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What follcocws are ncotes motivating a form of political discussion arnd
the develcrment cf a new journal as a vehicle for facilitating that
discussicne

The rough drait -of the document by Mark and kike U. begins a dis-
cussion over rerspectives in the orgarization that is long overdue., Without
regard t¢ its merits, the framework in which the discussicn devel:res

wverview oI the problem and grcoundrules for a discussion that cculd, unlike

> vany fighvs of the past, actually be positive arnd instructive. Thoug h

g
the firm of the debate is determired by its subject—our relati. tc
the left i, D3UC-its conternt is the development of revclutionz:. rerspectives

for .urseives and the revolutionary left in general.
Jne D3vC 3discussion arises ir the context of sever wirkir: clzss defea
ant. a ccne.ritant collapse of perspectives for the entire revoiut tiery leit.

as guch, 1% vusht rot be surprising that DSUC bpecomes the context 1 cwhick

e falaammental discussion of political perspectives arises. stzempt 1d
rez Ive z crises of revolutionary politics in a knee-jerk iazhion Lscause
. s zcilic chulce of subject runs ccunter to IS orthodox; runs i riszv

wl L riecircuiting a necessary process that car have a sourd eiien or irnc

criar wzataon and the larger left in general., Te declare a"majoriiy Z.r=2

o tne discussion, as has been bruted about, to rally the mentinrs

T Wezter. Jivilization as we are all much too good at docirg, mar

wwi i . resclve a political impasse facing the entire re luticnary lefi,
v ieelar: g majority line is to treat this iqb rather short-s. ™33t fasiiirn.

mistesine form for centent, teaching people, ourselves Iincluigl. [Isciouz
littie in the process.
Thése notes are not meart to gain more time fur a positicr I support.

wut $- irame & necessary discussion. iLets be clear-I do n-t suzzicrs Larh/hike J

(hensciurth known as kark-sorry hike) pusition as put forth ir
irait, because it represents an organizationpl rather ther 2 p~litical res-
yonse to the crisis of revclutionary politics—tha?&his crisie w1l contirue
wnether we are in D3Vl or nct,and that its resolution is criticzi. As i ar

not nearly as star-struck as is lkarx ty DSOC&s seeming success, the challenge
from D30C does not seem so timely that joining it becomes zgg questioninzgfff
are other# reasons Ior tris lack of ardor, but it strikes me that theirAsupport
for a la bor/socialist wing in the Democratic party (a pssitior kark doesz't
support-making his positicn ever more problemmatic) and a general, non-se ctarian
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call for regroupment in a unified socialist ‘organization demands we
have a coherent, comradely response. Can we answer such? Tge FC can
hothouse a "pcsition",for what its worth, but to oppose an open call
for regroupment demands that we offer an equally non-sectarian polijical
alternative—something in the spirit of "Join Us~You Have a Choicel” To
fashion that choice requires first of all an open and frank exchange of
views in which everyone learns something about ithe real pressures in
American politics that lead to eemtsin forms oﬂéccomodation, as well
as arfreged forms of resisting or surmounting them. Such a discussion
would be exhaustive, though it need nct be irterminable, or detract markedly
from other wori. It can be comradely (this is admittedly tough-they dién't
teach that one in IS school) and aimed at a higher integration then existed
for any positicn(s) before.

Realistically,we have not had satisfactory discussions on a national

ievel since the '76 convention, and I can be corrected on h ow satisfactory
tnose were, butthe bottom line was'they reflected the reality of our
wera and an earlier perspective being tested ir the class. THE IS
sr1it, though necessary, produced a freakx show on cne hand and a
dhourh small,jwith a realistic assessment of its tasks, if an inflated
iiez L1 now easily they might bve overccrmie. The ISuU szlit, hewever. taucht
us nothing. (I remember the earlier R3L expulsion, also no education-
a cumrade who shall remazin nameless but now wants tc join D3UC tcld me it
was useful Dbecause hefég%l%g use his 46 vclumes of the collected Lenin—
ar erbarrassment of riches, I theought) I t was only when our debates wers
ar.unc real guestions that confronted activists in their worx-cuestiions
57 1cng as well as shert term resclution that had twe different rossibie
cutcomes, rather then a burned-cut cor ultra-left fartasy, that the resclutions
were accepted or that we learned anything collectively.

