are gay, but because gays suffer intense job-related dis-
crimination. At public hearings on the gay civil rights
bill, Intro 475, in October 1971, Victor Gotbaum, pres-
‘ident of District Council 37 of the American Federation
of State, County, and Municipal Employees, said that
the executive council of his union had voted to endorse
the bill because "no individual should have to face dis-
crimination that would interfere with the ability to work."

The social and political "weight" of the gay liberation
struggle is that of potentially millions in struggle against
capitalist society. Such "weight" is not negligible by any
standards.

This section of the memorandum appears to be de-
signed less to provide a theoretical guide to relating to
the gay movement than a rationalization for not actively
intervening in the gay liberation struggle. This becomes
especially clear in the context of the memorandum's as-
sertion that the movement is "much more peripheral” to
the "central issues of the class struggle" than either the
women's movement or the movements of the oppressed
nationalities.

An Argument for Abstention

The discussion of this allegedly "peripheral" relation-
ship of gay liberation to the class struggle (and there-
fore to the activities of the revolutionary party that inter-
venes in the class struggle) is, again, not an analysis
but merely an assertion on the part of the memorandum.
While it should be obvious that homosexuals, organized
or not, are not going to play the central role in over-
throwing capitalism and establishing socialism, having
made such an obsezvﬂbon does not bring the party any
closer to understand; how to relate to the living struggle
today. Unless, of course, we are to think that that living
struggle is unimportant and unrelated to the long-term
goal of overthrowing capitalism. The memorandum strad-
dles the fence on this question: While it stops short of
saying that gay liberation is of no importance whatever,
it makes clear that it regards it as having very little im-
portance—indeed, that it is "much more peripheral” than
the other movements we seek to relate to.

Translated, this means that the opportunities within
the gay movement for recruiting, isolating opponents,
building mass actions, getting out our ideas, etc., are
not" considered valid arguments for our party's getting
actively involved in gay liberation. What matters is only
that the movement is considered "peripheral” to our "long-
term strategic priorities." This is not an objective eval-
uation of the possibilities of this movement; it is an ar-
gument for abstention. It is an attempt to de-prioritize
gay liberation right out of the running.

One question is worth asking here. Is gay liberation
"peripheral" to the millicns of homosexuaily oriented per-
sons? Of course not, it is of central importance to them;
it is fighting for their right to be free of the terrible op-
pression they suffer. It represents their struggle to live
in dignity.

Is this a relevant consideration? We think so. For char-
acterizing the gay liberation struggle as "peripheral” to
our activities holds considerable implications for the par-
ty. It will mean, in practice, that we will find it very dif-
ficult, if not impossible, to recruit gay activists to the
party. If they do not find their struggle for liberation
"peripheral,” they will be forced to choose between re-
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maining in the gay movement and joining the rev
tionary movement. This is an unnecessary and incor

morality
struggle

choice for the party to offer potential gay recruits. §issues of
stead, we should be offering them a program of stru We re;
and a clear commitment to gay liberation that leave # dum as
doubt about our recognition of the valjdity of the =& to provi
struggle in the overall struggle to makc a socmhst: tion to |
olution. - zay libe
Just what does the memorandum mean when it sz¢ different
that gay liberation is "much more peripheral to the censs back? I
issues of the class struggle"? Is the struggle against sexull no othe
oppression and for sexual freedom in this category? Dug aware «
this statement, in fact, not reflect an adaptation to zak fall intc
vailing backward consciousness on sexual matters’ & o fit i
the memorandum suggesting that oppressed persons siru# o conf
gling against their sexual oppression should get ouw @ involve
that line of endeavor and into some more "central ==
of the class struggle"? If so, what? Or does it mean hes
imply only that the revolutionary party should stz may f¢
aside and simply let such people "do their thing" z= @ terizati
sort of sideshow on the periphery of the real class stz iective
gle? 3 the log
This approach inevitably leads to an abstract and st litical
effort at balancing various oppressions and "weighin® 13, p.
them against one another, and ultimately to a tendess§ ing cl
to regard commitment to struggle against an allegad® +ariou

course
eral o

"peripheral” form of oppression as a sign of personal =4
indulgence more than political wisdom. It leads to ridiss

rather than flexibility, to an attempt to force the I& ers st
class struggle (of which the struggle for gay liberasif ment
is an integral part) into a preordained schema. Wouldsll for its
a more intelligent approach for revolutionists be to & “perip
to the gay liberation struggle with Marxism and a libera
struggle method and attempt to bring it to revolutionas The
consciousness, lead it in a revolutionary direction, =% ev olul
integrate it into the overall struggle to overthrow cap: ments
ism? g ‘ whate
In addition to stressing that the gay 11belat10n stru libera
is "peripheral” to the central issues of the class stru tion 1
the memorandum makes the observation that it does is so
raise "such a central issue of world politics as the strug® vsis.
against imperialist wars." It is, of course true that 2 towal
liberation does not raise the issue of imperialist war, ¢ in th
then that is true of most struggles. But is it true thatl outg:
raises no central issue of world politics? Probably, for =s
at least. But this is true of a number of other movems A T
too. Women's liberation, for instance, which, while & Th
coming increasingly important throughout the world "peri
a political issue, still has quite a ways to go beforsl Ii is,
could pass the memorandum's test. Gay liberation is dou® clnd
less behind women's liberation— it got going later, & T
fewer traditions to fall back on, and has to buck m& and
deeply engrained prejudices, including within the radis quo!
movement and even the revolutionary left. But who =& U
deny that it has made considerable, and rapid, progrs o
And who would be reckless enough to predict that it & e
not become such an issue? Certainly the causes of hom 'e'n
sexual oppression are endemic to enough of the world R nd
societies and cultures for Marxists to see a potential of 1

it to develop into a significant international political issus

Nevertheless,
question major

gay liberation raises issues that call
institutions of class society, bourg



d -orality, and the bureaucracies of the workers states. A As a result, the coming American revolution will have

We regard the line of argument used in the memoran-
W ium as somewhat arbitrary and misleading when it comes
% o providing an analysis of the relationship of gay libera-
w on to the class struggle. It should go without saying that
=ay liberation is different from other struggles. It raises
W Zifferent issues (as well as similar ones). Is this a draw-
sack? It presents both opportunities and difficulties that
‘20 other movement presents. And it is important to be
zware of these distinctions. But it is also important not to
fall into the error of attempting to force gay liberation
‘o fit into preconceived molds, and then use its failure
‘o conform as an argument for not becoming actively
nvolved in it

The vagueness of the formulations in the memorandum
may fool some comrades into thinking that its charac-
terization of gay liberation as "peripheral” is only an ob-
jective description or statement of fact. In reality, however,
the logic of where it leads can be seen in the Draft Po-
litical Resolution (SWP Discussion Bulletin Vol. 31 No.
13, p. 15), In rejecting "workerist" shortcuts to the work-
ing class, it defines "workerism" as "the rejection of the
various social movements that have developed in the
course of the radicalization, discounting them as periph-
oral or as obstacles to the proletarian revolution or work-
ers struggles." (Emphasis added) Presumably this argu-
ment could be directed against the memorandum itself
for its "discounting" of the gay liberation movement as
"peripheral.” Should the memorandum's approach to gay
liberation be characterized as "workerist"?

The Political Resolution, in its lengthy discussion of the
evolution of the radicalization and of the "various move-
ments" that have been a part of it, makes no mention
whatever of gay liberation. Either this means that gay
liberation is not considered to be a part of the radicaliza-
tion by the resolution, or it is viewed as a movement that
is so "peripheral" that it does not warrant or deserve anal-
ysis. How does this differ from the "workerist" approach
toward gay liberation? The slighting of gay liberation
in the Political Resolution would appear to be a logical
outgrowth of the approach taken in the memorandum.

An Unexplained About-Face

This characterization of the gay liberation struggle as
"peripheral” is new in the 1973 preconvention discussion.
It is, in fact, the polar opposite of the characterization in-
cluded in Comrade Gus Horowitz's introduction to To-
wards An American Socialist Revolution (p. 15). So great
and startling is the contrast that his comments merit being
quoted at length:

"Under capitalism, side by side with the exploitation of
the working class, there also exist new forms of long-term
oppression, the reactionary institutional and ideological
remnants of a precapitalist era; the oppression of women
and nationalities, religious superstition, the persecution
of homosexuals, reactionary social morality, restrictions
on civil liberties and human rights are but a few examples.
These have become instruments for upholding the present

system and cannot be eliminated within its framework.

I incosmbsruggle with such a thrust is not unrelated to the central to accomplish an entire range of historically overdue
“cruits | ssues of world polities. democratic tasks, as well as socialist tasks, such as na-

tionalization of industry under working-class control. . . .

". . . these new movements are not unimportant or pe-
ripheral to the socialist revolution, but at the center of its
advance. Furthermore, they have all developed indepen-
dent of the ruling-class institutions, and they are free from
domination by the Communist Party and the trade-union
bureaucracy. The political thrust of their demands is di-
rected against the ruling class and in the interests of the
great mass of American workers. So, far from diminish-
ing in importance as the labor movement itself radicalizes,
these movements will grow and continue to be a key part
of the general process leading to a socialist revolution. To
think otherwise is to think that the radicalizing layers of
the working class will be completely incapable of identify-
ing with feminism, Black nationalism, gay liberation and
progressive standards of social morality. If that were the
case, there would be no prospect of the working class
identifying with the goals of a socialist revolution." (Em-
phasis added)

Why this aboutface on gay liberation? Has the Na-
tional Commuittee come across new information in the inter-
vening period of time that justifies it? Certainly it could
not lie in the gay movement itself, which is growing, not
diminishing. Or was Comrade Horowitz's assessment of
gay liberation overly enthusiastic and misguided? Such
a radical shift in the assessment of the role of gay libera-
tion in the struggle for socialism as the one embodied
in the memorandum needs to be explained.

How to 'Reflect' Something Relatively Unimportant

Having defined gay liberation into very limited potential
mass, the outer periphery of the class struggle and world
politics, and near weightlessness, the memorandum pro-
ceeds to give an idea of how this grasp of gay liberation
would be reflected in the activities and propaganda of the
party: "Our propaganda, our election campaigns, The Mili-
tant, our forwms, etc., must reflect the relative weight and
importance of the gay liberation movement compared to
other movements and issues of more central importance.”
What we should be "concentrating on,” it cautions, are
the "big questions" of the class struggle, not little ones like
movements to fight sexual oppression. Fearful that gay
liberation might be reflected too much in the above ac-
tivities, it warns against placing "equal emphasis upon the
struggle of women or Blacks and that of "gay people.”
What do these cautions really mean?

In practice, they will have an overly conservatizing ef-
fect on the way comrades regard gay liberation. They will
place in the forefront of the minds of comrades on the edi-
torial staffs of our publications, organizers, executive com-
mittees, campaign directors, etc., considerations like "Is
this going too far?", "Is this doing too much?", "Is this
giving the impression that we do not, in fact, view gay
liberation as 'peripheral' and relatively unimportant?”,
"Can we really afford the time, space, and effort to under-
take this or that gay liberation-related project?”, etc., etc.
They will create an atmosphere in which comrades who
press for our movement to take advantage of opportunities
in gay liberation will end up being discouraged from do-
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ing so.

These cautions put the finishing touches on a process
that has been going on for more than two years, during
which the party has progressively pulled further and fur-
ther away from any involvelemt in gay liberation and
from anything more than half-hearted efforts at news
coverage in our press. :

They suggest that there may have even been too much
attention paid to gay liberation in our press, forums,
election campaigns, etc. This, however, stands things on
their head. In reality, there has not been nearly enough.
This can already be seen in the fact that articles on im-
portant gay actions, such as gay pride demonstrations,
etc.,, are now no longer even automatically sent into “1he
Militant. Since The Militant is usually pressed for space,
even when such articles are sent in in the future, they
can be expected to be boiled down into short blurbs in
the "In Brief"' column.

Two years ago, for a period of a few months, our
press took a different approach toward the developing
gay struggle. Rather than applying brakes to a healthy
desire on the part of revolutionists to help publicize and
advance this new struggle of the oppressed, we encour-
aged comrades to report on gay events in their areas.
We even ran a few feature-length articles on the nature
of gay oppression, the nature of homosexuality, etc. Gay
liberation was frequently, if not regularly, discussed in
Militant staff meetings. Special discussions were held on
The Militant staff about running a feature article for the
issue to be sold at the June 1971 gay pride marches.
All this was seen not as an overreaction to the gay strug-
gle, but as an absolute minimum of what could be ex-
pected from revolutionists who had just discarded their
policy banning homosexuals from membership and who
were not yet involved in gay liberation.

The brakes were quickly applied, however, and since
then it has been downhill fdgr coverage of gay liberation in
The Militant. The Militant sold at this year's gay pride
marches had no special article on gay liberation, for
instance.

While the memorandum suggests that there is a danger
of giving equal emphasis to gay liberation, as compared
to other movements, the real danger is the trend toward
virtually eliminating gay liberation as an important and
valid issue for our press and propaganda. This can be
seen, for instance, in comparing the coverage of gay
liberation and other struggles during the past two years.

In 1971, there were 33 articles on gay liberation in
The Militant, and 32 mentions in "In Brief." Women's
liberation received 370 articles, Black liberation 180. In
1972, gay liberation had fallen to only 12 articles, where-
as women's liberation and Black liberation received more
than 200 each. Moreover, since the first part of 1971
there have been no feature articles whatever on gay lib-
eration, no polemical articles defending our party from
the dozens of attacks in the gay press (apparently on
the principle that to defend the party from such attacks
would give the misleading impression that we cared to
reach the gays who are misled by them with the truth,
or that we considered the gay movement anything but
"peripheral"), and no analytical articles —only news stories
and a handful of book reviews. Our publishing house
still has not published a single piece of literature on gay
liberation, despite the fact that the Publications Committee
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voted more than two years ago to do so.

The memorandum not only ratifies this trend, but
is proposing a continuation of the status quo. The pre
lem is not one of avoiding placing equal emphasis &
gay liberation; the problem is one of reversing a trem
toward relating to gay liberation on token levels, or eve
ignoring it altogether. Supporters of the memorandus
who think it may be proposing to actively relate to g2
liberation in our propaganda are dreaming with thes
eyes open.

What About the State of the Gay Movement?

The memorandum goes on to present an astonishingit
misleading picture of the state of the gay movement ns
tionally. It is so superficial, and even innacurate, th:
it could only have been drafted in a near total absen
of familiarity with the gay movement and without an
consultation with comrades who have some knowledzs
of the matter. (For a more accurate and rounded vie:j
see "For an Intervention Into the Gay Liberation Struggle”
by Kendall Green and David Thorstad, SWP Discussion
Bulletin Vol. 31, No. 15.)

The memorandum has a lot to say about what the
gay movement is not, but very little to say about what
it is. Even what it does say on these points, however
is misleading.

The central core of its argumentation is that there is
no national group or focus of gay liberation, and tha
this constitutes an argument in favor of our not becoming
involved. It states: "The gay liberation movement is a
present very diffuse, not organized into any single group-
ing or action front on a national scale." And: "Since the
1972 party literary discussion on the gay liberation move
ment, there has been no significant steps toward the for

mation of a national framework of gay liberation or =

ganizations or a national focus of action by gay lib-

eration groups. In fact, the direction seems to be the cp-
posite at this time, with such a national focus or orga-
nization less likely."

There are a number of things wrong with this assess-
ment.

1) It is misleading to say that there is no national
framework of gay liberation organizations. There is, for
example, the National Coalition of Gay Organizations
(NCGO), founded in February 1972, and its regional
affiliates, as well as groups like the Southern California
Council of Gay Student Unions, with chapters on nine-
teen campuses, most of which meet weekly or biweekly.

Moreover, the gay liberation movement has held var-
ious national gatherings. These include conferences in
Austin in March 1971, Madison in November 1971, and
Chicago in February 1972 (out of which NCGO was
formed). The Kent State Gay Liberation Fronthas issued
a call for a national conference in May 1974 to discuss
national perspectives for the movement. In addition, gays
have begun to organize national caucuses within certain
organizations, such as the National Education Associ-
ation and the American Library Association.

More than 1,200 women from 36 states attended =2
West Coast Lesbian Conference in Los Angeles in April
where our comrades sold $1,100 worth of literature.

Furthermore, it is not true to imply that gay orga-
nizations do not have a national outlook. In 1971, New
York GAA organized two tours of the South and the
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Midwest with the specific aim of helping to set up new
gay organizations and collaborate with already existing
groups. Members of GAA/NY went to Cleveland, Detroit,
Columbus, Kalamazoo, Milwaukee, Chicago, Minneap-
olis, Des Moines, Indianapolis, New Orleans, Baton
Rouge, Miami, Gainesville, Tallahassee, Tampa, Nash-
ville, and Washington, D.C. The October 1971 issue of
GAA's newsletter, Gay Activist, termed these tours "with-
out question, two of the most successful performances
to date on behalf of gay liberation.”

In 1972, NCGO organized a nationwide effort to bring
gays to Miami to demonstrate at the Democratic and
Republican party conventions.

The Advocate, a gay newspaper published in Los An-
geles, reports on gay movement activities across the coun-
try and has a national circulation of around 35,000.

Although there has not been any national campaign
organized by any single national grouping, this should
not be taken to mean that there has been no gay ac-

Christopher Street Liberation Day marches have spread
across the country (and around the world). Last year
demonstrations were held in New York, Philadelphia,
San Francisco, Los Angeles, Chicago, Detroit, Atlanta,
among other cities. This year's actions included a march
of some 15,000 in New York— one of the larger protest
actions there in the recent period.

