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Note by Ben: (1) URL Jordan gave no longer works, correct URL is below, 
(2) I include here only key replies.  For more, go to URL: 

http://kasamaproject.org/communist-organization/3253-85dead-ends-road-
maps-building-a-new-socialist-movement 

Guest - red 
This is my first comment on Kasama, so firstly an introduction. I 

am a member of Socialist Alternative (commenting in personal 

capacity), as well as a participant in the study group hosted by the 

local Kasama group. I greatly appreciate Dan's addition to 

kasamaproject.org, and additionally await the response to be 

completed as well as the full article from Dan to be published on 

Critical Logic- both will be read with an open and dialogical 

frame of mind. 

 

However, from reading this excerpting, some questions come to 

mind. As Marxists it is important that we deal in material reality, 

working with the natural processes as they are expressed in class 

relations. The "vanguard" does not exist outside of this natural 

expression, as socialists (or communists, however way you want 

it)- in the collective sense- we are as much an expression of the 

working class as unions. 

 

Now, as a natural expression, it is useless to pontificate on how 

the Marxist movement should best organize itself as any well 

intentioned wishing amounts to wanting an artificial, ahistorical, 

dropping from above of new structures. 

 

I commend Dan's defense of the many members of the so-called 

sects, they indeed are among the strongest working class fighters 

in theory and practice no matter the banner they operate under. 

One prominent socialist you quote from, Louis Proyect, has a 

much less flattering opinion of those who would be "prepared to 

dedicate (their) life to this movement." 

 

Ultimately, any change to the form in which Marxists organize en 

masse must be a natural expression. My question therefor is one 

of practicality- how would such a "big tent" (if you may pardon 

the term) come about? 

 

Did all valuable differences between political tendencies become 

irrelevant in 1940 with the death of Trotsky? In 1991 with the fall 

of the Soviet Union? 

 

 

Your article I found to be idealistic, and while you do note an 

emphasis of organizational questions over political, in my 

opinion the form an organization takes is an expression of their 

politics. In such a forum, how would middle class academics, 

armchair socialists, and ivory tower intellectuals be weeded out 

in favor of a movement that actually moves as opposed to one 

that just talks? 

 

The differences expressed in the Marxist movement are not 

superficial, they have material in the street realities attached to 

them as to the tasks of the working class and the oppressed. 

 

The historical differences don't count for nothing when fewer and 

fewer people remember who C.L.R James was or Hal Draper for 

that matter. Trends evolve and shift with the shifts in the world 

that they are a product of, however when standing on the 

shoulders of giants its nice to know your giants are made of stone 

rather than feathers. 

Guest - Liam Wright 
@Hutu 

 

I am reminded of the quip by Mao, "No investigation, no right to 

speak." 

 

I know this from personal experience. I am someone that at one 
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time was a fierce proponent of the RCP's dismissal of the "9 

Letters." But it was based off of ignorance. In fact, Hutu, it is on 

<i>you</i> to investigate the accuracy of the RCP's attacks on 

Mike Ely. You rant is speculation based off of a foundation of 

mistruths, distortions, and just opportunistic smearing, all guided 

by a method of dogmatic acceptance. Fantastic. 

 

You have to read what it is that Mike Ely is actually doing and 

writing about before you have any authority to speak on any of 

this. Because at this point you are spouting hot air with no 

substance. 

 

I think that you miss the point of Mike Ely's response to you, as 

well the essence of Lenin's contributions. He makes the point that 

"The very idea that there is a single, settled, universal form of 

communist organization (applicable for all times and places) is 

wrong (and borders on absurd to me). It is to approach 

communist theory and politics as a closed system." 

 

What does this mean? This means that there is no preset formula 

or set of theory that is just "ready made" and all that is before us 

is to simply take this up. (Which it seems to me be exactly what it 

is that you are arguing.) If we are to learn anything from Lenin, it 

isn't the orthodoxy that was universalized in the "The 

Foundations of Leninism" but it is rather his method and what he 

unearthed through the application of Marxism. His contributions 

to understanding the role of revolutionary consciousness, the 

proletarian state, Imperialism, etc. 

 

Learning from Lenin does not mean the universal prescription of 

tactics and strategies. In fact, every revolution that has happened 

has required a significant amount of "breaking the mold." Lenin 

himself, had different positions at different times, different 

conclusions, and even advocated different things. And is it the 

case that Lenin was so perfect a communist that those 

conclusions are above criticism and negation (where 

appropriate)? 

