncn who pointed this out - Max
Shachtman understood it too).

What does SF oppose to this? Anojher idealist abstraction: the notimn of"only
one kind of member" as "an indispensible part mf of building a non-elitist IS"
{p.10). S0 among our oth:r crimes we are also charged with elitism. Let's
leave aslde the demagogic irush tha% is thrown up aroung this ("the essentially
bourgeois idea that The Leaders are permanent specialists in leading...”) and
deal with the substance. § How does SF actually define "having only one kind

of member" and how does he actually prcpose to reach this wonderful utopia?
Very simple - he doesn’t. If you don't believe this, re-read SF's section V.

Mo duwawy b

The truth is, he doesn’t say a sinils itking sbout kis idesl - it's just another
Nice Idea. And with good reascn. The only wey to the sbstract "equal level of
pEiwikiws politics” SF wants it ip the dls:@ussion group. It has never exiated,
and wever will, anywhere elsa in trn vnyieing class movement or the rest of the
real world. Because in g vesl, fighting movement there is unevennes ln politics,
consclousness and other things at cvery single level.

Ve have an answer that will work, shat will produce a rovolutionary organization
that is fully democratic end will create a revolutionary perty. Yes, in one
respect we are for having "only oue kiod of member” - re/olutionary socialiist
fighters who are totally comnitizd uc saashing everything this system stands
for and replacing it wi~h working clacs rule. But in every other respect,

since we are real paople who zre unfortunataly products off a real and very
imperfect world, we are rot equel as pulitical leaders or fighters just as

all workers are not at the cawz level of consciousness. That's why the working
class needs a revoluticnory pavhy - and that'e why the party must have a cadre™ .
and a leadership. Our menbars are fev tco advanced to be patronized by meane
ingless phrases that "all weombera ere equal”. No, we have a wadre that strubgles
for political unity, by aducaiting cur members sbout IS history (of which we

are proud), by carrying the natiornal line in the branches, by trying to develop
every new worker memver as o leader, and by repydiating the disgusting

charge that those whs fight for a political line inside the IS are "hacks”.
That is how we achieve real democracy instead of platitudes. And the best

thing sbout IS today is that for the £irst time in a tleast fifteen years

we have a cadre that i1s beginning to do Jjust that.

™~
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IS THE STAFF A "MACHINE-CLIQUE"

One of the fashionable methods of undermining political. leadership that has
grown up in this organization is the technique of taking cheap shots at the
full-time IS staff. Precisely because the stafff has been successful, has
provided leadership and example to the organization, has created effective
teamwork, and has a close working relation with the EC -~ precisely because of
this, the staff has come in for wmore sniping and underhanded abuse than any
other group in the organization//.

Of course, everyone knows that a staff 1ls necessary. But the attitudes that
exist toward the staff ftoday result from the fact that many comrases to not
accrpt the fact that those who lead the organization should work full-time Ffor
iﬁ. That is what this staff is built arocund., We are not for the central polite
ical leadership mt of the IS having other careers elsevherp, We put EC members
on full time staff and give them responsibility for running malor areas of
work. The EC, of course, is not the whole professional staff. All the comrades
on gtaff are extremely valuable. But the ability to create a professional
staff which is committed and competent rests first and foremost #n the leader-
ship taking responsibility for it. That's where Bolshevik leadership differs
from various forms of social democracy and New Leftism wheretlose who dominate
the organization lead from the comfort of intellectual careers or trade union
posts,

Everyone in the IS should be aware that we are enraged by the attitude that
exists toward the full-time staff and we are going to stamp It out politically.
Without the work of full-tdéme professional revolutionaries on the staff all

the external work of this organization would be impossible. The creation of

an EC that works full-time for the IS is a major step forward and should be

g0 recognized. The same thing goes for the staff as s whole, which goes beyond
the EC itself.

