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November 20, 1945

Dear Comrade Thomas,

Enclosed you will please find a copy of a letter
that I have sent to the Steering Committee of the llincrity
faction. It is self-explanatory. I am dolng thils so that
my position in the present internal discussion may be noted
by the party.

Please keep the letter on fille for any possible
future refersnce.

Fraternally yours,

(signed) Jerry Alberts
Chelsc2 Rranch, New York

als
¥

November 20, 1945
Dear Comrades,

The purpose of this communication is to announce
my formal resignation from the Minority factlon and to
explain the reasons for this action so that there may be
no confusion or ambigulty zbout 1it.

I first czme to th.e conclusion that I would even-
tually have to leave the faction upon my return to this
country about a month ago when I heard reports of Comrade
Morrow'!s speech before the MNew York menbershipe As you
know, it was there that ne announced Lis intention to
leave the party, On confirming this and on hearing com-
rades Morrow and Villiams elaborate their spiit perspec-
tive I found myself in profvund disagreement with them
and the majority of the faction. Of course the correct
course in such a case would be to stay in the fection and
fight for the correct perspective. But duc to the fact
that I will be out of contact with the party and factlon
for an indefinite pericd I am announcing my resignation
now,

I may add that I never agreed with Lorrow's evalu-
ation of the Cannon leadership and joined the faction
solely on the question of Unity. Now that Unity has been
abandoned by the ma jority of the faction there 1s no
reason for me to remain.

My personal plans are to remain in the party and
fight for Unity in the manner outlined by the Bayonne
comrades, This is the only Bolshevik way.’

For Unity and the Proletarian Revolutlon,

Fraternally yours,
(signed) Jerry Albverts,
Chelsea Branch, New York



December 16, 1945
TO THE COMRLDES OF THE MINORITY FACTION:

Dear Comrades,

With this letter we are forced to resign as members of the
minority faction. e must do so because we are not and cannot be in
agreement with the present course of the faction, and because our
attempt to change that course has had no success,

‘ The present factlon was formed on the basis of & struggle for
unity between the Workers Party and the Soclalist "orkers Party.
That the achieverient of such a unity of the revolutionary forces in
the United States remains an urgent necessity goes without saying,
and that the sole barrier to its consummation has been Cannon and hls
group likewise 1s self-evident. But the present faction Is no longer
one organized principally on the basis of the struggle for thls unity.
That unity 1s still desired by everyone in the faction is obvious,
but since the faction comrades in thelr majority regard unity as high-
1y unlikely for the present (and in this they are correct) they have
transformed the immediate aim of the factlion from unity of the SWP
with the WP to unity of the minority with the WP, It has been trans-
formed from a faction for unity into a factlon for spllt,

That this 1s so has been tacitly admitted by Comrade Goldman,
and the transformation has been embodied in the highly pecullar reso-
lution adopted by the faction at its December 9th meeting, the first
part of which reads, "If unity 1s not achleved, our place ls with
those who are also for uuity (the ¥P)",* "hat 1s strange asbout thils
resolution 1s that its second part, following the above, resds, "Ve
shall not walk out of the SWP, but will continue to pursue our inde-
pendent policy with relation to the ¥WP." Now one might wonder how
two such contradictory statements can live happlly side-by-side in
the some resolution, how the faction is going to find its "place with
those who are also for unity" 1f it is "not golng to walk out of the
avP." Under the fire of the Bayonne comrades and ourselves on exact-
ly this point at the meeting, Comrade Goldman explalned how this con-
tradiction vwas to be resolved -- the faction vias golng to be expelled,
and If it was not expelled for what it was planning to do in the im-
mediate future, it would go further -- to the point of writing for and
distributing "Labor Action"! In other words the faction would not
walk out of the 3WP in form, only in actual fact! Thls expulsion
subterfuge 1s indulged Iin in the bellef that it willl somehow look
better to the International -- a vain hope, for the Intcrnational is
not blind, Yhy we cannot go along with such a policy of dellberate
provocation to expulsion surely needs no explenation,