 

Seriously, think through the logic of what you are advocating for, 

think through the method. You point out that we can understand 

the confusion of people through pulling apart the logic. I agree 

with this. But it is on you to do the same thing here. 

 

In short: No one, <i>no one</i>, is going to take you seriously 

besides those that have only heard what the RCP has to say and is 

ignorant of what Kasama is about and the process that it is a part 

of. We are in a state of temporary regroupment as a part of 

reconceiving the communist project and develop the beginnings 

of a strategy, practice, and presentation of the communist project. 

Frankly, we don't even often talk about the RCP, much less 

function as "parasitic critics." 

 

----- 

@ Dan Damage 

I appreciate your piece comrade, and I think that your criticism 

speaks to much of the organizational problems of the sect. I in 

particular like Louis Proyect's analogy of the nucleus being a self 

replecating organism of a very narrow set of tasks and political 

conceptions that will in some point in the future (who knows 

when) suddenly go "viral." 

 

However, I think that there are some problems in terms of your 

conception of the development of new forms of organization. 

Though I bring these up in appreciation of what you are trying to 

contribute to developing a living socialist/communist movement 

in this country. 

 

You say, "In place of national membership organizations, 

Draper’s position was that socialists should form local circles, in 

their workplaces, schools, or cities. Draper drew this conclusion 

from his own activism, as well as his study of the history of the 

Bolsheviks." 

 

Later adding, "Imagine if several of the currently existing groups, 

along with unaffiliated socialists, agreed to approach the 

questions we face from a fresh perspective, without bringing their 
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organizational baggage with them. Wouldn’t it be possible to take 

a fresh look at the situation we face in the U.S., clarify our tasks, 

and find common points of agreement on which we could build 

some type of united organization or project? Isn’t it at least worth 

a shot, as an experiment?" 

 

I think that largely, that this is an idealist conception of the 

current left organizations. I think largely their politics and models 

are ossified into semi-religious or at least stubborn bureaucratic 

orthodoxies. This isn't to rule out the positive side of these 

organizations or the role that they play in getting a few people 

serious about communism, revolution, study, work, etc. But I 

think that the main focus of such regroupment should not be 

aimed at already existing organizations. 

 

This actually bridges to another concern I have with your piece. 

Namely that it leaves aside the question the theoretical poverty of 

the left that exists in this country aside from that of sectarianism. 

 

So the essence of my point is that I think that there is method of 

dealing with these problems as form over content. Of one-sidedly 

organational or practical questions but not understanding their 

roots in dogmatism, woodenness, idealism, "workerism", 

economism, etc. I think that we have to deal with the 

organizational question as a political question and the foundation 

those conclusions rest on. 

 

Why is it that the left more or less as a whole approaches all these 

things as settled questions? Where did the conception of the 

micro-sect come from? What kind of method <i> should we use 

to understand our concrete conditions and apply appropriate 

methods for changing them? These are big questions that will 

require a protracted process through which to sort them out. 

 

This is a part of why I think Kasama's emphasis on reconception 

as well as regroupment is critical. (Which interestingly, is 

strikingly similar to your conception - loose circles/collectives, 

which are flexible with political training and strategizing going 

on nationally and locally through different channels and attempts 

at initial practice.) We have to train ourselves, each other, and 

others to be critical, scientific communists. 

 

Again, I really appreciate your critique of the sectarianism on the 

left and its limitations and implications. It is an important 

contribution. 

• Guest - Liam Wright 
erg. "We don't even talk about the RCP" should be "We don't 

even talk about the RCP that much." Sorry for the typo. 

Guest - Dan Damage 
To respond to Binh's questions, which are important ones: 

 

"1) How does the author define a sect or a micro-sect?" 

 

I've struggled with this question, because I don't like the way that 

all the existing socialist groups are so easily brushed aside as 

"sects," when in reality some of them are much more sectarian 

than others (the Spartacist League being the extreme example, of 

course). And I don't think it's possible to win the ear of members 

of these groups by calling the organizations that people are 

devoting their lives to building "sects." That said, I think the 

socialist organizations on the U.S. left today are sects, not only 

because of their size, but also because of the level of agreement 

that one must have in order to be a member. I'm all for politically 

principled organizations, and there are real differences between 

groups, but the fact is that these differences become the reason 

for existence of all these different groups and lead to severe 

problems of sectarianism. 
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I like the definition that Hal Draper ascribes to Marx: "To Marx, 

any organization was a sect if it set up any special set of views 

(including Marx’s views) as its organizational boundary; if it 

made this special set of views the determinant of its 

organizational form.” 