It is an intolerable situation to have comrades who are completely ignorant

of vhat the staff does and how it works, without even bohhering to find out,
turning out documents that imply we have divided the staff into "permanent
specialists on unpleasant work" and others who "claim that their time can be
more productively spent in exclusively ' leadership! tasks". What we have to
say to SF is this: it is bed enough for you to poduce this kind of stuff, but
it is even worse if you think we are going %o slt here and leave it unanswered.
The reality is that this staff has g division of labor that this organization
would de well to learn and study. Any branch which could do as well would

be light years ahead. Th staff 1s based on the principle of maximum politicd
initiative from each comrade. It has nothing to do with "creating speclallsts
on unpieasant work", and it has equally nothing to do with SF's utoplan fantasy
of "everyone's equal’. If SF or other comrades want toc know Jow the staff
actually works, they might be able to learn something by talking to us.

Of course, it is not only the staff (including full-time branch organizers)

who are full-time proflessional revolutionaries. In partlicular, comrades

vorking in industry are every Wit as "full-time" as the staff. Which brings

us to the next point, We are lectured by SF (p.9) that the leadership role

of the steff is counterposed to aworker-leadership. For the stseff to function-
ally lead the organization "would greatly facilitate machine-cliquism” and

push out the workers. More abstractions. Is that what is happening in this
organization,comrades? Isn't it this EC and this staff which has pressed and
fought for the turn toward agitation? Isn't it this EC and staff which have
pushed worker recruitment to the fore, and created a newspaper which is our best
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" tool for doing that? Isn't it this BEC and this staff which have finally
created a working political relationship with comrades in industry and
brought their work to the center of the kife of the IS? Waen't it the alli-
ance between the EC and the industrialized comrades which overcame resis-
tance to the turn in the branches? Wasn't it that alliance vhich made pos-
sible the success of the April 26 Coalition? The answer to all these questions
is yes. /ind that ansvers SF's charge about the "machine-cligue",

The leading role of the staff and worker leaders are not gounterposed., In a.
Bolshevik organization they depend on each other. At various times leading
comnittees like the NC may be welghted in one direction or another, depending
on political need ar on vwhich section of the organization is most in

advance, But what always under¥les it is the alliance between the full-
timers and the industrial worker cadres. That alliance is the vety axis on
which the revolutionary party is built.

o . BOWRACTION o 3: SOCIOLOGY OF "CLIQUISM!

SE's document does not proceed from the political perspectives of the turn
toward agitation. It appears to exist in a kind of timeless void, with references
to bourgeois armies and the like. In fact SF starts out with a long descrip-
tion of what might be called "the sociclogy of cliquism". ("Cliguism of all
political shades always means that th se of more political influence or

prestige develop a network of clients...the mutual exchange of political
services...internal cohesion based on keeping information away from the

world outside the clique". Etc,).

SF of course is not the only comrade who has referred to the "inevitable
dangers" of cliques in an organization with a atrong leadership, But what
is missing is any kind of political cheraterization:is the IS leadership a
clique? Is this EC building a clique? Is the organizational machine we are
building (yes, we are for a machine!) based om clique loyalties?

Let's be clear, Not a single one of our opponents has come out with such a
charge against us.'/e are treat d to all kinds of lectures about the dangers

of cliques. But no one is actually willing to charge us with cliquism. And for
good reason. This EC has done away with cligue leadershlps in this organiza-
tlon. That 15 the political fact that stands behind all this sociology: there
is no EC clique whatscever. What is aclique, anyway? Very simply it is a grouping
that holds together on a basis other than principled political agreement. The
IS used tc be a mess of cliques in the past precisely because there was no
political agreement and no leadership. Above all, there was no common poli=-
tical practice (which is why, Sam, you hear so many fifferent versions
floating arcund of "what happened in Peace and Freedom'"). Common political
practice throughout the organization is at the heart of democratic central-
ism, amd Tighting for it has been cur main political weapon in breaking down
the old cliques, It has been this leadership which has done that. We are not
ashemed toc say it is among our finest achievements and one for which we take

a great deal. of credit.

n n
;et‘s expose these sociological generallzéggons %%q%ﬁgg they are; g fudge to

/ avold coming to grips with what the IS leadership actually is, and what it has
4 / accomplished. If SF or anyone else wants to honestly charge us with clique

//f 3 { functioning they should honestly say so and not make veiled hints. The real

3 charge afainst us is not that we're a clique held together without political

N
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agreement - but the exact opposite. We're an organized political leadership,
and we defend that. Some comrades think we're too politically cohesive, We
can!t be penetrated and organized by old friends and ties from the past, as
was the case with all previocus EC's. Internal voluntary political discipline
has been one technigue for achieving this (it has been effective ¢y only
because it does rest on political agreement). What comrades are reacting to
is the fact that we aren't a clique, hy not recognize and dealw ith that?