Is the gay movement as diffuse as the memorandum
suggests? “

2) The memorandum presents the absence of a national
organization as a key factor in determining whether or
not we should nationally intervene in the gay movement.
This is a criterion that is not invoked in the case of other
movements in which we intervene. The Draft Political
Resolution states, for instance, with regard to the women's
movement: "There is no national organization or group
of organizations that encompasses and organizes the grow-
ing willingness of women to struggle for their rights.
Most of the feminist groups are local formations.” (p. 11)
Yet the resolution proposes continued involvement in wom-
en's liberation groups on a national scale and discusses
several important struggles in which it recommends that
we participate.

Similarly, the  Chicano movement has no single con-

to which we allocate our forces. Until relatively recently,
with activity around African Liberation Day and the Af-
rican Liberation Support Committee, the same could be
said about the Black liberation movement.

We do not therefore characterize these movements as
not being national in scope, nor do we propose relating
to them without any national guidelines for doing so.
Whatever organizational links or avenues for formal col-
laboration may or may not exist within them on a na-
tional scale, the fact is that each of these movements has
a certain dynamic and raises the same basic issues in
every state and city where it exists. Why should the gay
liberation movement be regarded any differently?

Clearly, the gay liberation movement is not something
that has appeared in city after city through sheer co-
incidence. Whether it -be New York, Los Angeles, San
Francisco, Portland, Detroit, Chicago, Cleveland, Phil-

tivity on a national scale. Annual gay pride weeks and -

sistent national focus and no one national organization’

adelphia, Washington, D.C,, Minneapolis, Miami Beach,
or wherever, it is a movement that voices the demands
of gay people for an end to their oppression. Its political
tasks, therefore, are national (and international) in scope,
and a whole series of strategic and political questions
have arisen, and will continue to arise, that-are national
in character. ,

We conduct national interventions into the Black move-
ment, the Chicano movement, and the women's liberation
movement. This means a number of things. Our political
orientation toward these movements, and our political
tasks in them, are decided on a national level — by con-
ventions. The work we carry out in them is done under
the guidance of the national center. Qur press covers
and actively intervenes in these movements on a regular
basis, carrying news reports on their activities, as well
as analytical articles concerning important questions fac-
ing them. Our publications programs are geared toward
putting out materials useful for intervening in them and
bringing Marxism to these layers of the oppressed.

The same kind of approach should be taken towar
the gay liberation movement.

3) While enlisting the criterion that there is no central
national organization in the gay liberation movement
as an argument for not intervening on a national scale
is wrong to start with, it appears to be designed to serve
less as a statement of fact about the gay movement than
as an excuse for proposing no intervention. It clarifies
nothing, and serves to divert attention from the real issue,
which is how the party, as a national organization, should
relate to the gay liberation struggle. ; : ¢

4) The memorandum states that rather than motion
toward a national "framework of gay liberation organiza-
tions" or a national focus for gay groups, the trend "seems
to be the opposite at this time, with such a national focus
or organization less likely." "Less likely" than what? Than
a year ago? Than two years ago? What is the basis for
the assertion that such motion is "less likely"? We know
of nothing upon which such a prediction could be based.
What evidence is there for it? 5 .

This assertion appears to us to be based less on fac
than on a desire to lend weight to the subsequent pro-
posal that the party not actively intervene in the move-
ment by making the proposal appear more "realistic.”
But how can one realistically make a judgment so long
as no basis for the assertion is provided?

Despite the fact that the memorandum sees no evolution
toward a national organization, it has discerned an evo-
lution of a sector of the gay movement "in an ultraleft
and inward-turned direction." This sector, it finds, "be-
came part of the broader ultraleft and commune-oriented
youth current. In some areas, this process resulted in the
virtual disappearance of any viable organized expression
of the gay liberation movement.” - .

Again, just what, concretely, is the basis for this anal-
ysis? Is it the evolution and, in many cases, disappearance
of the early Gay Liberation Fronts that the memorandum
is referring to? If so, it is an exaggeration to state that
their orientation toward ultraleftism and countercultural-
ism has led in many cases to the disappearance of any

 "viable organized expression of the gay liberation move-

ment." Generally, they have simply disappeared and other
groups have taken over. ¢ :
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And while there has been a definite growth, on a na-
tional scale, of gay churches, these bodies have drawn
their members .not from the already existing gay move-
ment so much as from the diehard heterosexual churches.
Presumably it is not their particular form of countercul-
turalism that the memorandum has in mind.

What about areas where the opposite of the process de-
scribed in the memorandum has occurred? Where ultra-
leftist, countercultural gay groups have disappeared and
other political-action organizations have filled the vacuum
they left, or where counterculturalism and political ac-
tivism coexist? The memorandum strives to give the im-
pression that New York's GAA is one of the "notable
exceptions” to this alleged process. GAA's exceptional sta-
tus, according to the memorandum, lies in the fact that it
"has continued to carry out activities directed against gay
oppression." This, however, is a highly distorted and mis-
leading portrait of the gay liberation movement.

Perhaps the authors of the memorandum have informa-
tion that we do not. If so, we would appreciate it if they
would present that information to the party as a whole
so that the party could make an informed decision on this

~ question. -

Far from disappearing, new groups have continued to
spring up all across the country; the current GAA mailing
list includes more than 600 groups in the United States.
The "notable exception" is not that of gay groups that
"continue to carry out activities directed against gay op-
pression,” as the memorandum claims. The "notable ex-

_ ception" is a major city or campus without a functioning
gay liberation group fighting gay oppression.

The National Committee has also discerned "somewhat
of a dropping off of struggles for the rights of gay peo-
ple in the past period." This is such a preposterous asser-
tion as to spark incredulity among readers at all familiar
with the gay liberation movement. The pages of the gay
press have been filled with all kinds of struggles for gay
rights during the past two years. If anything, there has
been an increase in such struggles. Comrades whose only
source of information on this is 7he Militant might at first
be inclined to find the memorandum's assertion reason-
able. That may be because the real "dropping off' has been
in the coverage given to gay liberation struggles by the
party press, but this appears to us to have been prompted
by internal considerations, not by an attempt to reflect
the real state of the gay movement. ;

Naturally, we are all aware of the fact that there is a
general lull in the various movements of the radicalization.
If the memorandum had wanted to indicate that this lull
has also affected the gay liberation movement, it should
have said so. However, if it meant to imply that the gay
liberation movement, because of some inherent or special
peculiarity, is less active now than before, it should have
presented some evidence to back up such an assertion.
For our part, we do not believe that evidence to back it
up exists.

Our Tasks — According to the Memorandum

Based on its pessimistic and conservative view of the
gay liberation movement's potential, its failure to forth-
rightly reject the notion that homosexuality is inferior to
heterosexuality, and its somewhat fictionalized account
of the current state of the movement, the memorandum
proposes that "we should not attempt to carry out a na-
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tional party intervention" or "project a national party «

ing
paign on this question at the present time"; that "we sheul 2rOI
make no reallocation of our forces to generally assgg em
comrades to this movement"; and that "our support to 4 b€
movement will be mainly in our propaganda in the indé¢
period, as it has been." On a local level, it proposes s ior
where gay rights struggles, "such as demonstrations, @& wen
fense cases, etc., occur, the party should support them.” in
We disagree with these proposals for a number of s 2rC
sons, and believe that their adoption would lead, in pmad =t
tice, to virtually no involvement by the party in g ¥
liberation. fer
1) While we agree that no national party campagg 5=
should be projected, we think that it is incorrect to sugs fic:
that our relationship to the gay liberation movemsl su
should be left up to local branches without any natias ‘
guidelines or guidance. This, essentially, would be ta s
gard the party as a federation of local groups that was
do their thing in gay liberation —if they felt like it, and @ 0
it did not go beyond the line laid down in the memo: to

dum.

We think that the party nationally must have an ories
tion of intervening actively in the gay liberation ma
ment, just as, for instance, we have a national orienfa®
toward intervening actively in the women's libera®
movement. The fact that the intervention would take &
form of different kinds of activities depending on the las
area in no way changes the fact that these activities
part of a national intervention in the gay liberation mow
ment. It simply means that we should be flexible in des
ing what kinds of activities to concentrate on in ool
areas.

The counterresolution "For an Intervention Into the
Liberation Struggle" provides an analysis of the sta®
the gay movement, a discussion of the kinds of activili
and struggles it has tended to carry out and can be &
pected to continue to carry out, and a proposal on &
kinds of actions that we should be involved in and &=
build. To take one example: It includes a proposal &
our party nationally orient toward "propagandizing |
favor of, and building united fronts around law-rege
campaigns on a statewide level, where appropriate” &
does not propose to attempt to build such united from
in states where it is not appropriate or where there is @
real sentiment within the gay movement for doing s&
This does not mean that we should simply sit back 2%
wait until the gay movement of its ownaccord sets up s==
a united front, and then "support” it, "mainly in our proz&
ganda,” which would appear to be the approach suggss
ed by the memorandum. No. It means that our comracs
should seek out possibilities for building such united fro=
and where good possibilities exist, we should actively b
to build them.

We think that building struggles to repeal the laws woul
be a good thing, and we think that the party should
oriented nationally toward just such kinds of interwess
tions into the gay liberation struggle.

What we do not propose is the formation, at this time
of a national group or a national campaign around =
issue of law repeal. To do so would be artificial, pre=
ture, and amount to substituting ourselves for the g
movement.

Not proposing these things, however, does not m
that we should have no national orientation toward bufi&



ing and intervening in the gay liberation struggle. To the
sroposal of the memorandum that we "should not at-
sempt to carry out a national intervention" into the gay
iberation struggle, we counterpose the approach that we
indeed should attempt to carry out a national interven-
son into the gay liberation struggle. The form that inter-
cention will take will vary according to the situation
‘n the various areas in which the party exists. But we
propose that the party as a whole, nationally, actively
intervene in and help build the gay liberation struggle.

We should, moreover, actively intervene in national con-
ferences of the gay movement with our ideas on how to
Suild the gay movement, and with our press and pub-
lications — including publications on gay liberation-related
subjects.

Comrades who agree with this approach should sup-
port the Thorstad-Green counterresolution.

2) The proposal to make "no reallocation of our forces
to generally assign comrades to this movement" will lead
to assigning no comrades to actively work in the gay
movement. If the memorandum is adopted, it will be
saken by the leadership of the party that is elected to
carry out the decisions adopted by the convention as an
argument against assigning any comrades to gay libera-
tion. This proposal would make any direct intervention
or involvement in gay liberation virtually impossible. It
would lead to the party being in no way directly involved
in building the gay struggle.

3) Limiting our support to our propaganda is an al-
together inadequate proposal that is made even more in-
adequate by stressing that this should be the case in the
future "as it has been." Our treatment of gay liberation
in our propaganda, as we have seen, has moved toward
being nothing more than occasional news articles. The
memorandum essentially ratifies this trend and will serve
2s a brake against doing any more than this. Comrades
who may regard this proposal as one for a "propaganda
intervention” are reading into the memorandum some-
thing that it does not say.

4) This memorandum proposes no intervention into
gay liberation. While it may "leave open the possibility”
of doing something (not defined), as some of its support-
ers are fond of stressing, it is sheer sophistry to argue
that because it does not specifically propose not to do
something that therefore it proposes to do it.

At best, what the memorandum proposes is that the
party "support’ some actions on a local level by running
news articles in our press on them. Not allocating forces
to the movement would make any active involvement in
the actions virtually impossible.

But the fact that the memorandum includes no discus-
sion whatever of any specific struggles and issues in the
gay movement suggests that its statement that we should
"support’ such struggles where they occur is not meant
to be taken as a serious admonition. A number of strug-
gles for gay rights have been going on for quite some
time, can be expected to continue, and are of considerable
significance to gays. there is no need to wait for them
to "occur.” One such struggle is that in New York City
to get the city council to adopt the civil rights bill Intro
475. The nature of this struggle, which has been going
on for more than two years, was discussed in the Thor-

stad-Green counterresolution. Just how serious the mem-
orandum is in attempting to orient the party toward "sup-
porting” such local struggles can be seen in the fact that
the Intro 475 struggle, which has national, and even
international, significance in the gay movement, is not
even mentioned in the memorandum. Why? Is it because
to have done so might have given the comrades in New
York the impression that they in fact oughtto be involved
in fighting for a victory in this struggle? Well, shouldn't
they?

Moreover, during the plenum itself, Intro 475 was de-
feated for the third time in the city council. The defeat
sent shock waves and outrage through the New York
gay community. Protests were staged, and special strat-
egy meetings held to discuss how to fight back. The re-
formists in the leadership of the New York movement,
however, did not attempt to carry through a real cam-
paign on the issue, and there was no effective alternative
leadership that could challenge them. Neither the defeat,

~ nor the Intro 475 struggle in general, was even men-

tioned by the plenum that nevertheless adopted this pro-
posal that the party “"support”’ local struggles "where they
occur."

5) The whole tone and analysis of the memorandum,
and the thrust of its proposals, will have the effect of
encouraging comrades to look with skepticism upon pro-
posals to do anything with regard to gay liberation.
Rather than encourage branch executive committees to
seek ways to get involved in building the gay liberation
struggle, it will tend to turn them into a kind of watch-
dog to make sure that comrades don't go beyond the
inadequate outlines of the memorandum. Rather than gay
liberation becoming an area of intervention with potential
and opportunities for us to make gains, it will—having
been relegated to "peripheral" status and low priority —
tend to become regarded as an area in which party in-
volvement poses actual threats to properly carrying out
“the major campaigns being conducted by the party.” )

6) These proposals will tend to have the effect of de-
moting gay liberation from being a political issue to a
personal question for gay comrades, for they will lead
to a dichotomy between commitment to the struggle for
gay liberation and commitment to the struggle for so-

~cialism. They will result in a kind of political schizo-

phrenia for gay comrades. A better approach would be
to actively attempt to relate the struggle for gay libera-
tion to the struggle for socialism. ;

7) The implementation of these proposals, and the adop-
tion of this memorandum, would make it virtually imp os-
sible to recruit gay activists. Gays will tend to view the
party's support to gay liberation as verbal; and the sin-
cerity of even the verbal support will seem hollow in the
absence of any serious effort to build the gay struggle.

With this memorandum, it would become our respon-
sibility to explain to potential recruits the position that
gay liberation is "peripheral” to the "big questions” of the
class struggle. Aside from the incorrect formulation of
that assertion, the superficiality of the memorandum's
analysis will provide comrades with a poor theoretical
basis for explaining it. In practice, it will tend to be trans-
lated as simply, "Gay liberation is really not so impor-
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tant."

3 ) The relevant sections, on pages 9-14, not only b
While our position in favor of full civiland human rights

A et T What «
with an acknowledgement of the positive impact of f

5 L ha
for gays has won us respect among many gay activists, inism on women comrades' self-confidence, but they vao.
and continues to differentiate us fromh many reformist exceedingly specific and free of the provocative va n'1 tioA
and left-wing opponents, putting forward the position that i

ness contained in the April 29, 1973, memorandum. Me stad a
gay liberation is "peripheral” and using this assertion over, the problems she was dealing with were far m

as an argument against getting actively involved in gay widespread and serious than any of which we are aw aclczlr':
liberation, would have a catastrophic effect on the atti- in connection with the gay liberationr movement. comp1
tudes of gays toward the party. They would see this as The implication of this section confuses the desire ® .ffect
a downgrading of their struggle, and they would be right. see the party take a correct stand on prejudiced asd ot ¢
Some might even mistakenly decide that the revolutionary homosexual "theories" with the alleged demand that & that i
party is "peripheral.” Such counterposing of the purposes party rank the personal sexual preferences of comrad® v co:
of gay liberation and the party is inherent in the mem- against each other, and it confuses the political mow wheth
orandum's approach. ment for gay liberation with counterculturalism —a ces work
Comrades who support the memorandum must be fully fusion running through the whole document. - to th
prepared to argue this position to gay activists and con- Furthermore, the implication that gays are freaks wan of wt
tacts of our movement. This will be a difficult, unnec- i give the party an "exotic" image, that gays cas® at all
essary, incorrect, thankless, and unfortunate task. - control themselves at social functions, and that all-wome tradi
; en's activities look dangerously lesbian (sick) to-'straizgsl sis fe
And What About the YSA? (healthy) women serves to intimidate comrades. It flisf rega
A couple of years ago, it was generally assumed in in the face of the PC's statement in its motion of May 2§ 2)
the YSA that it would become actively involved in gay 1971, that "No pressure from the party should be placat rejec
liberation. When the party began putting on the brakes on any comrade either for or against them openly @& sexu
in 1971, however, the YSA too began pulling back. With claring themselves as gay." ‘ h‘iStO
some effort, it has managed to keep the lid on while the huoy
party worked out its approach toward gay liberation. For a Point on the Agenda ez
If the memorandum is adopted, and if the YSA follows The memorandum concludes with the thought that sim of £
the party's "lead" in this regard, it will probably not only it is proposing no national campaign in gay liberation ilau
be a great disappointment for many YSAers, but it can there is "no need" for a separate point on the conventim ::‘&t
also be expected to have somewhat of a crippling effect agenda on the question of our relationship to and anz B
' : ; 3 : ; that
on the YSA's appeal for large numbers of young people. ysis of gay liberation. We disagree entirely. insi
First, the question of how the party should relate P
. : ; ofh
Dress and Appearance? ; _ gay liberation has not been an unimportant one for 7
Gays and other comrades can be "justifiably suspicious” party. Indeed, it has taken around three years to reas k;t
of the NC's inclusion of a point on "the party attitude the present point where a proposal is being made B@ .
concerning dress and appearance of comrades” in a mem- 4 leading body of the party. In the course of those ths :ur
orandum on the gay liberation movement. years, it has become clear that there is considerable d& E
Since, as the memorandum admits, "This question and agreement within the party, including within the leads o
others related to it go beyond a discussion of the gay ship, as to what approach should be taken. The bas -
liberation movement, raising a more general question way to help clarify the issues would be to scheduls C'3
" Why is a discussion of this "general question" in- separate point during which the counterpositions embodis =
cluded here? i

in the memorandum and the Thorstad-Green counts
resolution could be defended alongside one another,
front of the party as a whole, and voted on.