 

What do you think, Binh? Does that provide any clarity? What's 

your own view on the subject? 

 

"2) How is a bunch of “political centers” (which in practice 

would amount to a number of editorial boards) publishing their 

“line” (or shibboleth) differ very much concretely from what we 

have now? An ISO member can read the Socialist Alternative 

newspaper, a CPUSA member can read the RCP’s paper; the 

same goes for people attending each other’s conferences." 

 

That's absolutely true - though in practice this doesn't happen. For 

example, how many people from other socialist organizations 

attend the ISO's Socialism conferences? Not many, unfortunately. 

And then there is the fact that these groups are not publishing 

their "lines," but are rather attempting to act as mini-mass 

organizations, even if they say they aren't. And then, the fact that 

they are all membership organizations with an intense focus on 

recruitment and activity to build their particular organization 

means that they cut off activists from each other. I think the 

concept of political centers would imply a different relationship - 

yes, you try to build support for your ideas, but that doesn't mean 

setting up national organizations with "micro-empire[s] of mini 

branches", as Draper put it. It would mean finding more ways to 

engage in common activity and discussion with others on the left, 

even if there are a variety of different "political centers" out 

there. 

 

But I'm not totally sure on any of these organizational ideas - I 

am just trying to brainstorm ways out of the impasse, so 

criticisms or responses are appreciated. 

 

"3) What does the author believe the existing socialist 

organizations, such as they are, should do? Dissolve 

themselves?" 

 

I think I address this in the piece, though maybe it's murky. I 

wrote, "Even if it is the case that “micro-sects” are all that can be 

built now, then let them be less pretentious, less sectarian, more 

open to working with one another, and more aware of their own 

inherent weaknesses (not to demoralize them but rather to help 

better understand the role they might play). Let them critically 

evaluate all their methods, search out more effective forms, and 

really ask if they are preparing the way toward something better 

in the future. I don’t think this is asking too much, nor do I 

believe I am naïve to think that there are many people in today’s 

socialist groups open to such an approach." 

 

It's irrelevant what I think, since they are not going to dissolve 

themselves. But yes, honestly, I do think they should dissolve 

themselves. That doesn't mean I think every group should join 

into one common organization - there has to be a political basis 

of agreement - but that those with enough areas of agreement 

should come together and figure out a way to work together. 

 

This isn't going to happen, I realize. So then it's up for those who 

think it should happen to figure out how best to move in that 

direction. This means trying to initiate discussions among 

independent activists and members of different groups open to 

this approach. 

 

A friend sent me this piece today, "What kind of socialist 

organization?", from Canada's New Socialist Group, written in 

1996: http://www.newsocialist.org/index.php?option=com_conte

nt&amp;view=article&amp;id=95&amp;Itemid=90 

 

I found myself agreeing with virtually all of it. In particular this 

point, which is a summary of the rest: 

 

"The situation in which Marxists find themselves today is thus 

highly complex. On the one hand, there is a new political 
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questioning among thousands of people in the midst of a renewal 

of social protest, and out of this combination a new audience for 

socialist politics is being created. On the other hand, the socialist 

left is terribly weak and small, most groups are sectarian 

caricatures of authentic Marxist politics, and the impact of 

socialist politics on the new struggles is quite minimal. 

 

In this context, what is needed is to move towards a socialist 

group which is politically principled, vigorously anti-sectist, and 

open and democratic in both its internal life and the way in which 

it works with others." 

 

Finally, Jean Valjean, I really appreciate your enthusiasm and 

boldness - and you make me think that much is possible ... 

 

I will try to respond to others sometime soon. 

about 3 years ago 

• Guest - Red Sun Rising 
@Red Fly #52 (Changed my nick so as to distinguish myself 

from the other Reds including yourself) 

 

<blockquote>"Furthermore, if I’m following the logic of your 

argument correctly, before there can be any “big tent” (or even a 

medium one) there must first be a greater degree of unity within 

the working class itself. A couple of questions, to what extent, if 

at all, can we help to unite the working class? Is it true, as TI 

argues, that there is no role for an activist vanguard in this 

matter?"</blockquote> 

 

I think you misread TI (who I largely agree with, but not with 

what I take to be a misinterpretation), he clarified his point 

saying... 