When we speak of the dlsintegration of the factlon, we mean
something very concrete. Vith everybody and his brother in the party
krowing that a split is golng to take place, no one 1s prepared to
listen to the faction's arguments on any subject, and the factlon mem-
bership for its part makes less and less of an attemupt to make 1tself
heard by the party majorlty. Under these circumstances, those com-
rades who are opposed to 3plit find 1ittle to kecp them functloning in

*Quotations from this rcsolution ere from memory, but I am certain,
completely accurate in their essence,



the faction. It is consequently feced with defections from all sidess

At the December 9th meeting we presented a resolution almed at
changing the course of the fasctlon. Thils resolutlon had as its cen-
tral theme that pollitical clarification, involvinz the further develop-
ment of a political platform for the faction, was the only path for a
grouping asplring to become a separate political tendency to traverse.
This orlentation, having as its alm a strugzle to win over the members
of the SWP and the International to certaln political ideas ss opnosed
to splitting, was summsrily voted down. The faction is now bent on
one thing oniy, and that 1s getting out of the party with the best
possible grace, It has exhausted 1tself as a political grouping and
will undoubtedly disintegrate completely once 1t gets inside the
Workers Party. Those comrades inside the faction who are opposed to
split will find that they have no other choice but to resign also,
unless they want to remsin, with the rest - of the faction, in a state
of suspended animation while the process of walking out or getting -
expelled goes 1ts slow way,

We, for our part, intend to do what we can to influence the
comrades in the SWP In the direction of our political ideas. We
retaln, needless to repeat, all our estimatlons as to the political
methods of the Cannon leadership. Ve will do what we can, together
with those who remain and share our estimate, to combat these methods,
but we will do it on the political plane, with the "organizational™
question, so often a boomerang, In its proper subordinate (very sub-
ordinates place. On this basis, we are convinced, we can win the ear
of no few thinking comrzdes in the SWP. That is our place, and that,
no matter how difficult, is our job -~ to joln the Workers Party 1is
merely to escape it,

Fraternally,

- Dave Jeffries, ‘
(flember of Steering Committee

Minority Faction)
Leo Lyons



November 15, 1945

Max Shachtman, National Secretary
Workers Party

114 W, 14 Streat

New York Clty

Dear Comrade,

The SWP Plenum resolution on unity, In referring to
the proposal of the WP negotiating committee on a tendenoy
bulletin in the ‘united party, merely states the following:
the WP "would insist on the right to publish their own dis-
cussion bulletin under their own control." 'Ostensibly,
therefore, the SWP majority does not take a pesltion on this
question. However, in the actual life of the party it has
become clear thut the majority advehces the tendency bulletin:
proposal as a great stumbling block to unity.

For our part, we do not belleve that this is the real
stumbling block to unity. Nevertheless we belleve that 1t
should be removed. The Plenum refused to take note in 1its
resolution of our distinction between the right to a tenden-
cy bulletin and the exercise of thet right. We belleve that
thie WP should meke that distinction and pledge itself not to
exercise the right in the united perty under the following
conditions:

(1) That the SWP cooperate closely with the WP for
the purpose of preparing the membership of both parties for
unity, and that after unlty there will be real cooperation
of the SWP and the WP

(2) That the SWP recognize the right of a minority
to issue its own bulletin fer the purpose of convincing the
membership of the correctness of its views.

Needless to say, nobody could demand nor could the
WP comrades agree, to refrain forever from exercising the
right of a minority to issue lts own bulletin. No-responsi-
ble mincrity would exercise that right without great justifi-
cation, but no responsible majority would ever prohibit 1t
from exercising it- I the right 1is used unjustifiably, 8
ma jority should easily be able to discredit a minority for
doing so, But a united Trotskylst party 1is so all-lmportant
today thet for the sake of it we appeal to the comrades of
the WP to pledge themselves not to exercise this right, sub-
ject to the condltions indicated above.