Second, this will be the first time that the party ra=

The explicit justification — that this issue was raised in
the literary discussion—is spurious. A whole range of
issues and information raised in the literary discussion

has been left aside by the memorandum. Why has this will have had an opportunity to vote on a line on g to
issue- which Comrade Betsey Stone correctly labeled a liberation. We think that they should be given an @ coi
"side issue" in her literary discussion article (Discussion portunity to cast their votes from a position of full awas ex]
Bulletin Vol. 30, No. 8)—been selected as one worthy

ness and understanding of the issues involved. This =
quires a special point on the agenda.

Third, it is possible that the proposal not to schedu
a separate point was made with an understanding
should significant opposition to the memorandum deveis
during the course of the preconvention period the z=
posal could be revised. We hope so. We believe that suil
opposition has arisen and that there is enough supps
for the Thorstad-Green resolution within the party to =
rant a separate point for discussion.

Fourth, we fear that no scheduling a separate pom

of mention by the NC in a discussion of gay liberation?

If the NC believes that there ‘are particular problems
resulting from adaptation to ultraleft or countercultural
currents in the gay movement, then it should have forth-
rightly identified these as such and dealt with them. In-
stead, the memorandum implies that gays in particular
project "an exotic image of the party" in their peculiar
dress or by engaging in sexual activities at party so-
cials. The approach of the memorandum contrasts stark-
ly with the approach of Comrade Stone when she took

up adaptation to countercultural currents in the women's might give the impression that the matter was being swe
movement. Her report to the March 1971 plenum ap- under the rug. Such an impression would be harmis
pears in Internal Information Bulletin No. 2 in 1971. to the party. We would like to see it avoided.

106




“hat Are the Major Differences? O :
What are the main points on which we disagree with the"
—smorandum, and to which the resolution "For an Inter-
-ntion Into the Gay Liberation Struggle" by David Thor-
.-ad and Kendall Green is being counterposed?
1) The memorandum is, in many places, vagus, in-
~ccurate, and open to different interpretations — including
wompletely opposite interpretations. As a result, it has the
wifect of papering over and obscuring political differences,
ot clarifying them. This is the explanation for the fact
‘hat it has attracted support from comrades with sharp-
v conflicting assessments of the nature of gay oppression,
whether gay liberation can be achieved within the frame-
work of capitalism, the nature of the party's relationship
so the gay liberation struggle, and even the key gquestion
of whether the party should be involved in gay liberation
.t all. A document open to such widely differing and con-
sradictory interpretations hardly constitutes a serious ba-
sis for deciding the important question before the party
regarding gay liberation. :

2) The memorandum does not clearly and forthrightly
reject the idea that homosexuality is inferior to hetero-
sexuality —that it is a psychological, physiological, or
historical aberration. While it rejects the notion that gays
<hould be labelled as mentally ill, it leaves open the door
to arguments that homosexuality may be the product
of other kinds of disturbances or of class society. Its
claim to reject prejudice is nullified by its own assertion
shat in matters of homosexuality it cannot determine what
is prejudice and what is not. Its claim to reject the idea
that gays are mentally ill conflicts with its subseguent
insistence that the party not "take a stand" on the nature
of homosexuality. :

Nothing short of a clear and forthright recognition
that homosexuality is not inferior to heterosexuality will
do. Anything less would be to place a question mark over
our commitment to achieving full human rights — as well
as civil rights—for homosexually oriented persons and
to the underlying thrust of the gay liberation struggle
against society's exclusive heterosexual norm.

3) The memorandum's discussion of what it refers to as
the "social weight' and "potential mass" of the gay libera-
tion struggle is superficial and misleading, and its char-
acterization of that struggle as "much more peripheral"
to the class siruggle is recklessly overstated and useless
in attempting to orient the party toward properly relating
to a new struggle of the oppressed. It puts forward these
concepts without ever seriously attempting to define or
explain them in relation to the gay liberation struggle,
and it does so in terms so heavily laden with negativism
and caution that the only conclusion one can draw is
that it regards the gay liberation struggle as unimportant.
Its arguments clearly lead away from involvement in gay
liberation, rather than toward it.

4) It takesi‘civibrights approach to gay liberation—
supporting the rights of, and opposing discrimination
against, gay people—but stops short of commitment to
the underlying thrust of the gay liberation struggle, which
is to win the full acceptance of homosexual behavior
by society and the destruction of society's exclusive hetero-
sexual norm. g

5) Its proposal to "make no reallocation of our forces
to generally assign comrades to this movement" is a clear
rejection of the idea that our party should actively inter-

.we stand to make gains in building the party itself.
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vene in and help build the gay liberation struggle. It is
a proposal to reduce our "support’ to gay liberation to
"supporting” from the sidelines. We believe that the exact
opposite must be done: The party should assign comrades
to this movement to help build it and orient it along the
lines suggested in the Thorstad-Green document. It should
be clear that these assignments are part of a general,
national orientation toward involvement in gay liberation,

not somethingleft up to the whims of individual
branches. : % :
The Thorstad-Green document proposes, and lays a

basis for, an active intervention into the gay liberation
movement. The NC memorandum does neither.

6) The memorandum appears to have a fixation on
counterculturalism, thereby. giving the impression that it
regards the struggle against homosexual oppression and
for gay liberation as inherently tending in an apolitical'
and countercultural direction. While no basis for such a
view is provided in the memorandum —and indeed the
idea is utterly without foundation—the pervading con- -

"cern of the memorandum with counterculturalism repre-

sents a distortion of the true nature of the gay liberation
struggle, and even a downgrading of that struggle. !

7) The section dealing with "dress and decorum” of com-
rades has no place in a resolution on gay liberation. Its .
inclusion does two things: It suggests that this is a "gay
problem," not a matter of general applicability to all com-
rades; and it trivializes what is ostensibly a political dis-
cussion on how the party should relate to gay liberation.

The whole tone of this section, moreover, is menacing
and even intimidating.

8) We believe that the most serious and desirable way
to resolve the issues raised by the memorandum and the
Thorstad-Green resolution would be to set aside a separate
point on the convention agenda for a full discussion and
vote on the counterposed lines of the two documents.

Conclusion ; : :
We need an aggressive orientation toward the gay lib-
eration struggle, based on a full appreciation and correct
analysis of gay oppression and of the movement. Such
a basis is laid, we believe, in the counterresolution "For
an Intervention Into the Gay Liberation Struggle" by
David Thorstad and Kendall Green. By correctly ap--
praising the importance and potential of the gay struggle,

As in other movements, we should educate and agitate
within the gay movement for a strategy of mass action
and independence from the institutions and parties of the
capitalist system. This is the kind of strategy that will build
the movement and win victories. We should argue for this
perspective among gay activists and within the pages of
our press. v j o

In putting forward such a perspective on a consistent
basis, we will win real respect for our party. Our revolu- -
tionary approach-—including the living example of how
socialists seriously and consistently work to build the
movement and advance the struggle—will ‘enable us to
recruit serious gay activists, isolate and discredit our..
opponents, and write a new chapter in the history of
the Marxist movement's championing of the struggles of
the oppressed. : !
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LOOKING BACKWARD: THE SWP AND GAY LIBERATION,
1970-1973
by Lee Smith, Lower Manhattan Branch, New York Local

(Vol. 31, No. 29)

Introduction

In coming to the decision that the orientation to the gay
liberation movement embodied in the April 29, 1973, Mem-
orandum on the Gay Liberation Movement (Discussion
Bulletin, Vol. 31, No. 3) is not an adequate or correct
one for the party, I reviewed the stepsleading to the Na-
tional Committee's decision. Going over this brief his-
tory convinced me that the record as most comrades
- are aware of it is incomplete. This article seeks to fill
gaps in comrades' knowledge of how the party has pro-
ceeded to this point. It is written with the idea that look-
ing at mistakes in the process that led to the memoran-
dum will help to throw light on what is wrong with the
NC's current attitude and proposals.

[Note: This article was drafted before I had received and
read the Internationalist Tendency's counterresolution, "The
Building of A Revolutionary Party in Capitalist Ameri-
ca" (DB, Vol. 31, No. 18), which contains a distorted
reference to some of the history covered here. The reference
comes in the context of a sleazy appeal to gay comrades
whom the Internationalist Tendency alleges have been
treated in a "scandalous" manner by the party. Rather
than rewrite this article to specifically answer distortions
in the Internationalist Tendency's resolution, I am sub-
mitting it as originally drafted. A future brief article from
one of the supporiers of "For an Intervention Into the
Gay Liberation Struggle” (DB Vol. 31, No. 15) will spe-
cifically take up distortions in the Internationalist Ten-
dency's counterresolution.]

Membership Policy: The Prelude

The Memorandum on Membership Policy, adopted Nov.
13, 1970 (printed as an Appendix in DB, Vol. 31, No. 3)
refers to the party's and the YSA's "moving toward" pro-
scribing homosexuals from membership, to an "evolution."
While this is accurate, the evolution was pretty well ad-
vanced by the time the rise of the gay liberation move-
ment prompted the party to stop to consider, motivate,
and reaffirm the exclusion of homosexuals in the spring
of 1970. Prior to 1970, most comrades referred to "the
policy,” and not to "the evolution."

Comradé Joel Britton presented the organizational re-
port to the National Committee plenum, Feb. 27-March
1, 1970. It marked the first time the exclusion of homo-
sexuals had been discussed by the NC. Presumably, in.
discussions preparatory to the plenum, this evolving poli-
cy was discussed for the first time by the Political Com-
mittee. Comrade Britton presented the exclusion of homo-
sexuals as a matter of security, designed to protect the
party from victimization. No one challenged the policy or
the motivation for it.

However, one comrade did raise the question of whether
there wasn't more involved than just opening the party
to legal victimization. He pointed out (incorrectly) that
there were no antihomosexual laws in Illinois. His com-
ments provoked a loud, jocular, off-the-record jest from
a central leader of the party: "That's because Daley is a
homo!" It is not insignificant or beside the point that such
a joke could be shouted out without a second thought.
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Knowing this helps in grasping the context in which Com=&. ,oiti

rade Britton presented his report. It adds dimension 8 sive cc
the understanding of how the policy was able to originat . izatio:
and evolve for a decade. It should also help to temper dis i ;ade S
cussion of the negative influences the gay liberation move \ationa
ment has had on the party. (Thatis, I do not consider T Seigl
a wrong and dangerous adaptation to tounterculturalismi, reque
that party leaders no longer go around telling quesiloay me:
jokes.)

At the time Comrade Britton presented the policy to ths
National Committee for discussion and approval it was
not at all uncommon to hear motivation for the policy
that was at odds with what Comrade Britton presentec.
This is partly what Comrade Jack Barnes referred to i=
the Memorandum on Membership Policy adopted by ths |
PC Nov. 13, 1970, where he said the policy "breeds . .

initiate
25, and
presen
=m foll
=1 Conft

1970 1
edited

misinterpretations . . . internally." For example, many 3 (o
comrades believed and argued that the reason for our pols ¥n v
cy was a conscious adaptation to the antihomosexuz B e
prejudices of workers. In reality, any such adaptation® . 4
was unconscious, or, looked at another way, the resul ;'appej

of the penetration of prejudice (the source of which was
not workers, however strongly workers are prejudiced
into the party itself. The official, stated reason for the
policy by the comrades with the central responsibilite
for administering the party, who developed the policy.
was strictly along the lines of security —that homosexuzis
could be arrested or blackmailed and this allegedly couit
open the party itself to victimization.

But the understanding of many, many comrades wae
that we had to have such a policy because "workers hau

aving
fact th
gding

R
queers." Another common reason, raised more by com how
rades who had been organizers or held other positions & "esci
major administrative responsibility, concerned the idss & - --,
that homosexuals, if admitted, would seek to transmog= 3

fy the party from a combat organization into a refug
of homosexual happiness. This notion can be found &
the Memorandum on Membership Policy by Comrza
Barnes, although there it is carefully qualified —homs
sexuals "usually" go through crises, "some”" homosexua
comrades tried to change the party, and the problam
is "not limited to homosexual comrades" —and, more =
portantly, there it is used to argue that the policy is =
necessary, rather than the opposite.

The echoes of false ideas expressed in discussions of &
policy three years ago still reverberate in the April 2%
1973, Memorandum on the Gay Liberation Movement.
Advising the YSA

In the spring of 1970, Comrades Nelson Blacks:mi
and Helen Meyers went on national organizational/speai
ing tours for the YSA. They found considerable discos
tent with the policy in more than a few locals. Objectias
was strongest in locals that had actually experienced &
loss of a homosexual member because of the policy, &
there was also opposition from comrades who had @
heard of the policy in branch plenum reports. This
position made it obvious that the YSA would hawve
take up the question of barring homosexuals from
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ip, just as the party had taken it up.

tually, one of the factors that led to the party's
= up the issue was the educational intervention of
v liberation organization at the 19638 YSA conven-
=nd in the preconvention discussion of the Twin Cities
local, which hosted the convention.)

= political collaboration of the YSA and SWP involves
sive consultation between the leaderships of the two
izations at all levels. In the early summer of 1970,
ade Susan LaMont (who was then functioning as
“ational Chairwoman of the YSA, although Comrade
Seigle still formally held the post of National Chair-
requested advice from the party on how to handle
=y membership policy question. A series of meetings
initiated, involving Comrades Barnes, Britton, La-
and me. (I was involved because I was to draft
present the organizational report to the YSA NC
m following the first Socialist Attivists and Educa-
! Conference.) i

1970 YSA Plenum: A Trial Balloon

| edited transcript of the organizational report I pre-
2 to the YSA plenum was printed in the Sept. 2,
Young Socialist Organizer. Comrade Barnes refers
in the Nov. 13, 1970, Memorandum on Membership
%, and the relevant section appears after this article
3 2 ppendix.

ving aside the irony (or hypocrisy, if you will) of
zct that a homosexual presented the arguments for
ding homosexuals from membership, there was a
important dishonesty involved in this report.

Et is, the report was prepared with the idea that the
iy being motivated would very probably be eliminated
= near future. Built into the motivation —for this very
bn —was an "escape hatch” for changing the policy,
vart of the reason for defending its continuation was
e a sounding of the YSA NC's attitude in order to
how urgently we needed to use that "escape hatch."
= "escape hatch," as it turned out, was never used. It
been the argument that the necessity for the policy
ded on the existence of antihomosexual laws and
ate of opinion making it possible to enforce those
such that a shift in the climate or changes in the
would mean we should get rid of the policy. The
e with the escape by this route was that it depend-
2 affirming the past correctness of the policy.

areful reading of the Memorandum on Membership
+ will reveal that, in reporting for the administrative
ittee, Comrades Barnes neither clearly affirmed the

been wrong.

= reason for this ambiguity —for refraining from a
sight self-criticism and rejection of the policy as the
ration of bourgeois prejudice into the party (which
hat it was)— must have lain in divisions within the
is one who is not privy to the content of PC discus-
I say this on belief, rather than on information.
I also believe a division in the PC was responsible
advising the YSA to reaffirm the policy, rather than
zue for its rejection. That is, the reason put forward
e time was that there was no time for the PC to dis-
the policy prior to the YSA plenum. This meant that
=ht of the general consideration— which is correct—
rem= Wit is best for the YSA, which looks to the revolution-

's past correctness, nor clearly said that it had al- -

ary party for political leadership, to wait for the SWP's
lead in questions affecting both organizations, the YSA
should not go ahead and get rid of the policy. It was a
thorny matter because the issue also could not be ignored
until the party acted, given the ferment in the YSA over
the policy. It seems that it would have warranted extra-
ordinary effort to have the matter resolved by the PC
before the YSA plenum, had this not been impossible
because of opposition in the PC to changing the policy.

This would all be nothing more than water under the
bridge except for the fact that the failure to firmly reject
the policy and declare that it had always been wrong
has left the door open to continued errors. Some of them
are still embodied in the April 29, 1973, memorandum.
Briefly, the mistake involved leads, on one hand, to a
willingness to kowtow before prejudice, and, on the other,
to a readiness to affront the dignity of homosexuals. In
1970 it was judged more important to cajole party lead-
ers with the wrong position than to stop a practice that
shut the party's doors to talented and dedicated potential
cadres.

Good-bye Without Good Riddance

As mentioned above, the Nov. 13, 1970, Memorandum
on Membership Policy takes an agnostic stand on the
past rightness or wrongness of the policy. The concluding
sections of the report on enforceability and misinterpreta-
tion strongly imply that the policy was always wrong.
Comrade Barnes writes, for example, that the policy "is
not really viable in that it creates more problems than
it solves.”