 

 

<blockquote>"My argument is that the emancipation of the 

working class must be conquered by the working class itself, and 

that the left has very little to do with that. My main objective is to 

reach forward-looking workers pulled into its orbit (where they 

will be used, abused and discarded); to urge them to seek out the 

real existing movement of the working class and focus their work 

there."</blockquote> 

 

I don't want to hijack the thoughts of TI, but I think this 

corresponds and extends my point very well. 

 

 

<blockquote>"As Marxists it is important that we deal in material 

reality, working with the natural processes as they are expressed 

in class relations. The “vanguard” does not exist outside of this 

natural expression, as socialists (or communists, however way 

you want it)- in the collective sense- we are as much an 

expression of the working class as unions."</blockquote> 

 

Requoting myself right there to expand a bit. TI states that the 

working class must ultimately be it's own emancipator, I see then 

the "vanguard" as a vehicle for that emancipation. A vehicle of 

course, of and by the working class- not the abstract "left." The 

vanguard <i>must</i> be an expression of the working class, 

otherwise it is an ahistorical aberration. If the vanguard is no 

more in composition and strategic orientation of an advanced 

conscious working class character than a radical liberal grouping 

defined by either talk shopping or praxis with no thaxis- then 

how much better are the communists from the rad-libs? 

 

Our movement is a historical one and exists in organic dialogue 

with the working class. Utilizing the dialectical method we can 

see how nothing in society exists as complete totalities in and of 

themselves. The parts define the whole which defines the parts. 

The vanguard <i>is</i> the brain and spirit of the working class 

and the working class is the vanguard. 

 

A similar issue raised by @Dan Damage #27: 
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<blockquote> 

"It’s simply not true that the organizations that exist today are 

“natural.” They are a product of specific organizational 

conceptions, usually drawn from a reading of Lenin (or Mao or 

Trotsky or Cannon or whoever). Not to mention that they are the 

product of a tortured history of splits, defeats, sectarianism, 

etc."</blockquote> 

 

 

I really doubt the majority of splits occurred because at some 

national meeting of a sect a member got up to a podium, cleared 

their throat, and announced that while they were up on the 

Marxist Internet Archive late into the night they had come upon 

an obscure text that deviated in their mind from the "official 

line", agreed with it, and took half the sect with them. That aside, 

I do see a bit of truth in what you say when you write that the 

contemporary revolutionary organizations are unnatural- the 

majority of them are not. Most of the study groups, collectives, 

groups, and organizations are most definitely unnatural for one 

reason or another. I would postulate however, that even the 

degree of abstractionism from the working class movements is 

too a historical phenomenon, that era is over as a new historical 

period opens in front of us with a rising tide of struggle. I don't 

have all the answers, I'm trying to keep my ear to the ground as to 

what tactics and strategies "renaturalizes" under the clearest 

politics. 

 

@Dan Damage brings up in a later post #53 

 

 

<blockquote>“there is the fact that these groups are not 

publishing their “lines,” but are rather attempting to act as mini-

mass organizations, even if they say they aren’t. And then, the 

fact that they are all membership organizations with an intense 

focus on recruitment and activity to build their particular 

organization means that they cut off activists from each other. I 

think the concept of political centers would imply a different 

relationship – yes, you try to build support for your ideas, but that 

doesn’t mean setting up national organizations with “micro-

empire[s] of mini branches”, as Draper put it.”</blockquote> 

 

 

I very much appreciate you bringing up those points, in fact I 

have been thinking about them as well- to try to bring those 

questions back down to Earth I also raise the question, what does 

it mean to relate to the working class, rather than the left (or other 

socialists and communists)? 

 

That brings this comment back then, to the quote from TI… 

Guest - Stephanie McMillan 
Some thoughts on splits and sects: 

 

Line differences within groups have come from practice, or 

responses to the practice of others. At certain points in history the 

line differences are worth splitting up over, because they lead to 

qualitatively different further practice. Sections of groups part 

ways because each believes their way is correct and the other 

way is going to lead to failure. 