Fraternally yours,

(signed) Felix Morrow
for the SWP Minority



WORKERS PARTY c¢f the United States
Max Shachtman, National Secretary
114 West 14 Street, New York 11, N. ¥,

November 27, 1945

James P, Cannon,
fational Secretary,
3ocialist Workers Party
116 University Place
New York &, N. Y.

Dear Comrade:

Enclesed please find copy of a letter which we have
sent to Comrade Felix Morrow of the SWP Minority.

Fraternally yours,

(signed) Max Shachtman,
National Secretary
M3 /Ci Workers Party
€nc .

November 27, 1945

Felix Morrow

SWP Minority Group
214 West 16th Street
New York, N, Y.

Doar Comrade Morrow:

Our Political Committee hus agreed to the proposals on the
question of the tendency bulletin mads by the Minority Group
of the Socialist Workers Party in your letter of November 15.
Your proposals afford us still ancther oscasion for reiterat-
ing and ampllifying our position. It has been stated with
sufficient clarity in our written communications to the Soc-
lalist Workers Party and at the two oral discussions that
took place hetween the delegations of the two Parties prior
to the recent Plenum of the S./P,

What was involved from the very beginning of the discussion

on the unity of the two organizations was not a determination
of the ¥orkers Party ccmrades to issue a tendency bulletin cof
their own on the very first day of the existence of the pro-
jected unity Party, regardless of circumstances. For example,
so far as our Political Committee was concerned, this was made
clear in the first repcrt nade by its representative to a gen-
eral membership mesting of the Hew York Locul of our Party, a
repcrt substantially repeated to most of the other Locals ef
our organization several months ago.

As you know the question inveclved in reality was the right of
the minorlty in the united Party to 1ssue such a tendency
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bulletin. The SWP Plenum Kesolution is literally correct in
stating our position as un Insistence "on the right to publish
their own discussion tulletin under their own control." In the
oral discussions between the delegations of the two Parties, 1t
was not we but the principal representative of the SWWP who call-
ed attention to the fact that, for ezample, the leadership of
the American Trotskylst mgvement, himself included, had freely
permitted the Oehler group to publish an internal bulletin of
1ts own inside the organization in 1934-1935, Therefore he
added, 1t was not a guestion of the "right" to such a pulletin
"in the abstract," a right which could presumably be grented;
but rather a question of our "attitude", We could not then and
cannot today construe this otherwise than as & reference to our
opinions about the present majorlty faction of the SWP, These
opinions we expressed candidly to the SWP delegation, Vie point-
ed to what 1s generally known, namely, the fact that our com-
rades de not have sufficient confidence in the present leader-
ship of the SWP, particularly with reference to its record
toward inner-party opponents and critics, and are therefore
concerned with assuring their democratic rights in the united
Party by having the minority's right to 1ts own bulletin joint-
1y acknowledged by both sides. We are perfectly ready to admlt
that abstractly considered tiris lack of confidence may prove to
be exaggerated, or even groundless. In like manner, we admit
that common work and common experiences in the united Party may
cause the comrades of the Workers Party to abanden their opin-
fons on this score. They are not ready, however, to abandon
them merely on demand. What they are prepared to abandon in the
interests of unity, has already been made amply clear and pre-
cise, ¥e consider it enough.