But Comrade Barnes also says, "Of course, we also
know that with some newer members this [discomfort
with the policy] is for the wrong reasons. It takes a liitle
while for members, especially new members, to actually
come to an understanding of what a revolutionary party
is and what it cannot be." The "wrong reasons" are not
spelled out, but one possible inference is that those who
understand what the party is know that the policy was
okay in the past. I don't believe the policy was ever okay.
It is true, of course, that under conditions of severe re-
pression—in a witchhunt, under a dictatorship, or if the
party is illegal—things have to be tightened up, and
some people who the party can use in more favorable
circumstances will not match up to the task under such
conditions. But I don't believe this is ever a question of
a comrade's race, nationality, sex, sexual orientation,
hair or eye color, ete. What we criticize the Communist
Party for in connection with its suspension of its Japan-
ese-American members in the 1940s is not only that it
was done in deference to a spirit of jingoistic racism.
We don't, I think, add qualifiers like, "Of course, in some
circumstances a revolutionary party might have to ban
members of racial minorities in order to protect its se-
curity." I don't believe underground organizations owing
loyalty to the Fourth International in Hitler's Germany
banned Jews from membership after the Nazi race laws
were passed. Comrade Barnes implies that the "newer
comrades" who were uncomfortable for the "wrong reasons"
held some kind of moral objection to the policy. From
the point of view of a "revolutionary morality” that de-
fines what is acceptable in terms of what advances or
stands in the way of the class struggle, no justification for
the banning of homosexuals from party membership can
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be found. The fact that the country was just barely com-
ing out of McCarthyism when we began ‘evolving toward
the policy makes it understandable. It does not mean it
was correct.

Adding further to the confusion is the earlier sectxon
falling between the second and third set of triple asterisks,
on page 11, in DB, Vol. 31, No. 3. Here Comrade Barnes
discusses court challenges to sodomy statutes, stands taken
by bourgeois candidates, and other factors that hint at
the originally projected escape route from the policy —
that suggest a change in the climate of opinion may be
behind the change. In fact, it was on this section that
attention focused during the discussion of the issue at the
December 1970 YSA convention. Even the NEC's report-
er misplaced his emphasis on this section, rather than on
the telling arguments in the concluding sections on en-
forceability and misinterpretation.

Nearly three years later there are comrades who still
believe that the policy was once right, believing also then
by implication that in some circumstances it could proper-
ly be reinstated. A clean end to the whole chapter of the
membership policy is still needed.

The Two Probes: February, 1971 —May 25, 1971, and
May 25, 1971 — August, 1971

Our probing of the gay liberation movement in 1971
did not begin with the passage of the Political Committee's
May 25, 1971, motion (DB, Vol. 31, No. 3). Actually,
that motion represented the beginning of a braking process
that aimed at slowing down work begun four months ear-
lier—a braking process that has culminated, two-and-a-
half years later, in the Memorandum on the Gay Libera-
tion Movement. Some leading comrades felt that our prob-
ing of the gay movement was "going too far." At one
informal meeting, Comrade Barnes cautioned comrades
getting involved in gay liberation against "going apeshit.”
The feedback that started hitting the center as reports were
carried back from the mid-March NC plenum and as The
Militant began reflecting our growing involvement in gay
liberation signaled that at least a layer of comrades felt
the party had gone "apeshit"—or was "going overboard
on this gay thing." It was only under the impact of this
feedback that the motion supposedly initiating the probe
was passed by the PC. The effect of the motion—at least
in New York—was to constrict the range of activity in
which a number of comrades had already been 1nvolved
since February.

The April 24 Gay Task Force

One of the first steps the party took toward changing
its previous position of ignoring the gay liberation move-
ment was the assigning of homosexual comrades (with
our consent) to a gay workshop at the February, 1971,
National Student Antiwar Conference sponsored by the
Student Mobilization Committee in Washington, D. C. Com-
rade Larry Seigle headed up the party's fractional inter-
vention into that student antiwar conference, and in con-
sonance with decisions taken in the fraction, the party and
YSA put their support behind a gay workshop proposal
that the SMC initiate a Gay Task Force to build par-
ticipation in gay contingents in the April 24, 1971, anti-

war demonstrations in D.C. and San Francisco. The pro-

posal was drawn up by Comrade John Lauritsen, then
a party sympathizer and member of the Red Butterfly.
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Comrade David Thorstad and I began to attend some
meetings of groups such as the Christopher Street Lib-
eration Day Committee and the Gay Activists Alliance.
Originally, this was done in consultation with Comrades
Barnes and Barry Sheppard. As more comrades became
involved, direction of our activity moved to the New York
local organizer, Comrade Lew Jones, and the New York
branch organizers, Susan LaMont Wendy Reissner, and
Peter Seidman.

One main axis of our activity in these organizations was
the building of support for the Aprril 24 Gay Task Force
and gay contingent. When those demonstrations took place
two months later, the Washington gay contingent drew
about 1,500. The Militant reported that the San Francisco
gay contingent reached 2,000 by the end of the march,
noting that this made it "the largest demonstration of gays
ever held in the West" up to thattime and calling it "among
the most vocal and spirited" contingents in the action.

(In the 1971 preconvention discussion period Comrade
Hedda Garza charged that participants in the D.C. gay
contingent had fondled each other and made a disgusting

spectacle of themselves. She also made some charges about

the party being turned into a "conversion school for les-
bians" and a "haven or hospital” for "Gay people and man-
haters." Somehow Comrade Garza's charges regarding the
party —which were as groundless as her charges regard-
ing the gay antiwar contingent—seem to have influenced
Point 5 of the April 29, 1973, Memorandum on the Gay
Liberation Movement.)

Christopher Street ‘

But the Gay Task Force was not the only project we
worked on during the first probe. Comrades were assigned
to work in the Christopher Street Liberation Day Com-
mittee in New York well before the Political Committee
adopted its motion of May 25, 1971. Of course, they con-
tinued their work after the motion was adopted. There
was a major party intervention, mainly geared to sales
of our press, at the 1971 gay pride action in New York.
The July 2, 1971, Militant carried a major article, "Homo-
sexuality: Fact Versus Myth," directed toward the gay
pride demonstrators. Attention was called to thxs article
by a frontpage headline.

The Militant

The article in The Militant sold at the Christopher Street
action was part two of what was originally projected —
in a meeting of the administrative committee, Conirade
Mary-Alice Waters, Comrade Thorstad, and me—as a
series of three feature articles. However, it was pointed
out— and emphasized by Comrade Waters— that this series
would be a trial balloon, would not be projected in print
as a series, would be spaced apart, and might not be com-
pleted. It was not completed, as it turned out. Part three
dealing with the Judeo-Christian tradition and homosexual
oppression, was never run—even though it had been ap-
proved by the administrative committee and edited by
Comrade Sheppard. However, it was not clearly stated
that the decision not to run it had been reached until post-
ponements had been dragged out for more than siz
months. The first article in the series appeared in the April
16, 1971, Militant. Entitled, "On the Nature of Gay Op-
pression,” it represents the kind of article that would not
be submitted to The Militant if the Memorandum on Gay
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Liberation stands as party policy. But itwas an extreme-

:;‘ v useful article, and it has been widely reproduced, both
iacll nationally and internationally. It was used as the basis
_— ‘or an article this year by our cothinkers in New Zealand
- for sales at the gay pride actions there. :
. MM' In addition to these articles, The Militant carried reviews
—— 2nd news articles on gay liberation that were prominently
- featured and illustrated with photographs. (And, as a
" matter of interest for those who are afraid gays will give
. the party a freaky appearance, the April 16 issue of The

= Militant, sold the week before April 24, that carried the

| FG ' Trontpage headline, "ALL OUT APRIL 24!" needed a pic-

o fure of a mass demonstration for the cover —and the one
used was a photo of the March 14 gay action in Albany,
N.Y. Since the photo was not identified as such, however,
there was no way to tell what it was.).

The Austin Conference, Forums, and the Albany Action

Before the May 25, 1971, motion was adopted by the
PC, I was assigned to attend and report on a national
gay conference in Austin, Texas, in March, 1971. I worked
with comvades from the Austin branch in intervening
at that conference to seek support for the April 24 anti-
war march. At the YS8A's national movement center in
the D.C. branch headquarters after the April 24 demon-
stration, one of the programs features was a panel dis-
cussion on gay liberation invelving Comrades Thorstad
and Terry Hillman, John Lauritsen of Red Butterfly,
Franklin Kameny of \’Je:hlﬂgton, D. C., Mattachine, and
Tina Mandel of Daughters of Bilitis. (Kameny and Man-
del were the gay speakers at the antiwar action.)

At a regional YS5A educational conference at New York
University in May 1971, Comrades Steve Beren, Kipp
Dawson, David Thorstad, and I spcke on "Why Marx-
ists Support Gay Liberation. I believe each of us said
things then that would now be considered "going beyond”
what is representative of the party's position. The same,
I think, was true of the comrades' pressntations at the
April 24 panel. I know for certain that when Comrade
Hillman and I traveled to Philadelphia to take part in
a forum on the same topic after the May 25 motion was
adopted, we were careful to censor things we had said
in the earlier programs out of our talks. Also after the
motion, a tentative proposal to make an article for the
International Socialist Review out of the NYU panel was
junked.

Through our participation in gay organizations and our

£y

e news coverage in The Militant, we made a real effort to
- build a statewide demonstration against antigay laws
= = in Albany, N.Y., on March 14, 1971. The action was
'm_ﬁ organized around the demand for extending civil rights .
> protection to homosexuals in the areas of employment,
a housing, and public accommodations, and the demand
o to repeal sodomy, solicitation, loitering, and cross-dress-
e ing laws. Approximately 1,200 people tock part in the
cual action. Among the speakers was Kate Millet. The demon-
EE': stration coincided with the SWP NC plenum.
558 The March 1971 Plenum
‘or‘f— The braking process represented by the May 25, 1971,
sx‘ PC motion, the constriction of our gay liberation work,
\prig the tapering off of Militant coverage, the decline in forums
Op{ on the subject—all of this seems to have come as a reac-
"na: tion against what had been done up to that time. And
>

the reaction—the opposition—seems to have crystallized
around the March 1971 SWP NC plenum.

There is considerable documentary evidence of the whole-
hearted, enthusiastically positive attitude toward the gay
liberation movement that existed around the time of the
plenum. The attitude from February up through the plen-
um was genuinely one of welcoming and embracing this
new wmovement. Internal Information Bulletin No. 2 in
1971 (April, 1971) contains the Youth Report to SWP
National Committee Plenum, March 15, 1971, by Frank
Boehm.

A rather lengthy section of Comrade Boehm's report—
as printed — deals with gay liberation. It can be found on
page 29 of the bulletin, beginning with: "Hundreds of
gay organizations have sprung up on the campuses all
across the country. This movement is bringing the rage
of millions of homosexuals who are— and have been for
thousands of years—brutalized and murdered out of the
closets and into the streets." The report before editing
spent even more time on gay liberation. The paragraph

‘that is printed referring to "various actions being planned

in local or regional areas against political oppression of
homosexuals, such as yesterday's action in Albany. . . ."
was delivered as an enthusiastic report on the previous
day's demonstration.

One NC member, who may have
back the national office afterward reacted to, explained
to. me how Boehm's report had startled him and how
it had gotten his back up, being confronted with some-
thing that seemed to have been smuggled in via the youth
report—viz., the projection of gay liberation as an impor-
tant area of activity for the Trotskyist movement. Actual-
ly, of course, this was no trick by the party leadership but
simply a result of the YSA chairman's enthusiasm.

But while Comrade Boehin may have, in Comrade
Barnes' words, gone a little "apeshit,” Comrade Barnes
himself was not unenthusiastic. His report on the 1971
draft resolution contained numerous references to gay
liberation, inciluding a reference to the fact that the num-
ber of gay workers is in the millions, not merely the thou-
sands. A comparison of the report as it appeared in the
Discussion Bulletin, Vol. 29, No. 1, with the way it ap-
peared in the Iniernational Sociolist Review and in the
pamphlet, A Revolutionary Strategy for the '70s: Docu-
ments of the Socialist Workers Party reveals that some
of Comrade Barnes's more exuberant phrases also bit
the editorial-pencil dust in moving from internal to ex-
ternal publication. But even as his report appeared in the
ISR and the pamphlet, its treatment of gay liberation
contrasts starkly with the April 29, 1973, memorandum.
Also contrasting with the memorandum is Comrade Gus
Horowitz's introduction to Towards an American Social-
ist Revolution, written in the same general time period.

After the plenum there came a discernible pulling back
from what was suddenly seen as having been an over-
board involvement in the gay movement. The May 25,
1971, PC motion was part of this pullback. The motion
suggested to those of us involved in the probe for the
first time that there was some question about the party's
ultimate intervention into the gay liberation movement.
Given the fact that activity up to that point had provoked
a- reaction from leaders of the party in the center and
around the country, such a pullback was not at all un-
justified. But the central party leadership then had the

been part of the feed-
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responsibility to lead the party forward on this issue, and
it has defaulted in that responsibility. Both the literary
discussion and the April 29, 1973, memorandum testify
to that. Both are at odds with the general understanding
at the time of the 1971 convention that the ending of the
probe would be coupled with an effort to "bring the party
along." e s

The Gay Workshops at the 1971 Convention :

In retrospect it appears that a decisive turn away from
the initial enthusiasm about gay liberation occurred in
the period between the plenum and the convention in 1971
For whatever reasons, the gay liberation movement seems
to have been reassessed as an episodic and not-too-impor-
tant phenomenon. The main attention shifted from the gay
movement itself to its impact on the internal life of the
party. I say this appears to be the case. I cannot read
minds and I have no knowledge of what discussions oc-
curred in the administrative committee or Political Com-
mittee bearing on this shift. But if one looks at the steps
that have been taken since the 1971 convention with the
understanding that the central leadership's main concern
was to curb what they saw as negative effects on the
party's internal life and that this concern was wedded to
a misreading of the gay movement as a mainly counter-
cultural phenomenon, then all of the moves make sense.

The ostensible purpose of the two workshops on gay
liberation held at the 1971 convention was to draw to-
gether the information from the probe. A quick glance
at the summary of the workshop discussions published in
Internal Information Bulletin No. 3 in 1971 will reveal
that they were largely unsuccessful as sources of much
substantive information. But they were successful in an-
other respect. They achieved the support of the majority
of participants for the NC's proposal to end the probe
and enter a literary discussion on the party's orientation.
Now, the understanding was, "the leadership will lead"—
"We have to bring the party along."

The Literary Discussion

The essential problem in the literary discussion — reflec-
tive of the central party leadership's apparent aim to
simultaneously justify both its earlier estimate of gay
liberation and its retreat from that position—can best
be seen by reviewing Comrade Sheppard's article, "Con-
cerning the Discussion" (DB, Vol. 30, No. 8), which served
as the basis for the April 29, 1973, Memorandum on
Gay Liberation.

Comrade Sheppard's article: (1) noted and answered
some countercultural and utopian notions raised in the
discussion, at the same time confusing this trend with
the separate issue of the need for the party to make a
clearcut rejection of antihomosexual "theories" used to
justify gay oppression; (2) replied to criticism of the lead-
ership's estimation of gay liberation implied in the con-
tributions of Comrades Nat Weinstein and Roland Shep-
pard (Ironically, Comrade Barry Sheppard disputed here
agruments very close to those now put forward in the
memorandum. ); (3) alleged that his view of gay oppres-
sion and the struggle to end it was essentially no different
from that of Comrades Thorstad and Michael Maggi (who
stressed the revolutionary, anticapitalist dynamic of gay
liberation); and (4) used the lack of a national focus in
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the gay movement as the major reason for not underta®
ing an active, partywide intervention.

My opinion at the time was that Comrade Sheppars &
article set the stage for the adoption of an orientation =&
gressively championing gay liberation. In retrospss.
looked at in light of the memorandum and in the contes
of the whole braking process, it is clear that his argumezi
pointed in a different direction.

g

The Memorandum

In his literary discussion article, Comrade Barry Shes
pard chided Comrades Weinstein and Roland Sheppz=&
for appearing to favor the relegation of the party's sta=i
in behalf of gay rights to "a file marked 'positions adopi=t
but better forgotten.'" Now the memorandum asks =&
whole party to approve relegating our position to suet
a file.

Last year Comrade Sheppard wrote: "We must not com
fuse the question of what may be necessary for the takime
of power by the workers, and the program of the vas
guard party that intends to lead not only the taking &
power, but the mobilization of the working class and &
allies in the historic task of rebuilding society from top &
bottom, eliminating every vestige of discrimination a=&
oppression spawned by class society. And, while power =il
be taken by the working class around the most burni=e
issues of the class struggle, which are part of our full
program, power is much more likely to be taken by =&
working class to the extent that it succeeds in mobiliz=g
the widest layers of the oppressed, convincing them by &
deeds that the taking of power by the working class will
in fact end all forms of oppression." (Original emphasis &

This year the memorandum states: "The major issuss
we should be concentrating on are the big questions &
the class struggle, and this must be reflected in the toralk-
ity of the party's projection of its program. It would &%
a mistake to place equal emphasis upon the struggle &
women or Blacks, and that of gay people, for exampie®
(Never has the party ever come close to placing "egusl
emphasis' on the struggles of Blacks and women Wb
that of gays. But in 1971 —before the May 25 PC motioms
—it did place some emphasis on this struggle.) |

Last year Comrade Sheppard wrote: "The gay libsera
tion movement does not have the potential mass of eithes
the women's movement or the movements of the majar
oppressed nationalities, nor the social weight of thess
movements, which results both from their mass and &
scope of the questions they raise. The gay liberation mows
ment clearly does not raise such a central question &
world politics as the antiwar movement does. In our loms
term strategic priorities, then, it is certainly more perigs
eral to the central issues of the class struggle than eithes
the women's movement or the movements of the oppressst
nationalities, or the struggle against imperialist wars. Batt
this estimate of relative proportions and priorities dos
not negate the significance of the movement for us." (Ems
phasis added.)