 

But most of the sects that exist today emerged out of a previous 

era of struggle, and their differences are rooted in the past. Many 

of the questions that were once crucial and defining, are 

irrelevant to people coming into political life today. They don’t 

want to (and shouldn't have to) go through a long list of historical 

verdicts and ideological points that they have to agree with to 

join a group. It’s too hard – what if they agree on 60% or 80% 

but can’t come to agreement on the rest? Then they’d either have 

to suppress their differences and join anyway, or would have to 

form another sect with that minor difference as the distinction 

between them. 
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Instead, now people are seeking to organize new groups from the 

ground up, with people who generally agree on current issues and 

basic goals, and are willing to figure out the rest as needed. 

 

This is why, I think, there are so many small collectives starting 

everywhere. People coming into political life for the first time, or 

getting back into it after a long break, or coming out of some of 

these sects, are figuring out what they think about our current 

conditions. They are putting aside the impulse to form verdicts on 

historical questions, and starting over. 

 

This doesn’t mean they don’t learn from previous struggles. 

People are studying -- not to just appropriate a finished system of 

thought in the abstract, but creatively, in order to see how others 

approached similar problems in different times and places, and to 

find solutions and methods that can help today. It’s great that 

they’re starting fresh, because when people define their own 

theories, ideologies and political lines, then they're rooted in their 

own experiences, observations, and emotions. The ideas become 

an integral part of the people, who then become an integral part 

of a movement, in a way that can’t happen if they come in and 

rely solely on the previous work of others. The creative process 

of articulating beliefs and forming principles, incorporating what 

makes sense from past lessons, and testing what parts of the new 

mix works and what doesn't, is part of the liveliness of an 

emerging movement. 

 

The people coming into motion today don’t see the need to divide 

themselves along the same lines, or down to the same level of 

detail as those who have been around a long time -- though 

divisions are still there based on very broad historical verdicts. 

For example, in recent decades I haven’t noticed anyone refuse to 

work with someone who has a different opinion on Enver 

Hoxha’s break with Mao. Most people don't know or care about 

it. On the other hand, many anarchists still feel betrayed by 

communists because of the Spanish Civil War and other blunders 

and won’t even consider working with them, or will only with 

extreme wariness and some expression of regret on the part of the 

reds. 

 

Splits form along new lines: anarchists are splitting over being 

vegan or omnivore. Deep green environmentalists demarcate 

themselves from technotopians. Anti-war activists congeal into 

mutually frosty camps around whether or not to express support 

for the rulers in countries being attacked by the U.S. 

 

So the splits and divides are more (not always, but much more) 

based on issues and events that are occurring and relevant today. 

 

It’s like ecological succession. The groups that emerged from the 

1960s are mature, solid, complex organisms. They’ve been 

through a lot and grown into big trees. The new collectives 

emerging everywhere are pioneer species, like the small plants 

that spring up on damaged ground, fast-growing and highly 

adaptive, but fragile and less formed. Some will be short-lived 

and not very well-defined. They’ll prepare the ground for 

stronger plants to take root and become established. 

 

A revolutionary situation will require a lot of different kinds of 

forces working in tandem. Like in an ecosystem, there is strength 

in diversity, and a particular role for all of these types of groups 

in relation to the others. We should cooperate as much as 

possible. The elders of the movement have experience and 

wisdom. The new people have fresh views and energy. We 

should appreciate both, and all be learning from one another. 

Guest - Dan Damage 
Hutu, don't worry, you can keep your group. 

 

You present these regroupment efforts as if they were all 

psychologically based, rather than political, diverting attention 

from the issue of what the proper political form for socialist 

organization is right now, which is what we're discussing. 
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I'm guessing that your position is that a narrowly defined 

conception of program is the key around which any organization 

should be built. I obviously disagree. That doesn't mean that 

program shouldn't play any role, or that every group should 

merge together. 

 

But the lines of demarcation should be rethought and 

reconceptualized, rather than taken for granted as they are now. 

And I don't think that all the efforts at regroupment are "the same 

old shit as before" except with hidden politics. They are attempts, 

at least in theory, to recognize the concrete situation, build upon 

experiences (including, yes, frustrations), and move things 

forward. 

 

A concrete assessment of their successes and failures would be 

helpful, but I also don't think that the outcome of such an 

assessment changes the necessity of a new approach. 

• Guest - Red Sun Rising 
<strong>@Dodge #56</strong> 

Can I just say, please, one point you made, in the above gave me 

the shudders. 