ABSTRACTION i+ 4; THE ROLE OF DISCUSSION
SF charges us with propesing to "restrict the rights of the membership".

i'hat is the foundation of this charge? It is that we do not publish EC votes and
(cont'd on page 8)

{{THE FOLLOWING P/RAGRAPH SHOULD BE READ FOLLOWING THE LAST FULL PARAGRAPH
ON THE NEXT PAGE. SORRY ABOUT TYPOGRAPHIUAL MISTAKES!}))

But the real crux of SF's concept of the paper is revealed by his notion
that the paper should have carried discussion articles opposing our line on
compensatory treatment for women and minority workers in the layoffs. On that
subject there were of course internal debates and documents. Bui what would that
have meant for our work? Vhat would it have meant in the UNC in auto, where we
are involved in s fight with the UNC leadership who refuse to raise the question?
By opposing our own line in our own paper, we would have made Workers Power
worse than useless in that arena. Our own paper would have been the best or-
ganizing tool against our comrades trying to raise ourspolitics in a difficult
enough situation. This illistrates what we are talking gbout. The norm is now
golng to be that our political decisions are taken into the world to fight )
around., The norm is going to be that the paper is a weapon for us in organizing’
that fight., And therefore the norm is going to be that we don't permit dlscussion
articles vhere that would undermine the work we are doing! What matters for us
in discussing the paper is precisely/ the norms, not the exceptions - but SF,\
appears %o see no meR need to distinguish between them,
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have not published discussion articles in the paper. The lssue of EC dlscipline
is being fully treated in a separate discussion document. As for the gquestion of
dlscussion articles in the paper: on ite own merits thim 1s truly a fourth-rate
question, but it is quite a good exomn,.lc cf some of the idealist conceptions that
grevw up lnslde the IS during our years as a dlscussicn group.

What are the rights of the membership with regard to the newspaper? Clearly, the
fundamental right is the right of the membership to control the newspaperiThe
paper belongs to the membership, The ﬁho*e membership, not just those who write
for the paper. Tnat includes our newest recruit who is selling the paper in his
or her factory, just as muxh as the most politically sophisticated comrades who
have been members for five, ten or jwenty years.

The IS memberphip has the vight to a paper whose political line it controls, and
which it can use in building the organization. We reject the notion that any
individual comrade has the "right" 10 express his or her ideas in the paper,
regardless of whether the membership wents those views to be pub}ically expressed
in our paper. There has been no “question in the past two years of discussion
articles from orgenized political minorities, but rather from individuals. In the
most recent case, *he Miller article on auto, this was a point of view which had
never emen been discussed within the IS! It is fundsmentally andﬂ totally undemo-
eratic for comrades who use the paper in their work to open up their latest issue
of Workers Power (vhich they are expected to f¢¢ sell, defend, etc.) and suddenly
discover a "discussion articie” with a point of view they didn't even know existedl
That 1s why we reject the ncnsensz that democratlc rights means a "free exchange
of ideas" in our press.

Let's be clear about this. We can have discussion artlclhp, and sonmetimes after a
discussion in the orgenization we will. But that decision rests with the owgan-
ization, not with individuals. If the organization wants a debate on a given

issue in WorkersPower, we'll have it. Otherwise we won't. That's called "protect-
ing the rights of the membership". Fu=th~rmore, any other conception of discussion
in the pages of Workers Power meani g*...5 in to the ideas of a discussion group.

There are several other things which show the seskness of SF's approach to this
question., He suggests, for exarple, that we should have had discussion erticles
_opposing our line on the Octobor 1973 Middls East war. But the fact of the matter
1s that not one single comrade even wrotz a document for the organizatinn to dis-
cuss in opposition to our line! The idea %that we should have dilscussion abtlcles™
without internal documents an? discussions simply mesns turning our paper into a
discussion bulletin. We totally r=ject that.