This year the memorandum states: "In our long-term
strategic priorities, the gay liberation movement is much
more peripheral to the central issues of the class strugge
than either the women's movement or the movements of &&&
oppressed nationalities. Neither does it raise such a cem
tral issue of world politics as the struggle against impe




rialist wars." the "but" clause I emphasized from last Au-
gust has disappeared this spring. A side-by-side compari-
son of the article and the memorandum will show a dis-
tinct shift away from the estimate made even a year ago.

Moreover, even last year's approach was put forward
in the context of a two-year pullback from any but the
most peripheral involvement in the gay movement. The
gay memorandum proposes a ratification of this retreat
and abstention —which was originally proposed as a tem-
porary stepping back while we held the literary discussion.
The discussion that was supposed to "bring the party
along" has instead been used to hold the party back vis-
a-vis gay liberation. Now the memorandum proposes
freezing that stance as our pernanent orientation to the
gay movement. )

I believe there is a chilling note of intimidation in the
memorandum as well. Point number 5 of the memoran-
dum, coming in the context of a whole document that
deemphasizes and plays down the gay movement as main-
ly a countercultural thing providing soccial services on
campus—with "notable exceptions'-—can be inferred as
a warning or a threat to gay comrades. Homosexuals
pose no danger —just because they are homosexuals—
of making the party appear "exoctie," and a discussion of
freaky appearance and behavior would have better been
placed elsewhere than in a document on gay liberation.
Moreover, in this use of the word "exotic” and in refarences
to all-women's parties that smack of things writlen
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thy aspect. It was Comrade Weinstein, in his concern for
the workers who are too tired to think about sex, who
used the word "exotic" in the literary discussion. The mem-
orandum's use of this word and its deemphasis of the
novement carry in them faint echoes of the old argument
uesed to justify the membership policy: "Workers hate
queers.”

Coming at a time when the party is preparing a turn
toward mass propaganda and probing opportunities with-
in the labor movement, these echoes suggest that this
wrong and backward idea about workers' prejudices still
has not been stamped out.

The correct attitude on the prejudices of workers is set
forth in the document that ought to be chosen by the
party to stand in place of the memorandum, "For an
Intervention Into the Gay Liberation Struggle" by David
Thorstad and Kendall Green. Thorstad and Green state:
"The American working class, which will take upon its
shoulders the task of transforming and directing the whole
social order, can and will ally with all the progressive
enemies of capitalism, put aside its prejudices to forge
such  alliances, and ultimately overcome those prejudices
as it begins the evolution toward commuanist humanity."

An orientation to generally assigning comrades to work
in the gay liberation movement, and placing this work
under national party direction does not exaggerate the
importance of this movement, nor will it turn away work-
ers from the SWP. OQur work in the winter and spring of
1871 should be the guide to our orientation now.

July 18, 1973
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#’E’NDIX

Recently, with the rise of the radicalization

and in particular’ influenced by the women's -

liberation movement, many homosexuals have
begun to organize into groups to fight against
the persecution and discrimination they suffer in
this society. It is only with the rise of the gay

liberation movement that many comrades have -

become aware of a policy of some ten years
standing proscribing homosexuals from mem-
bership in the YSA. Because this policy was
adopted by a decision in the National Executive

Committee for security purposes after some -con- -

crete experiences which pointed up the need for
such a policy, and, as such, never came up for
any formal discussion in the organization out-
side of the NEC—and because many comrades
only learned of the policy recently, and because
of the increased frequency with which it has be-
come a question —there is an understandable

confusion among many comrades about the:

policy. The NEC has decided that because it has
come up and we can expect it to come up some
more, we have a responsibility to discuss and
explain the policy to the plenum. '

I am going to spend a little time to, ﬁrst of
all, clarify what our position and our policy is,
and to explain the origin and motivate the rea-
sons for the policy. If we are going to discuss
the question here, and if we are going to be
confronted with people attacking our organiza-
tion and asking for a justification of the policy
in the local areas, as we already are, it is cru-
cial to place the discussion on the proper political
axis.

In order to do that, itis necessary to abstract
the discussion from any prejudices which may
exist within the organization, or within the work-
ing class or any other sector of society. We know
that sexual prejudice is perhaps the most deep-
seated kind of prejudice internalized in members
of this class society, as evidenced by the sweeping
psychological repercussions of the women'sliber-
ation movement. But we do not adopt or discuss
political policy on the basis of backward preju-
dice. As Marxists and revolutionaries, we sup-
port the personal freedom .and privacy of every
individual. From our standpoint, the efforts of
the state to regulate and punish personal sexual
behavior is absurd and reactionary. We are for
the widest possible enlargement of human free-
dom, including the freedom of the individual to
do whatever he or she chooses that does not
injure or interfere with anyone else's freedom.

Thus we unconditionally oppose the oppression
of homosexuals and support their fight to end
that oppression. This is a separate question from
the membership question. Our membership pol-

“icy is a security policy.

The laws against homosexual behavior com-
bined with the social climate which makes it
possible for the ruling class to enforce those
laws mean that allowing homosexuals to hold
membership in our organization would subject
us to victimization. It must be understood that
were there no laws against it, or were the social
climate such that enforcement were impossible,

as say, the enforcement of the laws against forni-

cation, then the policy would be changed. How-
ever, while these hypothetical conditions may
obtain at some point in the future—at which
time we would have to review the policy — they
do not obtain now. This is the reason for the
policy and while the reason remains, so does
the policy.

The policy was not adopted on the basis of
speculation. It was adopted simultaneously by
the Socialist Workers Party and the YSA around
ten years ago as a result of concrete experience.
Up until then, our movement had never had
any policy on the question. It was, as I said
earlier, initiated by the National Offices of both
the YSA and SWP.

While the policy is, as comrades can see, pre-
cisely the same kind of policy as the drug policy
from the organization's point of view, it is, of
course, quite different from the individual's point
of view. A person can quit using drugs, but a
person cannot give up one's sexuality. But while
there is a cruel aspect to this from the indi-
vidual's point of view and an unfortunate one
for the movement, too, we must also keep in

" mind what it means to be allied with the combat

party. In one sense, the policy also protects the

. individual as well as the movement. Someone
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who might never be troubled outside of the
movement would be far more subject to persecu-
tion, blackmalil, arrest, etc., as a member. The
ruling class measures us against a different set
of criteria than they use for the labor bureau-
cracy, or the social democracy, for example.
Things they will be inclined to let go by with
the others, in our case they will use to nail us.
We cannot operate as we would —or will—in a
workers state, existing, as we do today, under
combat conditions as the revolutionary opposi-
tion to the ruling class.

’
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WHAT THE DISCUSSION ON THE GAY STRUGGLE HAS REVEALED.

by Jon Hillson, Joe Johnson and Bill Perdue, Denver Branch .

The current wave of struggle for the democratic rights
of gays began a little over three years ago. For two
of those years we have been trying to decide what to
do about it. That discussion has revealed a sharp and
widening division in the ranks and the leadership of the
party. |

At present, there are four views on the question. The
two major views are those presented in the memorandum
and the counterposed Green-Thorstad resolution "For an
Intervention Into the Gay Liberation Movement." In ad-
dition, some comrades still cling to the conservative and
economist views presented by Weinstein and an even small-
er number to the utopian and counterculturalist views of
Comrade Gebert.

In our view, this division is not an indication of a
crisis nor a signal for the development of a factional
situation. Rather, it should be viewed as an opportunity
for the party to clear up a major problem of ambiguity
and lack of consistency. i

Nevertheless, it is a serious matter. Leadership and
rank-and-file comrades alike are divided, and the dif-
ferences are sharp. f

As supporters of the Green-Thorstad amendment to the
PC draft resolution, and the general line of the political
resolution, we think that a further sharpening of the issues
is necessary. The party must have a clear idea of what
the memorandum calls for. There should be no illusions
that the differences between the memorandum and the
Green-Thorstad counterresolution are minor or semantic.
Further, no one should be under the illusion that, if it
is passed, the party will go any further than what is
contained in the memorandum. Comrades who say other-
wise do notunderstand the memorandum. i i

Is a Memo Enough?

The memorandum was hesitantly passed at the recent
plenum of the National Committee. It is the product of
a discussion that began in the party shortly after the
change in membership policy in late 1970. Our opinion
is that it is a departure from the general line of the po-
litical resolution in 1971 and the draft political resolu-
tion of the PC now before us. In addition, we think it
is internally inconsistent and ambiguous, and that it pre-
vents a reasonable and balanced partywide orientation
to the gay struggle. ' .

This is apparent from an analysis of the character,
history and content of the memorandum itself.

First of all, it is merely a memo, a reminder. Following
two years of discussion, during which its authors ap-
parently underwent a significant and unexplained change
of mind, the party is now presented with —a memo.
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The Memorandum and our Analysis of the Radicalizafas
. For the last two conventions, our political resolutions
have analyzed the radicalization and mapped out a =
sponse to it. That analysis has enabled us to enter ©

movements aroused by the radicalization, intervene, == In t
cruit, gain valuable experience in the use of the program afld g
and proletarian norms of struggle and raise our progras did s
before wider layers than ever before. ‘ attltud_
Central to that approach has been the perspective even t
intervention. At the last convention the party decisivels ',/
rejected the FAPO line of abstentionism and sectarianis=. What
The 1971 political resolution, "Perspectives and Lessoms Son
of the New Radicalization," stated: : the m
"The existence and growth of this radicalization prios Qf th
to the radicalization of major sections of the working the 1
class is of vital importance to the Marxist tendency. G= bulk
capacity to recruit and educate a Marxist cadre that = Ho
active and influential in the movements as they arise and
that fights for leadership against the claims of all cuslle 8°¢
opponents, is decisive in building @ mass Leninist workems be.d'
party capable of leading the coming struggle for powss tatio
to a victorious conclusion. 2 S 1.
"In all stages of building the mass revolutionary s& & .&
cialist party its cadres must be alert to, rzcognize a=d prs
embrace the new forms of struggle and the demands @ & ©°Tan
oppressed groupings that appear as the radicalizatios 2:
develops. The Leninist party champions the fighting mow= serm}
ments of all oppressed social layers and advances ant il
develops their key democratic and transitional demands 3.
as part of its own. The revolutionary vanguard com Pl
sciously uses its participation in these movements to draw: of th
the lessons necessary to bring revolutionary socialist com =Tl
sciousness to as broad a layer of militants as possibiz O.f :
"In view of the decisiveness of the construction of the s
ftevolutionary party, our most important objective.in &= e
volving ourselves deeply in these mass movements ant e
absorbing their lessons is to recruit the best militan®s dep
and help them to assimilate Trotskyism; and gain &= of ]
political experience necessary to become integrated in &£ =
expanding Trotskyist cadre.” S ! pet
What we have done is to carry out, in a new situzs :z
tion, the line and method of Leninist party building = I
battle after battle— except one, the struggle for democrats
rights of gays. i . qu}g
o : wit
The 1971 political resolution noted the rise of severa 3
new components in the radicalization, including the GL ?o
prisoners and gay movements. In spite of the fact that ;g(
prison guards and MPs had some effect in limiting ouz .
ability to orient to the barracks and prisons, we coveres atk

them in our press, compiled and published books ang



?

- even that was difficult in some branches. ;

pamphlets 'and held occasional support acUons, all of
which were correct and important. Ly,

However, our orientation to the gay llberatlon struggle
was different. Press coverage was limited, no publications
were authorized and few support actions carried out. This
was in spite of the fact that there were no guards to limit
our access, extept internal ones.

Apparently hesitant and unsure as to how to proceed,
the PC "launched a probe prior to the 1971 convention.
At that convention a panel was held to hear reports on
the probe. Instead it spent the bulk of its time discussing

the next motion of the PC which was to "freeze” gay work ‘"

pending a discussion.
After nine months delay, in. May 1972, that discussion
began and was concluded  in August of that year. Fi-

nally, in April of this year, the PC presented the mem-.

orandum to the plenum.

In the 23 months between the launchmg of the probe
and the plenum, without formal guidance, the branches
did some minimal work. Most adopted a wait-and-see
attitude, and several held an occasional forum, lthough

What Is the Com‘ent ofthe Memorandum? e
Some of the formulations and one whole section of

' the memorandum are adequate. The long-range estimate

of the weight of the gay struggle in the class struggle,
the inserted section. rejecting antigay prejudice and the

: - bulk of the third section are adequate.

However, we must look at the document as a whole
and determine the general thrust of its orientation, its
general line. That is what's up for vote. That can best
be done by noting the limits it places on possible orien-
tation to the gay liberation movement. iy

1. No mention was made in the PC's or1g1nal draft
to the plenum of a rejection of antigay prejudice. This

omission is consistent with the general line of the mem-

orandum.

2. Even followmg edltmg, the memorandum offers no
serious analysis of the role of antigay prejudice. That
too is consistent with the general line of the memorandum.

3. The memorandum makes no reference to the need
or even the desirability of recruiting the best elements
of the gay struggle. - s 2
-This omission is also con51stent with the general line
of .the draft, which would allow little more than occa-
sional press releases or occasional participation in actions
we .cannot organize. Without opportunities for common
work, why worry about recruitment? This is a marked
departure from our attitude towards every other layer
of the radicalization.

4. The memorandum rnakes a totally false amalgam
between questions of personal taste—the "value" of gay
sex—and a prime question of politics and science for
the gay movement— the "nature" of gay sexuality.

It is correct to take a totally hands off attitude on the
question of the "value" of gay sex.

But it is another thing entirely to amalgamate that
with a question of science and politics, and on that spe-
cious basis, attempt to ignore it. The answer to the ques-

tion of the nature of gay sexuality is that it is a naturally

occurring form of human sexuality.
5. The memorandum, sternly and without any attempt

at justification, says that any attempt to make use of

-set the record straight.

‘a scientific definition of the nature of gay sexuality by

the party would " .. dilute its nature as a political or-
ganization . .. narrow its appeal, and cripple its ability
to mobilize the masses. . . ."

That is patently absurd. The women's movement and
the gay movement take up combined questions of science
and politics to combat the lies and prejudices upon which
the ruling class bases its discrimination and oppressive
laws. )

The use of science by the party on the woman question
is now welcome. It is a valuable tool. To be consistent
and correct, the same method must be used in defense
of the rights of gays by the revolutionary party. To state
as the memorandum very clearly does, that the party will
not use this valuable tool in a political struggle, as a po-
litical weapon, will indeed " . dilute its nature as a poli-
tical organization . .. narrow its appeal and cnpple its
ability to mobilize the masses. . ; ."

6. To bolster and justify the unnecessarlly hmlted and
narrow approach outlined in the memorandum, it states
that it would be impossible to try to make a distinction
between scientific fact and bourgeois "fantasy” on the ques-
tion of the nature of gay sexuality. z

We have already pointed out that the party must make
precisely this distinction or abstain from the struggle for
gay rights. We cannot rely on a moral reason, or no
reason at all, as the basis for our support to this move-
ment—that would be stepping out of the pohtlcal bounds
and traditions of the SWP.

- Further, it is unbelievable that the SWP cannot telI fact

from bourgeois fantasy. We are sure that the party based
on the ideas of the authors of 7he Communist Manifesto,
What is to Be Done and the Transitional Program can
It is utterly ridiculous to state
that the party that analyzed the radicalization, that added
and updated a major theoretical contribution to our under-
standing of the national question, the party that aspires
to leadership of the international revolutionary movement,
cannot, with little effort, see through the slime and offal
of bourgeois prejudice! .

7. The memorandum contains 1nconc1u51ve lnformanon
and analyses of the conjunctural state of the gay struggle.
It elaborately refuses to take note of the central fact of
that conjuncture. That is, that the gay movement is not
a casualty of the lull, that it has not won any major

concessions or large victories, that it is still around, alive™

and kicking, and that it involves both significant forces
and opportunities for us to intervene.

That central fact about the current stage of the gay
movement is entirely absent from the memorandum! Read-
ing it, one would be led to believe that it is a casualty
of the lull. The memorandum has an entirely inadequate
appreciation of the current stage of the gay movement.

8. The fifth section of the memorandum dealing with
organizational questions and problems, some of which
came up in the course of the discussion, makes points

_that are by-and-large correct.

However, its placement in the memorandum is very
incorrect. It is objectionable, out of place and context
and potentially misleading.

The authors of the memorandum hotly deny that they
had any intention of directing the fifth section only to
gay comrades or that it was a warning about the dangers
of recruiting gays. We believe them. We also believe that
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they should separate point five from the rest of the mem-
orandum at the convention, for the sake of clarity.

Conclusions ;
The view put forward in the memorandum, in reality

and in spite of its ambiguity, denies that we can or should
carry out an intervention into the gay struggle. It would
limit us to an occasional press release and marginal
participation in an occasional demonstration. It denies
us the ability to discern the difference between antigay
prejudice and scientific fact, and warns us against the
attempt. It omits the key element of the conjunctural state
of the gay movement and does not advocate, contrary
to our general policy, recruitment or other possible gains

ot )

b b S o

from the gay struggle. Even the insertion, after strong
protest from the comrades at the plenum, of a rejection

‘of antigay prejudice is inconsistent with the general line
_ of the memorandum.

On balance, the memorandum would make almost im-
possible an intervention in, contact with, or recruitment
from, the gay struggle. That has been the case since
the inception of the gay movement.