var collective learning experiences are dated, the revcluticnary
lefts perscectives have dissolved, and the world is raising questions that
azypear to some as 21d (the Demccratic PartyZDraper resclved that ir 1977!)
but will be confronted anew. Yet instead of a fresh face for the new tasxs,
there is much heavy breathing about inderendent rolitics arnd aspersions
about people's backbones (or brains in the cther case-I rlead guilty here).
Ti:e one examrle ¢f interest in Independent Folitics was shared by only a

~ .

mincrity of us-the lessons of whicl are almost a reer cld. 3oth Znid and

C.tizens rerty, aqf experiez

as one exanrle,were on the fxecutive ctte ci th
g

e
garizations cverarchling

ot

L)
hat has largely remainei private, deszite the o
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interest in Independent Politiﬁi; gbf rcint is, wiyh the exception of those
of us laid off)or Frofessionalpg, interest in the Citizens Farty, the only
real Independent politics in a decade, was minimal because in reality it
did net fit into the ongoing work of comrades. Lo amount of retrospective
fetishizing will make it fit. Independent politics has not been‘gggl_for
the IS. Whether it can be is precisely the province of such a discussion,
but people must be committed to seeing it through, and not pretend there
are closed questions that challenge a living traditicrn of IS politics.

When discussions were raised in the past (Zeluck, etc) ad nauseum, they
vwere in the context of obfuscating and confounding a series of perspectives
we believed tc be very much cn. Ho one believes that now. Thus no one should
fear these digcussicns or fear & return to & circle mentality. To develop
a revolutionary sodizlist organization or irend in contradistinction to a rising
social#f democratic formation demands we take exhaustive sters to resolve a
common theoretical/pclitical impasse not of our making. Every previous split
wasrgwg§v§ram activism toward a comforting circle. The DSUC-Democratic thrust
is Ee;uiling precisely because it allows fo degree of activist politics in
the real world. This is DSOC's strengsth-I believe their crisis will come when
their perspectives collide with the c¢pld hard world, but it will take time,
and we can nefigircle the wagons g:%értthat happens. What can we do? I have
some ideas, but they can only be meaningful in an active dialogue with the
rest of the ccllarsed left arcund subared problems. Ctherwise, as 3S0CIALISTS-
we join the dustbin of history-along with Barbara, Cal and the rest cf the re-
fuse of our generation.

{more here)
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liotivation for a new {Vpurnal

A public journal, with manpower and freguency (2~3 issues per year) to be determined
by the center, ###### rather then Changes or a forthcoming bulletin, is the appropriate
vehicle for this discussion for the following reasons:

1) a jourral, professionally produced and ready to be used outside the
organization, would pressure the discussion to be clear-even polished, and serve
by its distribution to echo or anticipate many of the erguments everyone on the
left is asking. We are not alone in this ambivalence-caught between the impasse
of our class and the seeming success of DS0C~-and could profitably invite selectéveiJ’
cutside forces into a discussion. ‘

2) a bulletin may put forward positions starkly, but not necessarily clearly.
Tyat is both its strenﬂtn/weaxness. Fecrle cax think aloud and make misiakes,
Yut it rarelr serves the functicn of clearing the air or faciliating collakoration.
in fights, bulletins serve to firgﬁeople up, they rarely play an educative role.

3) Changes was based on a different premise-a regroupment of the Rev. left
arcund »ts own best work. This must be continued, but, as argued below, the
range T torigs a jeurnal would cover appear toc sPec_alized and long-range
or Cnanuea-ﬁﬁnﬁéﬁ “40%E (more here)

£) There may be a fear, amcng those who agree with the extensive discussion

arsument,of nevertheless "airing our dirty laundry ir public." Rather. we should
thin of & public journal as a clean-up attempt after 2 natural disaster. sort
& 1Y :
of & clean-up after the Reaganiye It 3t Helens in which everyones underwear is
p=] L
a2 tad snudged. '
Tne title can be squet iing akin to"Working rarers on Lavor Politics,
cr having the words 3ccialism and Democracy a;.pearaL Eggjthrust to subeest
S WO,

zroevigichal ideas on common problemse.