Or is SF supgesting that the EC should have actively solicited an opposition
articleg Should we, for the sake of discussion and public debate over our line,
gone out and organized the cpposition to ocur own line? To do so would mean that™
the responsibility of the leadership is to organlZe the IS around differences. s
That would be the norm of a discussion group, pure and simple. .

((see p,7 for missing paragraph which should be inserted here))
We also disagree with SF's proposal (p.6) for what is in fact a shallow substitute
for a theoretical Journal, We especlally want comrades to notice that this is
actually the heart of SF's political conception of "Bolshevization": 2 "re-vitalized
internal bulletin” {with the EC to find differences to organize it around), and
a bl-weekly supplement whicl does essentially the same thing only slightly more
externally oriented. That is the whole substance of SF's proposal for a "politically
barder and more developed IS". Where do tne politics come in, comrades? The notion
that political develcpment comes from these kino of literary make-work projects
(that 1s what they are) is 100% idealism. As we have stated we will propodd publica-
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tion of a proper theoretical journal (which we urgently need) when we are able
to commit the necessary resources to 1t. That is the correct way to proceed,
not en ad hoc supplement to Workers Power which would in fact be shallow,
largely irrelevant and asauredly unread by most of our members who would find
Tiocoeredey sk it useless.,

We appreciate the fact that SF is concerned with raisin they political

level /d of the whole organization and its work. That is a corrdct concern.
But years of the discussion group should have taught us that discussion
outside the realm of our practice - which is, today, industrial agitation
first and foremost - cannot do this. The role of political discussion and
education in IS today is spelled out in the "Bolshevizatiom of IS" document.
Carrying out the turn and learning from it will give us a political depth and
expertise our tendency has lacled in this country for the last 25 years,

ONCE AGAIN -~ AGAINST ABSTENTION!

We don't intend to respond to the rest of SF's document in much detall. But
there is at least one other important guestinn: the ldealist nonsense that
makes a principle of avoiding "misrepresentation to our audience' on the per-
sonal views of individual IS members,

On p. 16 SF goes so far as to say that "the member presenting the line in public
_ and who also has important disagreements with it should at some point indicate

his/her own views on the matter". That means a gff¥ huge step backward from even
our curremt norms., When you speak at, say, an IS forum you speak fob the organ-
ization, not for yourself. Just because you are the speaker doesn't mean the
meeting belongs to you. It belongs to your comrades who built the meeting, who
worked to bring to contacts to it to hear the IS p01nt of view.

Even in the old, pre-faction-fight IS, for that matter in the ISC, it
would have been a K Jjoke for a comrade $peaking in an arena or mass meeting to
get up and say, "My organization believes this, but I have a different view"; .
Even #ﬂi a discussion group knew that it had to act with a common face in combatl‘

That happens if you are speaking in public and afterward your friend asks,
"But I thought you personally believed the moon is made of green cheese, yet you
said in your speech it was blue”? In that case the answer is to tell the truth:
"Yes, but when I'm speasking for the IS I present the views of the organization,
not my own", This might also be a good time to explain to your friend the ABC's
of Bolshevism and vhy it is no way dishonest, misrepresentation or "wonolithic"
to function in that way.

If your friend is the Man in the Moon and has no experience in politicel
practice here on earth, he may not understand you. But if he or she has had some
contact with the IS and its work, your point will be well made, By showingthat
your commitment to building the IS takes precedence over all your individual
differences, you will impress your contects with the seriogsness of our politics
and the fact that the power ef the organization is 'much greater than the sum of
its individual members alene.