The memorandum should be rejected and replaced with
Green and Thorstad's "For an Intervention Into the Gay
Liberation Movement." Then we can intervene, present
our program to a wider layer, and gain valuable re-
cruits to the party.

. July 23, 1973
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l.e following is a statement which I made in the Los
les branch gay liberation discussion July 22. In ad-

with m, I stated that I favored separating the convention

Gay

Lssion on the question from the debate on the political

ssent wution and counterresolution.

1973

=  feel this is necessary in order to have an adequate
mssion of the gay liberation issue without interferring
or cutting across the debate on the political resolution.
2lso stated that I favored separating out of the Na-
Committee gay liberation memorandum the section
ess code and personal conduct. I think its inclusion

s memorandum injects an extraneous point into the
te around the question of gay liberation. Separated
comrades can more easily vote on this point without
rd to their views on the memorandum and the counter-
lution. .

'have not yet thought through to a definitive conclusion
attitude toward the National Committee gay liberation
morandum and the counterresolution offered by Com-
ies Thorstad and Green. :

do, however, have a reasonably well thought out con-
sion of what I believe our approach to the gay libera-
» movement should be. §

think we must make clear to our entire membership,
i to the people generally, that we regard the emergence
the contemporary gay liberation movement as a highly
sgressive one and that we stand in full solidarity with it.
We should explain why the demand for full human and
il rights for gay people is totally justified and why we
the struggle for those rights as a significant con-
bution to the fight against the capitalist system and the
anifold forms of exploitation and oppression which it
2wns. ;

We should combat all those who opposé ‘or fail to sup-
it the gay liberation movement with the prejudiced,
actionary argument that gayness is an illness or aber-
sion and that gays somehow are inferior to other human
sngs.

We must oppose such views in much the same way that
oppose the myths of the "inferiority" of women or
“cial minorities. We should, in particular, condemn the
sactionary opposition to gay liberation by the Stalinists
ad others in the radical movement. '

We should reject the view that the gay liberation struggle

I do not believe that the gay liberation struggle has the
e social weight and potential in relation to:the coming
merican revolution as that of the national minorities, of
omen, or even of the youth movement. But to assess the
sle of a particular movement or social strata as lesser
an others is quite different from characterizing it as
eripheral. I think it is apparent that the gay liberation
sovement is already a significant component of the radi-
slization and I am convinced its potential will further
acrease. ’-

. STATEMENT ON GAY LIBERATION DISCUSSION
‘ by Harry Ring, Los Angeles Branch

"peripheral” to the central issues of the class struggle.-

I think it is true that at the present time the opportunity
for intervention into the gay liberation movement is on a
local basis. But this does not preclude a national perspec-
tive in relation to such activity or national guidance and
direction. And we have a national obligation in terms of
what our press, publications and national spokespeople
have to say on the question.

I believe we should seek to intervene in the gay libera-
tion movement, and do so with our political conceptions
of how the movement can be built and how its aims can
be best advanced.

We should do this within the framework of our political
priorities. But those priorities should not be permitted to
become a rationalization for those who oppose or have
serious reservations about intervening in the gay move-
ment.

I believe that concern for the party's political image
is as valid as the concern that allocation of forces for
such work be determined on the basis of our political
priorities.

We do not want to create the image that we are a gay
people's party any more than we want to create the image
that we are a women's party, a Black or Chicano party,
or even exclusively proletarian. We are a working-class
party which actively supports and seeks to recruit from
all layers of the oppressed and exploited.

We should recognize that we have a good opportunity
at the present time to recruit gay activists to our move-
ment and should work to do so. Such recruitment must
be on the basis of our full political program but should
not be counterposed to activity in the gay liberation move-
ment. Where gay people joining our party are involved
in significant work in the gay liberation movement we
have no reason to want or expect them to put such ac-
tivity aside on joining our party.

Regardless of what decision is made by the coming
party convention, I do not believe this will complete the
task of developing a more adequate analysis of, and ap-
proach to, the gay liberation movement.

The National Committee memorandum contains a num-
ber of ambiguities and insufficiencies. This was indicated,
I think, by the fact that several comrades who oppose
intervention into the gay liberation movement felt that
they were able to vote for it. I hope this proves to have
been a misunderstanding on their part.

However, to the extent that ambiguities in the memoran-
dum may represent hesitancies or reservations on the part
of the central party leadership, then we must recognize
that this demonstrates the need for continuing discussion

and education within the party as a whole. Such prob-
lems cannot be resolved simply by a vote.

I am not suggesting that there not be a vote at this
convention. What I am trying to say is that the problem
must ultimately be solved within a broader political con-
text. ¢

On the basis of the National Committee memorandum,
1 believe the central party leadership has a basically
correct but insufficient position on the question of gay
liberation. At the same time it is a leadership that in all
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other key respects has earned my full political support.
In such a situation I must see the basic problem then as
one of winning them, so to speak, to my point of view on
this particular question. This is a matter of a continuing
exchange of views, not votes.

This is not the first time that the party is confronted
with the need to develop an adequate analysis of a com-
plex new political phenomonon. The discussions on
Eastern Europe and China, ranging over a period of
years, are probably the best known examples of this.
These questions were resolved finally through a process
of an objective, comradely exchange of views —factional
opponents, of course, excepted.

Let me cite another example. When Evelyn Reed first
began giving branch educationals on the question of the
matriarchy and female liberation some 25 years ago,
a good number of male comrades —and perhaps some
females—freaked out. I don't know what the reaction
of the party's central leaders was at that time. But I think

MAJOR FLAWS IN THE THORSTAD-GREEN RESOLUTION,
"FOR-AN INTERVENTION INTO THE GAY LIBERATION
STRUGGLE"

(Vols 31, No. 34)

There are important differences in line- between the reso-
lution submitted by Comrades Thorstad and Green, "For
an Intervention into the Gay Liberation Struggle,” and
the memorandum on the gay liberation movement adopted
by the National Cormmittee (MNC) at its meeting last April.
Before taking up these important differences, I would like
to comment on aspects of the discussion, both as it is
reflected in the Discussion Bulletin, and as it was reflected
in the verbal Los Angeles branch discussion in which I
participated.

Assertions have been made by supporters of the Thor-
stad-Green resolution that the NC memorandum's political
position gives only lip service to the struggle of gay people
for their full rights. Comrades Beren, Green, Keepnews,
Lauritsen and Thorstad, in "Where the National Committee
Memorandum on the Gay Liberation Movement Goes
Wrong," even raise the following question: "Ifthe party were
asked, could it assure gays that following a successful
socialist revolution in the United States under the leader-
ship of the Socialist Workers Party a similar treatment

119

by Barry Sheppard

it would have created some thorny problems if she
insisted on putting her full thesis to a vote. i the w
I certainly am uot suggesting that we can or sigf rebuild
spend a quarter of a century educating the party camation st
issue of gay liberation. The need for intervention is p#f gay p
ing. Nor do I have an abstentionist point of view in sruggle ¢
tion to the principal issues involved. A S?Cor
[ have ideas and convictions on the question and, ¢ #0N 18 ¥
best of my ability, intend to press for them. where lo
But I consider it important that all of us approac-i:w? puT
problem in the most sober, objective way we can. sis precl
That means neither blurring over, nor exaggerage . °F
the differences there may be between us. The goal
be clarification and arriving

at common agreement. :
cause our party has so adequately demonstrated its r
lutionary capacities, T am confident that when this g
tion is resolved it will be in a manner consonant
our Marxist principles.
; July 23, 1
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and policy [to the present repressive policy followed &
the Cuban regime] would not await them?'
But the memorandum is crystal clear in its politis
position. It states that the party's position is one of "=
conditional support to the struggles of homosexuals &
full democratic rights, including full ecivil and huma
rights, and against all the forms of diserimination a:
oppression they suffer under capitalism.” The party reje
all forms of prejudice and prejudiced theories against ga
people, which are used as justifications to oppress them 1. She
The memorandum rejects "with contempt all forms of bous Value
geois prejudice against gay people, including quack psys  Firs

chological 'theories' labelling gays as mentally ill — prejss The 1
dices echoed by the Stalinists. . . ." gay |

Further: "The development of the gay liberation move of ev
ment is progressive. It confronts and helps break dow *theor
the reactionary morality that helps preserve class sociely are u
The struggle of gay people for their rights is directe But

against the capitalist government, and is in the interests
socialism, which can only be built by the mobilizati



( the working class and its allies in the historic task
© «Wf rebuilding society, eliminating every vestige of discrim-
Darty wmation spawned by class society, including the oppression
« ml gay people. The party 1dent1ﬁes with the axms of this
+ wruggle and supports it.
A second confusion that has been evident in the discus-
.bn is what the memorandum means when it says that
“nere local struggles for the rights of gay people occur,
:_-.3-;.mts party should "support’ them. The question is, does
. s preclude "intervention" or "participation” in such strug-
s, or does "support" mean strictly support from the
“delines. We will return to this question in dealing with
= different lines of the memorandum and the Thorstad-
‘reen resolution concerning our relation to the gay liber-
“Son movement at the present time. But here we will point
ut that the word "support" certainly does not preclude
Stervention or participation. Our support to such struggles
here they occur can take many forms, depending upon
rcumstances. In some cases, the bestwayforus to support
! given struggle would be through our election campaigns,
r through an article in The Militant. In other situations,
would participate in a demonstration, or in a defense
smmittee, or in a united frontto organizea demonstration.
% depends upon the concrete circumstances. There are no
» priori, abstract prohibitions on the form our support
s such struggles will take.
A third point relates to a dangerous method that has
sen, I believe inadvertently, introduced into the discussion.
upporters of the Thorstad-Green resolution, in the Discus-
son Bulletin and in the verbal discussion, have raised
aspicions about what the memorandum "really” means,
sing gossip, quotations of what this or that person sup-
osedly said, questioning the "real" motivation of those
ho voted for the memorandum, and attempting to build
o the case that the memorandum represents a "compro-
aise” with prejudice. Comrade Lee Smith's article, "Look-
¢ Backward, the SWP and Gay Liberation, 1970-1973,"
s an example.
By this method, the memorandum is dlsmlssed out of
1and, and an objective discussion of the real differences
stween its line and that of the Thorstad-Green resolution
s made more difficult.
Let us now turn to three areas of difference between the
ine of the memorandum and the line of the Thorstad-
treen resolution. These are: (1) the question of whether
e party should take a position on the nature or value
homosexuality; (2) the social weight of the gay libera-
on movement and the related question of our general
jorities in relation to it; (3) the analysis of the present
Somaeage of the gay liberation movement and our immediate
actical orientation towards it.

. Should the Party Take a Position on the Nature or
Value of Homosexuality?

First, we should outline the position of the memorandum.
The memorandum rejects all forms of prejudice against
ay people. It supports their struggle for the eradication
“"f every aspect of the oppression they suffer, and rejects
eories” about gay people or about homosexuality that
e used to justify the oppression of gay people.

But while we reject such theories, we do so on the ground
hat they are used to oppress gay people. We do not
attempt, as a party, to put any other theory about homo-
exuality in the place of such theories.

The Thorstad-Green resolution insists that the party
must take the position that "homosexualtiy is not inferior

- as heterosexual people.”

to heterosexuality," as is made abundently clear in the
document "Where the National Committee Memorandum
on the Gay Liberation Movement Goes Wrong," signed
by the Comrades Thorstad and Green and others.

It is important to establish what is the difference in the
two positions. The line of the memorandum is that the
party stands in opposition to all forms of oppression of
gay people. This implies rejection of any notion of the
"inferiority" of gay people. But this does not entail taking
any position on the question of homosexuality itself. The
difference can perhaps be seen in the two possible inter-
pretations of the "gay is good" slogan. One, in line with
the memorandum, is that "gay people are just as good
Another, on which the memo-
randum takes no position, but which is embraced by
the Thorstad-Green resolution, is that "gayness or homo-
sexuality is just as good as heterosexuality.”

Why should the party not adopt this stand that homo-
sexuality is just as good as heterosexuality? First of all,
let us look more closely at the statement itself. What does
it mean? It is capable of many interpretations.

One possible interpretation is a moral one. That is,
that homosexuality is just as good in a moral sense as
heterosexuality. As Marxists, we reject religious or other
moral arguments against either homosexuality or hetero-
sexuality or just sexuality. We reject such moral arguments
in toto, and do not judge phenomenon by such criteria,
and do not make statements about the morality of homo-
sexuality or heterosexuality. I'm sure that all comrades
agree on this.

Another possible interpretation is that by "homosexuality
is just as good as heterosexuality" what is meant is that
homosexual activity, desires, etc., are just as "good" or
"not inferior" to heterosexual desires, acts, etc., in a clinical
or physical or psychological sense. This is clearly not
true in the case of most individuals presently living in
our society. The vast majority of individuals in this society
prefer either homosexuality or heterosexuality, think one
or the other is better for them. Obviously, we are not
going to make it a matter of party policy to tell people
they are wrong to have a personal preference. The authors
and key supporters of the Thorstad-Green resolution, in
fact, say that this is not what they mean.

A third possibility is to assert that if there was no op-
pression of homosexuals, and no prejudice against homo-
sexual acts, then homosexuality would be looked upon
by humanity as not inferior to heterosexuality. There
is no evidence to make any such assertion. We do not
know, in a society free of distortions of sexuality and
free of prejudice, whether there will continue to be a spec-
trum of sexual preference among the population, which
preference would have the majority, or if in the case that
such differentiations cease to exist, that people will not
prefer, for example, heterosexual contacts overhomosexual
contacts. Comrades may have their own views on such
questions. Some comrades even hold that sexuality itself
will recede in importance over time. But the party does
not take a position on such questions.

We must also place this question in the context of the
real gay liberation movement, where there are many people
who do assert just such interpretations of "gay is good"
as these. Comrade Thorstad's and Green's protestations
to the contrary, for the party to assert that "homosexuality
is just as good as heterosexuality" could onlybe interpreted
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as taking a position on a matter we should say is a
personal decision.

Nor are we helped out of ths dilemma by the answer
given by Comrades Joe Johnson, Bill Perdue, and Jon
Hillson that we should say that homosexuality is "natural.”
Of course it is "natural" in the sense that it is a natural
phenomenon. Presumably, this is not what Comrades
Johnson and Hilson are referring to. One assumes that
they are referring to "natural” in the sense discussed above,
of what sexuality will be like under a society in which
distortions of sexuality, prejudices, etc., have been elim-
inated.

So far, we have discussed one aspectofths question, that
of the difficulty of arriving at a scientifically valid con-
clusion on the nature or value of homosexuality. There
is a more important aspect, outlined in the memorandum.
That is, that the party is a political organization, that
does not take positions on such scientific questions, or
on questions of personal preference like this. Comrades
Thorstad, Green, Beren, et. al. put great emphasis on
this question, calling it the "central thrust” of gay liberation
movement, in "Where the National Committee Memorandum
on the Gay Liberation Movement Goes Wrong."

For the party to adopt a position on the question of the
value of homosexuality vis-a-vis heterosexuality would
be a diversion from our purpose, as the memorandum
explains. It would open the door to further debates on
the nature and value of homosexuality in the party, and
on other guestions such as the nature and value of other
sexually-related activities and desires (sadism, masochism,
transvestism, fetishism, etc., all of which are raised and
discussed in certain sections of the gay liberation move-
ment — see the Gay Manifesto, for example).

The party adopts political positions to guide its work.
The memorandum makes clear what our political posi-
tion is in regard to the oppression of gay people. I repeat,
this political position includes rejection of all "theories”
that are utilized to justify that oppression. Those comrades
in the discussion who belittle this position as a merely
"eivil liberties” one because we refuse to adopt a position
on the value of homosexuality, are in reality proposing
that the party begin to become someihing other than a
political organization. They would have us becore a pro-
ponent of "gayness is good'—which falls outside of cur
political purpose.

2. The Social Weight of the Gay Liberation Movement

The memorandum has a section that characterizes the
relative social weight of the gay liberation movement.
We should first clear up a misunderstanding that resulted
from the memorandum's use of the word "peripheral”
in the following sentence: "In our long-term strategic pri-
orities, the gay liberation movement is much more periph-
eral to the central issues of the class struggle than either
the women's movement or the movements of the oppressed
nationalities.” We have polemicised with the FAPO grouping
at our last convention, and with opponents, who dismiss
the struggles that have arisen in the course of the radi-
calization as "peripheral” to the class struggle. We deny
this, and sec these movements, including the gay liberation
movement, as part of the class struggle against the myviad
forms of capitalist oppression. But at the same time, move-
ments on different questions against different aspects of
the oppression spawned by capitalist society do not all
have the same weight in the class struggle. Nor do the
issues different movements raise have the same importance
in the class struggle.

el

The gay liberation movement raises issues that {2
together are relatively narrow in their scope, comp
to other movements. Looking at political issues ra
by the gay liberation movement, as outlined in the T%
stad-Green resolution, for example, we find the following
(1) struggles against the antigay laws; (2) demands
equal rights legislation; (3) opposition to police har
ment; (4) fights for campus recognition; (5) opposi
to job discrimination; (6) opposition to theories promu
gated by the psychiatric profession. The resclution
points to efforts by gays to utilize the elections to &g
for their rights. As can be seen from this list itself
scope of the issues raised is not the same as those ras

pression

by the women's movement or the movements of the @l we mu
pressed nationalities, let alone the workers movement a that

The memorandum, as quoted above, recognizes variot
the gay liberation movement "conironts and helps bea¥t imp«
down the reactionary morality that helps preserve call, it w

society.” But the Thorstad-Green resolution exaggeras
this aspect of the movement, as Comrade Mimi Hara
has pointed out. The sexual morality of class socs
is only one aspect of the ideological props of class sociss
and the gay liberation movement challenges only &
aspect of this sexual morality. The movement for
repeal of abortion laws, for example, implicitly challens
reactionary sexual morality as it direcily affects a
wider section of the population than the gay liberats
moverent does.
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It is true that the gay liberation movement does’
some way affect every person, and the realization of
of its political goals would be a step forward for all peog
oppressed and exploited by capitalism. But it is dires
concerned with the rights of a relatively narrow s
of the population, those who are gay. While this is z

i, : ; L The
an insignificant section of the population, it is not d Our
massive as the number of women, for example, or The T
massive as the movements of the oppressed naticnalis .