 

<blockquote>‘. The vanguard is the brain and spirit of the 

working class and the working class is the vanguard.’ Perhaps it 

would be more productive if I asked what you meant by that. On 

first reading it seems that the working class bereft of brains, 

somehow needs a vanguard to do its thinking for it. What bothers 

me is, as a member of a highly skilled, productive and literate 

working class, I might be in need of intellectual 

mentor(s).</blockquote> 

 

If someone had informed me on their conception of the vanguard 

and I had perceived that interpretation the same way you had, I 

would shudder as well. Clarifying it seems, would be useful. In 

step with the rest of my comment, the vanguard must be an 

expression of the working class (not an expression of the broader 

left). Pretty much, the vanguard is the materialization of the 

consciousness of the most advanced layers of the working class 

(not the consciousness of anybody else). 

 

Leadership occurs naturally, most people aside from deeply 

individualistic anarchists recognize this. Leaders then too, arise 

from the movements of the working class, knowledgeable of their 

positionality in history and in the current struggle against 

capitalism. That leadership I call the vanguard. 

 

An organization can be vanguardist, but if it is composed of 

moralists, stacked with liberals, or rallied by the intellectuals, 

then it is not the vanguard of and by the working class. In the 

emancipation of the working class through their own instruments 

and structures, any organization that seeks to be the vanguard 

<i>for</i> the workers of the world may as well be spitting on 

them. 

 

<strong>@Binh #64</strong> 

Good points. 

• Guest - dodge 
Thanks for your clarification you make sound points, Red Sun, 

your choice ,'of and by the working class', is transparent and pure 

simplicity....in the best tradition. If we could get that over to more 

people..it might, just might, mean more would be inspired to join 

or support such an enterprise. I still don't find the term 

VANGUARD useful...but hey maybe thats just me! The phrase I 

would also add" no interests separate to the working class", I find 

useful as a guide to action and as a badge of intent. 

 

You speak of leaders being thrown up as it were..that has been 
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my experience...many can 'talk a good fight' but not all can 'fight 

a good fight'...these are the men and women who one would hope 

to draw in. 

 

'In the emancipation of the working class through their own 

instruments and structures, any organization that seeks to be the 

vanguard for the workers of the world may as well be spitting on 

them.' As one who actually experienced a group of ultra leftists 

spitting at us entering a union meeting....well there were TV 

cameras there!! I won't say which outfit they were so as not to tar 

all with the same brush. They were fond of telling us that 

leadership 'must be asserted!' Well we took them at their word 

and asserted ourselves, promptly voting them off any of our 

bodies where they could do any further damage. 

 

I would go as far as saying cults don't practice democracy...not 

any of them...political, religious or social. There are heaps written 

about them....even the word cult has become a perjorative. So we 

must use the word with care. Sect too, although we all have a 

working knowlege about what that might mean. People are not 

'forced' in but make 'rational' choice. Experience is key, without 

that how would we know. Needing to go to start a shift I gathered 

up my work bag and attempted to leave a meeting quietly as 

possible. I was told by the steward that the leader had not 

finished speaking! I was told, as much in sorrow as anger "YOU 

ARE NOT FIT TO EVEN LICK HIS BOOTS". Indeed I was 

not!!!....... 

Guest - Dan Damage 
Though it’s been awhile since this piece was posted, I wanted to 

respond to a few points made in this thread. 

 

First, in response to Binh’s comments, which I deeply appreciate 

and don’t necessarily disagree all that much with: 

- I don’t agree with Binh’s position that Hal Draper’s definition 

of a sect is wrong. I think you have an overly formal view of his 

definition, taking it to the point of absurdity, as if to have any 

political program at all would make a party or a group a sect. A 

friend of mine said that any group that exists today in the U.S. 

will of necessity most likely be a sect, because it’s an objective, 

sociological term. What do you think of that position? 

- My problem is that the subjective meaning of the term “sect” is 

so loaded with negative connotations. It doesn’t make any sense 

to go around saying, “Hey, you should join my sect!” Or even, 

“We recognize that we’re a sect, but we hope to one day be part 

of the founding of a broader party rooted in the working class.” 

The term can be easily used to dismiss existing groups who, for 

all their issues, at least provide a vehicle for socialist organizing 

of some form. 

- The question your comments raise, which to me is a crucial one, 

is whether some of these “sects” (in my definition) can play a 

role in moving toward something bigger, broader, and better. As 

far as I can tell from your comments, you think the best course of 

action would be for activists to continue participating in these 

groups, but to push them toward united front activities that will 

allow people from different groups to work together and 

potentially create the basis for regroupment at some point in the 

future. You write, “The best thing existing socialist groups in the 

U.S. could do is learn and get in the habit of working together 

with one another in a comradely but competitive way.” That 

seems sensible to me, and has to be one part of the overall 

equation, because even though I wrote that groups should 

dissolve themselves, I clearly don’t expect that to happen … and 

we have to deal with what exists and not be utopian about it. 