VORKERS PARTY .
Ve promised not to go into the details of Workers Party history, important as it
is. But we want to make one or two points clear, Y

SF is quite right that organizational practice - Bolshevism versus political
monolithism - was part of the split in the American Trotskylst movement that gave
rise to the Workers Party and the IS. We rightly rejected, and we still do,
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the phony pretense of a monolithic party with no political differences. But let's
make sure we understand that important as they were, the organizatiomal @ifferences

were gecondary, By themselves they would nev ve justified a gplit, a faction
fight or even a breakdown of the disciplined aborative leadership the American

Trotshyists had. (Far more disciplined than we are!). The fundamental issues that
mede that factionf fight necessary and progressive were theRussian Question and
the nature of World War II. %

The Workers Party quite correctly prized internal democracy as one of its most
precious assets. But it also took from Bolshevism and Trotskyilsm the conception

of a tight cadre and disciplined leadership. We are for the organizational norms
of the Workers Party, which believed i% was building the party to lead the Amer-
ican revolution. We are proposing the first steps toward tjise norms. What we are
nov ¢ fighting for will move us toward  the kind of centralized disciplined party
the WP was. They will still leave us a long way from realizing it, comrades! To
achieve that we will have to prove our cadres and lsading committees as leaders

in the class struggle and demonstrate the abllity to recruit and train industrial
workers in large numberm. To suggest the EC is proposing a tighter, more central-
ized organization than the Workers Party is historically and pelitically ridiculous.

THE SPECTER OF "CANNONISM"

It is not only SF but also other comrades who are raising a specter of "€ahnonism”
over ogr resolution on demofratic centralism., Frankly, we do not consider this a
first-rate question in thai&&iganiZation. The ~zudation . af "Connonlsn” ixhonesthat 7
tle teﬁdﬁﬁtﬂﬁbe:raiscd"sipgiffciilry“wﬁcn“-ft:_tnypenn'tcU;Qct.:chbne'$"?orﬂm£55ﬁﬂ'

¢ " neéeds. Tnrthc IS todcy it koo no weomingios a pollitical chore..sorizitioniof
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However, we want to clear up two very important misunderstandings in SF's document.
The first is on the bottom of p.5, where he says there is a danger that "our correct
turn will degenerate toward the Cannonism we were originally organized to reject”.
We are shocked by this, because it suggests that the bureaucratism of Cannonfs
SWP leadership was a result of the Trotskyists' efforts to engage in agitation
and root themselves in the struggles of the working class, to buold a preoletarian
revolutiogary party. We totally reject and repudiate the view that the Trotskyists!'
turns o0 agitation had anything to do with creating their bureaucratic practices
or that it was Cannon's insistence on proletarianization that led to his bureau-
cratic machine and its practices. To accept that view would lead us stralght to
capitulation to the worst of those practices,

Second, on p.3 SF wants us to "repudiate the Cannonite farmulation that the
leading vadre plays the same decisive role in relation to the party that the party
plays in relatifn to the class", We will deal later with the question of whether

this idea is right or not. Here we just want to point cut that just because ‘\\
Cannon said it (vhich he did) doesn't make it uniquely "Cannonite" (which it g,
isn't). In fact, Shachtman said it too, throughout the 1940's, when he and ofher R

WP leaders discussed the role of the Workers Party cadre. Shachtmen referred to
the cadres as the backbone around which the party was built, who were the fanat-
ical party loyalists and recruited to it as the single most important activity in
their lives. That's what weg stand on, too.
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IN CONCLUSION

. Without belaboring further detalls, we believe the point has been made., Our -
proposal on democratic centralism shows that centralization is the reoad to

. a more active membership, with genuine pollitical input into the line of the
organization, with more rapid political development. We belleve this has been
proven in theory and in practice.

'SF's alternative presents us with a conception of Bolshevism that i1s abstract,
utopian and idealist. Firs t and foremost it 1s lacking in real political
content. It calls for strong leadership, but threatens every such leadership
that actually emerges with the charge of "cliquism'. It wants to break with the
discussion group - but its proposal for"hardening our politics" consists
exclusively of organizing discusxions.

The real value of SF's document is that i% elaborates a certain method and
approach, It is the method which, in its essentials, also lies behind the

- maln amendments to the EC resolution on democratic centralism. We are refrring
specifically to the Mike P. smendments and the opposition to EC dlscipline.
A careful reading of SF's document - which is clear in its point of view -
demonstrates why those amendmen s, confusing though their wording may be,
actually negate the essentials of democratic centralism for IS in the period

. we have entered. #RA& SF'd document is the best demonstretion of why the
amendments are totally wrong and should be defeated.
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