More important, our understanding of the key rols @ libe
the struggle of Black people in the coming Amer: 3mov
revolution is based not only on our appreciation of & ut l

numbers of Black people and other oppressed minor
but also on their class composition and urban concenis
tion. Black people are a large sector of the indus
working class, a sector which is raising and fighD
for demands which are of central importance to the
as a whole. The potential power and effect of the strugg
of Black people as the largest oppressed nationality =2
the most combative and class-conscious sector of the worl
ing class has already been reflected in the gilant ghel
rebellions and in all aspects of the class struggle as
has unfolded.

Fven if we differ on the number of gays in the pogm
lation, or on how many of them will become mobilizs
by this movement, the scope of the movement must S
characterized as considerably more narrow than the w%
men's movement and the movements of the major oppras
sed nationalities. .

We must also add that it remains to be seen how ==
tensively the mass of gay people will be mobilized
the gay liberation movement, although we can expss
that the movement will grow and have the support
most gays.

The Thorstad-Green resolution deletes this whole sect
on the relative social weight of the movement. Thus &
door is left open for considering this movement as =
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«ant for our work as these others, for example. There
danger in this concept of refusing to objectively con-
- the real scope and weight of this or any other move-
t, and see where it fits in the generalized class struggle.
4=t danger is to begin to slip toward polyvanguardist
__sceptions and away from the class analysis of society
~age the coming revolution.
m‘omrade Terry Hillman correctly points out that we
“aw= to start with our class analysis of society in weigh-
“a% any movement and see where it fits in. We don't just
Meely say that we support all movements against the
-ression of capitalist society —we do say that, of course,
M we must say more. If we don't, then we can fosterthe
%= that the revolution will be a sort of united front of
% various protest movements, with the workers as the
"t important component, rather than our Marxist view
: it will be a proletarian revolution, mobilizing all
oppressed as allies of the working class.
The polyvanguardist view is not supported by the main
_whors and supporters of the Thorstad-Green resolution,
. the whole thrust of their exaggeration of the role of
; gay liberation movement, and their opposition to
__wluding a clear statement on the fact that the relative
_ _wial weight of this movement is considerably less than
=t of the women's movement and the major oppressed
ionalities, opens the door to misconceptions that can
s d in this direction.
“~" ®The memorandum's outline of the social weight of the
.y liberation movement is needed by the party, as a
, meral guide to our propaganda, election campaigns,
ad our work in general.

. The Present State of the Gay Liberation Movement
§ ‘» Our Immediate Tactical Orientation Towards It.
~~ " The memorandum and the Thorstad-Green resolution
_ ave two opposed evaluations of the present state of the
ay liberation movement. Thorstad-Green see a burgeon-
oF S movement.
" But the paucity of struggles described in the Thorstad-
" reen resolution itself, and what has been reported about
oncrete struggles in last year's literary discussion on the
S ovement, and what has been said by supporters of
= Thorstad-Green resolution in this discussion, indicate
sat the memorandum's view of the movement is more
iy alistic and sober. The fact is that there are not many
___wruggles, and what struggles have occurred have been
2 a local basis. Where they do occur, the memorandum
- _ays that the branches should support them. We are not
oing to miss out on any real struggles that do occur.
__a this regard, we should also note that the Thorstad-
~_Breen resolution itself doesn't see big struggles with a
. mational focus emerging in the next immediate period.
has been pointed out, "support" of such local struggles
=n be a wide range of things, and there is no prohibi-
“on of any form of support, such as participation, by
he memorandum.
_ Given the current state of the gay liberation movement,
‘ he memorandum rejects a national party intervention
‘nto the movement at the present time. It indicates that
e branches should not make general, standing assign-
nents of comrades to participate in gay liberation organi-
_ mations at this time. Within this framework, as and if
soncrete struggles occur, the branches should support
them, carrying out this work in the context of the major
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campaigns the party is engaged in.

Why, if the Thorstad-Green resolution itself cannot find
many examples of real political struggles being carried
out by the gay liberation movement at present, is there
such a difference on evaluation of the present state of the
movement?

I do not know the answer to this question for certain,
but would speculate that it is related to the two views of
the gay liberation movement that are in the memorandum
and the Thorstad-Green resolution. The memorandum,
in discussing the political import of the gay liberation
movement, is talking about its political aspects, real strug-
gles against the laws, against victimization of gays, for
the rights of gays, etc. It rejects the view presented by
Comrades Thorstad and Green that the "central thrust'
or "underlying thrust' of the gay liberation movement
is proving that homosexuality is just as good as hetero-
sexuality. To the extent that this is true, it indicates a turn
away from politics by the gay liberation movement.

This itself indicates how wrong the Thorstad-Green reso-
lution is, taken as a guide to how we should intervene in
this movement where that is desirable or possible. The
memorandum clearly orients us to supporting real, poli-
tical struggles when and if they occur in the next period.
The Thorstad-Green resolution would go in the direction
of participating in the movement to "prove" the statements
about the value of homosexuality.

Let us take one other argument which is implied in
the Thorstad-Green resolution. That is the argument that,
well, maybe the movement is presently facing some prob-
lems. But if the SWP decided to vigorously intervene on
a national scale in it, that would provide the necessary
leadership to transform it.

Comrade Terry Hillman took up this question, and
pointed out that this is not enough to decide that we should
so intervene, even if true. In the first place, to think that
we could by our own efforts merely step into this move-
ment and overcome its leadership problems is dubious
at best. We do not approach any movement that way.
In the work we did to help build NPAC and WONAAC,
for example, we saw that other significant forces were
ready to move on these issues, and ready to support
a united front effort. We also saw that there was a dif-
ference between thelevel of response to the antiwar campaign
and to the abortion law repeal campaign, not because
of any difference in our quality of our leadership in the
two movements, but because of the different objectivefactors
related to them. We see no immediate prospect of forming
action united fronts nationally around the other issues
of the women's movement at the present time (although
this could rapidly change). For us to attempt to form
united fronts, or to become the leadership of the gay
liberation movement at this time, would most certainly
fail, because the movement itself is not ready for this.
And even if we grant that in certain instances we could
have some modest success in mobilizing this movement,
it would clearly take such effort on the part of the party
as to seriously distort the priorities of the party's work
in the next period.

There is a section of the memorandum dealing with
dress, certain aspects of party functions, the pressure ema-
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nating from some lesbian groups that the highest form
of feminism is lesbianism, and other questions. Some of
these questions were raised in the literary discussion on
the gay liberation movement, and are raised in the gay
liberation movement itself. [For these reasons, this section
was included as part of the memorandum.

In the discussion, some comrades have objected to the
inclusion of this section in the memorandum, feeling that
it implies that gay comrades per se are more counter-
culturalist than other people. This was not intended, and
it should be clear (the memorandum itsclf states this)
that this section is not about gay liberation and should
be seen as dealing with a separate point. Comrades should
remember that one of the purposes of the memorandum
was to evaluate the points raised in the party's literary
discussion, and this topic was one of those. Comrades
supporting the Thorstad-Green resolution have stated that
they supported the content of this section, although they
object to its being included in the memorandum. It should

WHY WE MUST TAKE THE CORRECT STANDS
ON GAY LIBERATION

(Vol. 31, NWo. 34)

Although an abundance of material on gay liberation
has appeared in discussion bulletins over the past two
years, recent discussions on gay liberation have made
me aware that not even the most basic facts are yet com-
pletely understood or accepted by many comrades. Per-
haps the sheer bulk of material has proved confusing —
a case of not being able to see the forest for the trees.
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-in light of the real state of the movement,

by John Lauritsen, Upper West Side Branch,
New York Local

be made clear that the national committee, in voting,
this section, was voting for its content, and in no
for any implication that gay comrades or gay p
in general are more prone to counter-culturalism
others, and that if the convention votes to adopt the 3
ical resolution as it now stands on this point, it shet
be interpreted in this sense. r

Finally, we should note that the memorandum
not pretend to be a full resolution or analysis of
liberation. It is intended to make clear our political ##
tion on the oppression of gay people; clarify our ges
view of the social weight of this movement to help =
our work, proportions and priorities; and outline
tactical intervention in the movement at the present

The Thorstad-Green resolution, while containing =
things that are good, presents a wrong line for the
and for the gay liberation movement itself.

July 29, 1
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5o what I'd like to attempt is a summary of what I
is important to an understanding of gay liberation.
I'm going to give a capsule description of what I &
represents a correct Marxist approach to gay liberaty
and what is the state of factual knowledge on the sul
And then, I'll give reasons why the party must tal
forthright stand that homosexuality per se is not



ot decadent, not depraved, and not unnatural —in sum,
Lat a homosexual orientation is in no way less valid
"¢ inferior to an exclusively heterosexual orientation.

L]

N"""mko ways of viewing the taboo on homosexuality _
. The antihomosexuality statutes of medieval and modern
~mes are full of such phrases as "unnatural intercourse,”
E anatural crimes, " "infamous crime against nature;”
d "abominable and detestable crime against nature.”
':,—‘ posing these codifications of their oppression and the
.. _emises behind them, gay liberationists have raised such
1 : pzans as "Gay Is Good." This confrontation is at the
i _wart of the gay liberation fight. It has raised basic ques-
.- wens on which revolutionists must be prepared to take
. . alands.
~ As Marxists we approach social questions in a parti-
e ,N*Jar way —with a historical perspective, a class analysis,
.- . materialist philosophy, and a commitment to scienti-
‘1 objectivity, this must also be our approach for the
12y liberation movement.
55 -w I think it may clarify things to take the faboo on homo-
- exuality as a focal point. The taboo is easier to see in
ustorical terms than is homosexuality itself. Whereashomo-
exual love has been practised in all human societies of
vhich we have record, and among all classes and types
W people, the taboo on homosexuality is a historical
“ariable.
- Broadly speaking, there are two ways one might view
‘e taboo on homosexuality.

- Viewpoint one. The taboo on homosexuality is an in-
crent and unchangeable characteristic of humankind.
“omething which occurs spontaneously in human society.
“orrespondingly, homosexuality is very likely some form
¥ depravity, disease, or malfunction. If this view be
teld, then the historic persecutions of gay people, although
xcessive and inhumane, would nevertheless beunderstand-
ble as the response of healthy people to loathsome and
snnatural behavior.

or,

Viewpoint two. Historically, the taboo on homosexuality
Jas not always been a part of human culture. Rather,
‘ntigay attitudes and practices are limited in time and

ace, and derive from particular moral traditions. These

oral traditions were the result of specific forms of social

d economic organization. The taboo on homosexuality

therefore not an eternal feature of human society, but

transitory historical phenomenon.

The first viewpoint reflects classic idealism, with its as-

mptions of unchanging human nature and "eternal

ths." This first viewpoint is the one behind the antigay
vths and laws of our society. :

The second viewpoint is the approach for materialists.

perspective is historical. It also happens to be fully
acked up by facts, whereas there's not a scrap of evi-
“ence to support the first viewpoint.
And on a political level, the second is obviously the
y approach that would lead us to solidarise our-
lves with the gay liberation movement and with gay
ide, a motive force behind it.

e state of knowledge about homosexuality
How much do we know about homosexual behavior?
cording to the memorandum on gay liberation, not

"

much. The memorandum claims, . the whole ques-
tion of the scientific investigation of sexuality and the
related one of psychology is still in its infancy. Especial-
ly concerning homosexuality, little is known, and it is
difficult to ascertain what is objectively based and what
represents prejudice in what knowldge is available."

Let's take the claim that the scientific investigation of
sexuality "is still in its infancy." Obviously, "infancy" is
a relative term. I am not sure what was meant by it,
or indeed why it was used at all.

In my opinion we have plenty of information to take
the stands that need to be taken, on a scientific basis,
once the appropriate hypotheses have been formulated.

Only the rather bourgeoisified field of psychology was
mentioned in the memorandum, presumably as an ap-
propriate tool for a Marxist analysis — psychology, which
by its very nature is concerned with speculation about
consciousness inside individual heads. Gay liberationists
justifiably consider psychiatric quacks to be enemies
who provide a modern rationalization for continued op-
pression. Why did the memorandum not mention more
objective disciplines —disciplines concerned with practice —
such as history, anthropology, zoology, and statistical
research? History, for instance, which shows that homo-
sexuality was practised in the earliest civilizations, that
it was exalted in a considerable amount of early art and
literature, and that the persecution of homosexuality reached
its greatest intensity in societies with a Judeo-Christian
tradition? Or anthropology and ethnology, which show
that many of the world's societies tolerate or encourage
some forms of homosexual behavior? Or zoology, which
shows that homosexual behavior can be found in every
species of mammals that has been extensively studied,
and that the higher one goes on the evolutionary scale,
the more frequent it becomes? Or statistical research, where
the massive studies of Kinsey demonstrate that homo-
sexual responsiveness is a feature of the human animal.

The class function of morality

I'm going to jump a bit to give a quick sketch of how
gay liberation fits into the class struggle, how class moral-
ity, among whose victims are gays, helps keep the rulers
in power.

The concrete aspects of gay oppression are certainly as
harrowing as anything in the roster of atrocities committed
to uphold class rule. Even now, gays are denied basic
democratic rights which virtually everyone else has, at
least on paper. Gays don't legally have the right to a
job, housing, the right to be in public places. Gays are
potentially denied even the right to live —that is, the
right not to be tortured, castrated, or lobotomised as
"sexual psychopaths"; not to be imprisoned for "unnat-
ural crimes," or not to be assaulted and blackmailed.

But beyond these very real injustices, the antigay myths
serve an integral role in the prevailing ideology —the
official morality — the "eternal truths" —which make people
toe the line and which wveil the true mysteries, the political
-economic relations of capitalist society. The ramifications
of gay oppression go far beyond the sexual sphere; they
affect the consciousness of everyone.

Marxists do battle in the ideological sphere, as well
as in arenas of immediate struggle. Our ideas are wea-
pons in the class war. I think these passages from Trot-
sky's essay Their Morals And Ours, are a good summary
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of how Marxists view morality:

"Morality is one of the ideological functions in this
[class] struggle. The ruling class forces its ends upon
society and habituates it into considering all those means
which contradict its ends as immoral. That is the chief
function of official morality. It pursues the idea of the
'greatest possible happiness' not for the majority but for
a small and ever diminishing minority. Such a regime
could not have endured for even a week through force
alone. It needs the cement of morality . . . .

"Whoever does not care to return to Moses, Christ, or
Mohammed; whoever is not satisfied with eclectic hodge-
podges must acknowledge that morality is a product of
social development; that there is nothing invariable about
it; that it serves social interests; that these interests are
contradictory; that morality more than any other form
of ideology has a class character . . .

"The bourgeoisie, which far surpasses the proletariat
in the completeness and irreconcilability of its class con-
sciousness, is vitally interested in imposing its moral
philosophy upon the exploited masses. It is exactly for
this purpose that the concrete norms of the bourgeois cate-
chism are concealed under moral abstractions patronized
by religion, philosophy, or that hybrid which is called
'common sense'. The appeal to abstract norms is not
a disinterested philosophic mistake but a necessary ele-
ment in the mechanics of class deception. The exposure of
this deceit which retains the tradition of thousands of
years is the first duty of a proletarian revolutionist.”

Why we must take a stand that homosexuality is not
sick, decadent, unnatural, or otherwise.inferior
For at least five reasons:

One—the FACTS. When we say that homosexual be-
havior is not inferior, we are making a true statement.
Much of this evidence was summarised in the literary
discussion, whereas no evidence against this position was
offered in the entire literary discussion or in the memor-
andum. For any comrades who'd like to learn more, a
good start would be Wainwright Churchill's Homosexual
Behavior Among Males and Ford and Beach's Patterns
Of Sexual Behavior (both available in paperback). The
two Kinsey studies are also valuable.

Memorandum to the Political Committee of the Socialist Workers Party

David Thorstad
Resignation From Membership
December 17, 1973

From:
Re:
Date:

kers
T have decided to resign from membership in the Socilalist Wor }
My decision, although arrived at with great reluctance and pus

Par tyt

off with the stubbornness of those who cling to hope
that is left, is made with the confldence that 1t 1is
There is, quite simply, no reasonable alternative to

I address thls letter to the Political Committee
inflated estimation of the importance of my declslon
Rather, I do so because I feel
resignation is only one of a series of resignations
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member of the party.

Two. Not taking a stand would lead to an inadequat
approach to gay liberation. It would limit the party ®
a civil rights approach rather than championing the aim
of the gay liberation movement for full acceptance @
homosexual behavior.