- My problem with that strategy, and where I disagree with you 

overall, is that I think there is an innate sectarianism generated by 

the current organizational forms of the socialist movement (even 

if there are groups that are much, much less sectarian than 

others). And I don’t think it can be overcome just by the 

determination of activists within these groups, or by more united 

front efforts. For example, you say that activists from different 

groups can attend each others’ public events if they want to. But 

the reality is, at least in my experience, that they don’t, or that if 
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they do, they go in looking to criticize. So even if there’s no 

formal ban on going to other groups’ activities, I think there’s 

some sort of informal mental block that is created by the 

pressures of trying to build your own group around a relatively 

narrow set of ideas. It’s unhelpful for a variety of reasons that I 

outlined in my piece (not sure if they made it into the excerpted 

version Mike posted above). 

- So I think there has to be some push, from outside the existing 

organizations, to found something different, that can be a pole of 

attraction for those who are either fed up with the current 

organizations or want to push their organization in the direction 

of some sort of regroupment. It seems like this has to be part of 

the equation of rebuilding the socialist movement in this country, 

don’t you think? 

- Finally, Binh writes, “I’m confident that the non-sects and non-

sectarians on the U.S. socialist left will unite into one or more 

organizations if and when an upsurge comes as their comrades in 

Egypt have done.” I hope that will happen too … I think it 

depends on steps we take today, including, as you recommended, 

getting groups to work together in “a comradely but competitive 

way.” But, a number of points on this: 

- 1) The line that most groups give, as far as I can tell, is that 

someday there will be a major upsurge in struggle in the U.S., 

and that in order to be positioned to influence that struggle, we 

need to grow now. That’s absolutely true, but it also explains the 

inordinate focus on recruitment to your own group and some of 

the issues holding back groups from collaborating with one 

another. And the fact that every group thinks that they have the 

key ideas, and that they must be the ones to grow, strikes me as 

problematic, to say the least. There should absolutely be a battle 

of ideas, and the political line/lines that develop now are crucial, 

sure, but I disagree with the narrow conception of what this 

means. 

- 2) I’m suspicious that this is seen as some sort of automatic 

process – struggle will pick up, socialists will see their broader 

tasks require them to unite, and … it will happen. Will it be that 

simple? 

- 3) What if an upsurge in the U.S. is a long way off? And 

doesn’t it require dedicated, patient, hard work in communities, 

building bases, engaging in emerging struggles, etc.? I’m sure 

you agree. Wouldn’t this be more effectively accomplished if 

there was more unity? Can that unity be achieved in the context 

of the current movement (with the intense focus on recruitment to 

a narrow political line because of point #1), or does it require a 

new way of doing things? 

 

To respond to some of Hutu’s points: 

He writes, “The various, competing forms of the ‘Left 

Regroupment’ project boil down to a plea to dissolve our 

organizations, to abandon our beliefs, and engage in some 

nebulous project with you.” 

I don’t think that’s the case – I’m not making an argument for 

“abandoning beliefs” at all (except perhaps certain beliefs on 

what type of organization is needed today). Instead, the plea is to 

abandon the pretentiousness and sectarianism, to try to find new 

areas of common work, to build organizations in which broader 

debate is possible, and in which more socialist activists can work 

together. It doesn’t require abandoning beliefs, though it may 

require being more tolerant of others’ beliefs and being willing to 

work inside the same organization as them. 

 

But clearly the level of agreement will have to be defined some 

way. There’s no basis for all socialists/communists to unite into 

one organization, and so the regroupment projects reflect that. 

Hutu writes, “One need only imagine a Leftist, whose only true 

passion is supporting the DPRK, trying to enter any of these 

groups.” That’s a far-out example, but yes, that person would not 

be welcome in any sort of project I envision, because the point is 

to overcome sectarianism, not reproduce its worst aspects under 

the guise of a looser formation. And the reason to overcome 

sectarianism is because it’s detrimental to the organization of the 

working class, and to the effectiveness of a revolutionary 

organization. Those are the criteria by which to measure any 

project, for me … 

 