The ildea of an orga pization sponsoring an open Jour nal ocught rot be so
strange-the werst hack ecrap is produced by line periodicals, while scme of the
‘best new thinking is going on in periodicals whose pclitics are removed from
us,out allow a lee-way for some rretiy challenging stulf (Radicai History Review,
Lew Leit Review of the last 5 years, Socialist Review of the last two years,
Workin~ Fapers for a Lew Society (fuess we can't use that title after alil) ,#hal
even the new periodical Democracy has printed scme terrific critiques of Reagcnomics. )
The fact is, we have the brains and talent to put out a gquality product ii we only

have the faith that these are nct closed guestions, tut require an oper hearing.
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Questions such a journal, inthe context & the abowe discussion, wculd address
includes '
1-Is Democratic party work defensible as a tactical extersion of other

work? We have always denied this was sc, and we may again, but no attention
is given to the actual pressures in the real world that determine such tactical
choices, or alternately, given anpctivist orientaticn, how to withstand such
pressures. Too many horror storiés pass for analysis ("Imagine, Hiriam Balanoff
isn't raising pro-choice arguments in her campa jisn,"-abhd I wrote that toq)
In fact, given the secret oral tradition of the IS, the "slippery slope to hell,"
combines with "who stole the chairs" as a large part c¢f the inherited traditions
on 211 guestions that have not been timely in the last decade. The tactical
question is now, unlike in 211 but isolated situations that could be igncred,
a question of momeni, anc the organigation had better be prepared, regardless
of its conclusions, to offer a fairly sorhisticated and comradely resronse-the
0ld crap will only hang us! Thus,situating the questicn of tactics in the present
context and knowing what we k row about the pclitical world is healthier then
pouring over whether Willoughby Abner (the poor man) betrayed his class. As

uch, the gquestion of tactical suprport of Democrats, even urging CLC!s and locals
to initiate Democratic runs, #&¥&#erequires first of all a patient and thorough
discussgion of tactics.

2-Wha:t are the differences between the D30C vision and stategy of a real‘g red
rro=labor Dr and cur conceptions of Inderendent Labcr formations. This is byanea.s
self-evident, though the orthodoxy built a China wall between them; I suspect there
are confavlons on all 51deq,d¢1fferences and areas where the tiggest IS capitulators

intc DSUC would surprisingly agree with the hardest abstentionist
1sdosica) = Carren)

3-Following from _this, what are the,jusyifications of seperate tendencies and
senerate organizations. InGary,fcr example, the demise &¢f IS as a seperate entity
was not based on incorrect ideas or a lack cf spine, out our inability to give
clear responses tc calls for ccllaboraticn (first and briefly by the Balanoff fcrces
in local primaries) but more importantly, how and why tc continue distinguishirg
ourselves from our closest allies-—allies who had a good deal to teach us, anéd of
whom the things we could teach them needn't justify a seperate organization.

4e=Yhat is the basis of regroupment internationally? It was once a source oi pride
that we were comrades of an aggressive, seemingly successful Zritish party with an
infivence i n its own class. Is there then a sense down the rcad of such develorments
that can Te directly related to. The SWF has discovered Havana freaming. the ZIritish
3idr rag created a joke organigation in its IS Tendency. DSUC can answer this question
credibl;y and unambiguously-their comrades are the Benrnite lefi in Britain, the ruling

ment in France, and a dominant wing of the Italian CP-not bad for starters. and

i that would make them appear impressive to people new to the left. In truth.
1ot hbhiouse an Internatw"nal,bu+ we canfic better then $#Chris Hermon's
piece in Changzes-second-guessing the Lefi as incorrect after the fact. Tnat is rc
explarnation of the Amer;can lefts ccllaypse; it is nc less insulting and sectarian
as an expianation £ the ZBurop eaﬁbeoaOWe.

S-How 4o we evu_aluate the development of populist formations around energy/uti-
lity issues (CLZC, KCUE, the CA grours, ACORI)These people are close to DSCC's
conceptions, if go far hedging their bets on D30C itself.

S—Rutner then hard and fast positions, symrosiums involving IS/non-IS

conra et = .
abruunﬂ issues of mutual concern. These peorle may ve harder cn D30C then

wWee
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Cre final :oint-the Journal is a vehlcle almed at feaclllitatire

the dliscussicr surcested zhovey it is not corcelive? zs en er<

<+ bbeedT

in itself or a sirmple replacemert for @nancas. If cczrades telieve

Tharnces #éZcan te such a vehicle, obviatins the protlems cf zarother
34

W

vericdical, then well and rood, hrut I dourt it. The audlence for

such a Algcussior 1s smaller ard more self-selected, ther thre

[\

troader Charces readershin. Fut tha ¢flscussion~hcrest, fgr-rancirs

gn? clesr ie critical,
tne suorestior cculs he every quarterly lssue of Charrceg helis

fer dlescussiorn, or a "Dliscussicn" secticn ¢f each issue-thcu-hn
still
my first prefererce would te a seperate Jourral

A