Three. Such a stand is necessary for us to relate &
the correct slogans and demands of the gay liberatios
movement. To take just one slogan, "Gay Is Good™ =
a political statement that calls upon closeted gays to com#
out of their closets, to join in united struggle agains
oppression. Gay Is Good further represents a breaking
through into consciousness of the truth —the realization
that all of the sickness, depravity and decadencence the
ories are nothing but superstitious crap without a =%
of foundation in the real world. Gay Is Good is a sloga®
we ought to support.

Four. This stand is necessary to differentiate us coms
pletely from the Stalinists. It is common knowledge &
the gay movement and among gays generally that ga:
are oppressed in the Soviet Union, Cuba, and other coum
tries that call themselves "socialist." The Stalinist my&s
about "decadence" and that homosexuality will "withes
away" under socialism are also widely known. We haw
got to make it absolutely clear that the Stalinist my=&
and practices are contrary to Marxism and that we hawe
no part of them. We should also show in our literatus
that Stalinist antigay practices represent a reversal o
previous socialist stands. [See The Homosexual Righis
Movement (1864-1935) by John Lauritsen and Davil
Thorstad, SWP Discussion Bulletin Vol. 31 No. 10.]

Five. This is the very basis and starting point of &
Marxist analysis.

Historically, gay people were not persecuted becauss ot
the revulsion good, decent, healthy people felt at loa;ﬂ
some and unnatural deeds. No. Gays were persecu
in the name of theologically derived concepts of moralise.
These moral concepts did not mysteriously springwﬂ
of nowhere, they were not accidents. These moral conces
originated in the interests of class rule, they acted =&
powerful supports for class rule, for three thousand \::a
they have perpetuated and they continue to perpefu

class rule.
July 28, lgﬂ
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resignations) for similar reasons, 1t may be of some value to the PC
to know a bit about the considerations that have brought me to this
point.

Let me preface these considerations with the following observa=-
tion. While some may judge my decision to be a reflection--or even
proof--of personal weakness, I regard it as a sign of personal strength
and integrity. ZFew, I think, could seriously question the commitment
of myself and other gay comrades to revolutionary Marxism; the record

- Speaks for itself, And until recently--certainly until the rise of

the gay liberation movement--it would have been frankly unthinkable
for me to leave the organization to which I had devoted my life. Yet
I have come to regard commitment to homosexual liberation and member-
ship in the Socialist Workers Party as incompatible.

The evolution of the party's approach to gay liberation since
Spring 1971 has been such as to objectively drive gays from the party.
Such a statement may at first appear snocking or hyperbolic. But a
closer look at the history of the past three years will show that the
party's attitude toward homosexual oppression and liberation (and
indeed sex questions in general) has reached a point where gay com-
rades who are unwilling or unable to divorce their struggle against
thelr sexual oppression from theilr politics are being forced to make
a cholice between gay liberation and revolutionary socizlism. This 1is,
to be sure, a false choice; for a Marxist, the commitment to gay 1lib=-
eration is inseparable from a commitment to revolutionary socialism,
and vice versa. Yet the party's determination, after a fleeting
flirtation with gay liberation in early 1971, to demote it from a
political to an essentially personal issue, is forcing this choice
upon its gay members,

Not all will choose, as I have, to leave the party. Some may
even declde to remain members for basically the same reasons that I
have decided not to. But 211 will decide. And to attempt to explain
thelr decision to stay or to leave as simply a necessary, or even
valuable, step along the road to "cadre selection" would be to fail
utterly to understand either the profound nature of the conflict on
& personal level or its significance from a historical point of view.

Gay liberation confronts the revolutionary movement with a his-
torical test. It raises issues so fraught with fear and prejudice,
so smothered in ignorance and superstition, and so lacking in accepted
status as a cause to be championed by the left that it would be foolish
to imagine that a reversal of that status could be brought about easily,
But a reversal must be achieved. And I have come to the conclusion
that 1t can be achieved best outside the SWP rather than inside it,

So far, the SWP has failed the historical test. Its elimination
of the antigay policy at the end of 1970 gave reason to hope that
finally a Marxist, materialist appreciation of homosexual oppression
and liberation was about %o prevail on the revolutionary left. I can
speak about the intensity of this hope with some knowledge because I
myself had all but lost it; I spent the better part of the year 1970
debating with myself whether or not, as a homosexual soeisliist, I
should leave the party that so unconscionably oppressed its own
members., I was able to maintain the dichotomy between my homosexual-
ity and my commitment to socialism long enough to see the conflict
resolved by the elimination of the policy.

The months following the removal of the policy saw the beginnings
of an attempt to develop a serious, Marxist grasp of the significance
of the burgeoning gay movement and of how the struggle against homo=-
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sexual oppression fit into the alms of the revoluticnary party. Many
homosexual comrades were stirred to new 1life, hope, and creatlivity by
this willingness of the party to embrace gay liberation. They began
to challenge the unchallengeable stereotypes about themselves, con-
fident that the party stood behind them. They became perhaps a bit
heady to see straight comrades joining them in this fight. They beganyg
for the first time, to see evaporate the need for them to keep thelr
homosexuality and their politics in separate compartments.

Their headiness did not last long. In Just a few months, 1t be-
came clear that serious obstacles were being placed in the path of
such a trend. They were being placed there by a party leadership
that was divided over the trend, that adopted a course of papering
over differences on thls issue rather than confronting backwardness
and bigotry head on, and that, as time went omn, became less and less
candid with the ranks about the retreat that was begun in late Spring
1971. Retreat was portrayed as advance, vanishing coverage of gay
liberation in the press as evidence of a decline in the gay movement,
withdrawal of support as evidence of support, nonintervention as
intervention, and a refusal to develop a Marxzist analysis of gay op-
pression and liberation as the very paragon of Marxist wisdom. The
1972 1literary discussion on gay liberation was 1tself merely a stage
in a retreat that culminated in the party convention decision in
August of this year. There is no need to elaborate on thlis process;
it was amply, and accurately, described by Lee Smith in "Looking
Backward: The SWP and Gay Liberation, 1970-1973" (SWP Discussion
Pulletin, Vol. 31, No. 29, July 1973).

Supporters of the National Committee Memorandum on the Gay Libera=
tion Movement sought to portray it as a pro-intervention documente.
Surely it would require a great deal of cynicism to defend that
argumnent today, in view of the post-convention standstill the party
has reached on gay liberation. It is a cynicism of which I find
myself incapable.

The convention decision has made it impossible to recrult gay
militants to the party. It has made it impossible for gays to
reconcile their commitment to gay liberation with party membership,
Rather, they must stay in the party in spite of such commitment.
Some may wish to do so believing tha¥ the memorandum~-as wretched,
unscientific, and un-Marxist a document as one can imagine-=-will
prove to be a disaster (which it will) and that the inevitable
wheels of democratic centralism will bring about a rectification of
the error. I hope they are proven right. I cannot say that I am as
optimistic as they are, however. For, since the encouraging willing-
ness of the party leadership in 1970 to respond to pressures from
below and to reverse the policy banning gays from membership, the
pendulum appears to have swung back to a point where the comrades of
the PC are intent on calling the shots. Yet none of you have any
credentials as experts on gay liberation-~despite the pretentious
character of the memorandum that the PC and WC brought to the party
for adoption. In matters of homosexual oppression and liberation,
you still have far more to learn from gay comrades and from the gay
movement than they have to learn from you.

You still cling to your conception of the socialist revolution
being an essentially heterosexual revolution--made of, by, and for
heterosexual workers. You fear that too close an ldentification of
the revolutionary party with gay liberation will alienate it from
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the (heterosexual) masses and interfere with its ability to leag the
soclalist revolution. And you have tled the hands of gay comrades
(and straight sympathizers) who wish to help you change your mind.
You have made membership in the SWP for many members of our oppressed
minority intolerable.

I am fed up with the SWP's procrastination in developing a Marxist
line on gay liberation. I sincerely hope that some day it willl be
able to do so. It can begin by throwing its memorandum on gay
liveration into the nearest trashbin. For my part, however, I believe
that I can make a more useful contribution, however modest, outside
of ‘1%, :

Fraternally,

David Thorstad

THE EARLY
HOMOSEXUAL RIGHTS MOVEMENT
(1864-1935)

JOHN LAURITSEN and DAVID THORSTAD

In 1869, in response to the impending adoption
of an anti-homosexual law in Germany, a doctor
named Benkert wrote an open letter of protest.
Developing over the next quarter century, the first
wave of the homosexual liberation movement
moved into open struggle with the founding of the
first gay group in 1897. The new movement
actively advanced the cause of gay rights—legally,

smeptt_ﬁcally and culturally—until the 1930s when MINIMUM ORDER—$4
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Gay Libera‘cor, Spring 1976

Gay Liberation: A Socialist Perspective, by Kipp
Dawson, Pathfinder Press, 1975, 13 pp., 3a¢

reviewed by David Thorstad

This pamphlet promises far more in its title
than it delivers. Actually, it might better be
retitled: Gay Liberation: A Civil-Liberties View.
Might be, but won’t be. Because the Socialist
Workers Party, whose views Dawson is representing,
is determined to limit its:““analysis” of gay
oppression and liberation to a rehashing of the
obvious: that gays are oppressed, and that they
need equal rights. What's more, it appears deter-
mined to present its liberal civil-liberties perspec-
tive as a socialist one. While the two necessarily
overlap in some areas, they are nonetheless not
at all synonymous.

" Here are two statements that sum up
Dawson’s analysis: ““The demands and goals of
the gay liberation movement are for basic
democratic rights’’; “The central core of the gay
liberation movement is the fight for full dignity
for all human beings without regard to their
sexual orientation.” (Emphasis in original.) These
are statements with which even bourgeois liberals
{some of whom do believe in civil-liberties,
democratic rights, and dignity) can by and large
agree. It is not enough to believe, as both Dawson
and | do, that only socialism can make these aims
a reality. Nor is it correct to elevate, as she does,
current (or past) civil-rights struggles to the status
of being the “central core’’ of what the movement
is all about. To do so distorts the reality of gay
liberation, which is a multifaceted struggle to
destroy the exclusive heterosexual norm of capital-
ist society (as well as the institutions that foster
and perpetuate it — i.e., the family, monogamy,
marriage, religion, sex roles, the police, the
schoals, the law, and so on), and to free the
suppressed sexual potential of everybody,
including the potential for love and sex with
persons of the same (as well as the opposite) sex.
Obviously, this involves much more than a civil-
liberties struggle. It also means that one must be
able to take a forthright stand on the notion that
Gay Is Good. This, for reasons too involved to
go into here at any length, the SWP refuses to do.

This pamplet contains no socialist analysis

whatever, and merely limits itseif to making the
tried and true observation that socialism will
bring about a world “where sexuality, along with
all forms of human potential, can be freed from
the dark closets of fear, intimidation, and
repression.” 1t ends on the sectarian note of
urging gays to fight for liberation by joining the
SWP and its youth group, the Young Socialist
Alliance. This is not only sectarian, it is hypo-
critical, since it omits any mention of the fact
that the SWP has abstained from active participa-
tion, on even a limited scale, in the gay liberation
movement since mid-1971.
work to do — which is one reason why its
pamplet is so thin.

Nowhere will one find here even the usual
list of struggles in which the SWP and the YSA

have played a role (there are no such gay struggles);

nowhere any advice on priorities, strategy, or
tactics for gay liberation (aside from a general,
and correct, backing for an “effort to educate
and mobilize the support of the majority of
people’’); nowhere a discussion of real issues
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within gay liberation (such as lesbian separatism,
civil-rights struggles as a tactical focus, or the
stranglehold over the movement by reformist
and establishment-oriented groups, and how to
break it). The SWP has nothing to offer on
crucial questions like these.

~ The closest it comes to grappling with these
kinds of problems is in a few paragraphs devoted
to exposing the hypocrisy of liberal capitalist
politicians who seek to portray themselves as the
savior who will lead gays out of the wilderness
of social ostracism and oppression. Such analysis

It has more important

is especially timely in 1976, when no small
number of gay “leaders” {Elaine Noble, The
Advocate, the National Gay Task Force, et =
are busy beating the drums for working withas
the oppressor’s system. Yet, coming as it dos
from a group that abstains from the real str.:mﬂ
of gay liberation, criticism of capitalist
politicians’ efforts to co-opt gay liberation
sounds distinctly hollow. All the more so in
that it is not combined in any way with a
socialist analysis of gay oppression and liber=t
that might offer an alternative. In reality, e
SWP'’s civil-libertarian approach is virtuaily s
tinguishable from that of the capitalist politizas
it castigates. Neither they nor the SWP maks &8
issue out of their verbal “support” to gay rigns
when speaking to nongay audiences; neither &
involved in actual struggle; and neither want=
too close an identification with gay liberation
for fear of alienating the vast bloc of voters ‘&
workers), who are, of course, presumed to b=
inveterate (if not bigoted) heterosexuals whass
consciousness in such matters lags far behind
that of the “vanguard.”

Some gays, especially in Europe, may &=
that a pamphlet like this, whatever its short-
comings, is to be welcomed, since so little of
what has been written on homosexuality on T
left goes beyond the traditional Stalinist view =
that homosexuality is a ““product of bourgeas =
decadence,”” or at best a “petty-bourgeois
phenomenon.” Yet this pamphlet, published
finally some two years after the SWP first
decided to publish a pamphlet on gay liberat
represents a step backward for the SWP coma
to early 1971, when | and others were doing
more in the party’s own press than merely
cataloguing examples of gay oppression and -
tacking on a final “’socialism is the answer”’
conclusion. The reason for this delay is that =
pamplet is supposed to present the party’s viam
of gay liberation — yet the official position,
which has never been made public by thepar
is so bad that to put it in print would first
require considerable sifting and filtering. (A=
other things, this position dismisses gay liberas
as.“’peripheral to the central issues of the clas=
struggle,”” suspends judgment on whether or

homosexuality can be expected to “‘wither awas =

under socialism,”” and refuses to recognize that
homosexual behavior is a natural and healthy
component of the human animal.) This pam
apparently represents the final distillation of =
no doubt complicated purification process. (=
more on the SWP’s position, see my article, "
vs. SWP,”” Gay Liberator, Dec. 1974—Jan. 15

[David Thorstad is president of New York’s Gay Actiui
Alllance and is co-author, with John Lauritsen, of e
Early Homosexual Rights Movement (1864-1935),

‘ published by Times Change Press, $2.75.]
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GLOSSARY OF A FEW TROTSKYIST TERMS

to build (a struggle) - to help advance the aims of, and organize
support for and participation in, a struggle.

coﬁnterculturalism - a consciously antipolitical outlook that sees
social change in purely personal terms (as in the "turn on, drop out"
and "do your own thing" youth culture of the 1960s).

democratic demands - demands for basic democratic rights that should
have been granted by the bourgeois revolutions of the 18th-19th
centurles, but whilch capitallsm has not met (equal rights for Blacks,
women, gays, national minorities, etc.). Theoretically, these
demands can be met{ under capitalism, but in reality, winning them
requlres determined struggle by the oppressed and tends to produce
an anticapitalist consciousness among the oppressed.

economism (adj.: economist) - the mechanistic view of some on the left
that workers' struggles around economic issues (bread-and-butter
demands) provide the primary impulse for soclal change, and should
therefore be given priority in the program and activities of

a revolutionists to the exclusion of other struggles. Economism

Ty and workerism tend to go haud in hand.

Fourth International ~ the world party of the Trotskyist movement.

to Intervene (noun: intervention) - to participate in a struggle with
P a progral. .

LTF - Leninist Trotskylst Factlion (a political faction within the world

T Trotskylst movement in which the SWP plays a leading role); formerly
the Leninlst Trotskylst Tendency (LTT). The LTF is a minority
faction struggling against some of the i1deas and policies of the
International Majority Tendency (IMT) within the Fourth International.

polyvanguardism - a concept that social change will be made by a
coalition of separate interest groups, in contrast to the Leninist
conception that the revolution will be made by the working class
under the leadership of its revolutionary party; according to this
view, a revolutionary party should be a mere clearing-house for,

and coordinator of, many independent struggles for soclal change,

F rather than the representative and combative instrument of the
interests of the most advanced sectors of the working class, During
the 1973 discussion on gay liberation ianside the SWP, the party
leadership attempted, in vain, to tag supporters of the Thorstad-
Green resolution with "polyvanguardism."

- the radicalization - a reference to the phenomenon, begun in the 1960s,

, of young people especially--but also Blacks, women, gays, workers,
and so on--seeking radical solutions to social problems and oppression.
Thls phenomenon has produced some of the biggest social upheavals

and questioning of capitalist values since the blg radicalization
of the 1930s,
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SMC - Student Mobilization Commlttee (an antiwar group)

workers' state - g post-capitalist

transitional demands - demands that by their very nature challenge
the fundsmental structures of capitalism and which call into
question capitalist property and privilege., JFor example: Black
‘Control of the Black Communities;: Workers! Control of Production;
For a Labor Party; Open the Books of the Corporations.

‘worgerism (ad).: workerist) - a tendency to regard the struggles and

ssues of organized Zuﬁionized) workers as the only valid ones
for revolutionists to pay attention to; its advocates tend to
dismliss any other struggle (by women, homosexuals, students,
opposition to the Vietnam war, and so on) as "petty-bourgeois"
and "“"peripheral' to the efforts of the revolutionary movement,
This was essentially the view of two tendencies within the SWP
in the early 1970g--the For & Proletarian Orientation Tendency
(FAPO) and its inheritor +the Internationalist Tendency (IT).

The SWP's present position on gay liberation also in sonme measure
reflects a concession to this outlook.

state, in transition to socialisn
(the Sovie® Union, China, Cuba, Eastern Europe, etc.).
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