We can go further and say that even the question of the right
to issue a tendency bulletin is, in & sense, only the formal
side of the matter. Ordinarily, it would not occupy the place
of importance it has been given in the discussion on unity. As
you so rightly put it, "we do not believe that tiils is the real
stumbling block to unity." The "stumbling block" is the concep-
tion of the SWP Ma jority Group of the kind of Party revelution-
ary Marxists should have and build. OQur Party shares with the
Minority Group of the SWP the conception of the Bolsheviks which
was fought for with such emphasis and clarity, especially since
1923-1924, by Trotsky and his supporters. The SKP Majority, in
Practise and often in words as well, holds the conception of a
"monolithic" party, which flies in the face of our whole tradi-
tions Ve are compelled to say now that unity of the two organ-
izations is possible only if this conception is abandoned. It
is primarily in this sense that the question of the tendency
bulletin is so important. It serves as the concrete test, at
the present junction, of tire conceptions held on the kind of
Party we must build -- a sterile "monolithic" faction, or a
united democratically-centralized party of action in which
there is freedom of opinion and grouping, and the assiirance of
democratic rights for all views campatible with the fundamental
program of revolutionary Marxism,
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This is how the real issue stands. To it, the other considera-
tions can well be subordinated, 1nc1ud1n% the matter of whether
a minority would issue a tendency bulletin the morning after
the unification, a year afterward, or at &ll. It 1s in this
sense that we are prepared to accept the proposals of the SWP
Minority.

Fraternally yours,

(signed) Max Shachtman,
Natlonal Secretary,
MS /CW Viorkers Party



MOTION ON CORRESPOND:«}NCE BETWEEN MINORITY FACTION AND WP

Adopted by the Political Committee

The Political Commitfee takes note of the exchange of cor-
respondence between the Minority faction of the Socialist Workers
Party and the Workers Party. Thils correspondence does not affect
In any respect the motivation and the conclusions of the Plenum
resolution., The Political Committee is not empowered, nor does 1t
find 1t necessary, to change the line of the resolution. "Agree-
ments" made between the Workers Party and its agents in our ranks
do not in any way involve or commit the Sociaslist Workers Party.

This exchange of correspondence between the lMinority fac-
tion of the SWP and WP represents a demonstration of the fact that
the Minority faction has been acting 1ndependently of the SWP and
in collusion with the WP in the unity discussions in violation of
our traditional concepts of democratic centralism and the most
elementary concepts of party 15yalty. By this exchange of corres-
pondence, the Minority indicates that it has failed to subordinate
1tself to the will of the party as expressed by the Plenum and to
follow out the line of the Plenum in public relations with the Workers

~Party as an opponent organization.

The Political €ommittee warns the Minority that if it con-
tinues on this reckless, undisclplined and disloyal course, whereby
it apﬁears in public or in relation to opponént parties as an in-
dependent factor, the party will be compelled to take disciplinary
action in order to safeguard the iIntegrity of the party.

December 4, 1945. ,
Motion Carried; Morrow voting against.
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MOTION ON PREPARING FOR UNITY

By Felix Morrow

In a letter of November 15, the SWP Minority proposed to
the Workers Party that it pledge itself not to exercise the right
of 1issuing its own tendency bulletin in the united party under
the following conditlons:

(1) That the SWP cooperate closely with the WP for the
purpose of preparing the membership of both parties for unity
and that after unity there will bhe real cooperation of the SW§
and the WP comrades;

(2) That the SWP recognize the right of a minorlty to
1ssue its own bulletin for the purnose of convincing the member-
ship of the correctness of lts views,

In a letter of November 27, the Workers Party accepted
these proposals,

The Political Committec takes note of the pledge of the
Workers Party not to issue a tendency bulletin in the united
partye. On its part, the Political Ccmmittee recognizes the right -
of a minority to issve its own bulletin, the Minority's justifica-
tion of the need for doing so being of course subject to criticlsm
by the Ma jorlity.

The question of the tendency bulletin having been elimin-
ated, the Political Ccmmittee considers that there are no obsta-
cles to unlty.

The Political Committee favors the immediate commencement
of a period of cooperation between the two partles for the pur-
pose of preparing the memberships for unity.

The discussion in the party press with the Vorkers Party
shall have as its aim the preparation and consummation of unlty,
while fixing precisely the differences between the two organiza-
tions,.

Following the period of cooperatlon and preparation, a
convention shall be called for the purpose of consummating unity.

December 2, 1945.
Motion lost; Morrow voting fore.



LETTER TO TdE COLRADES OF THE MINORITY OF THE POLITICAL BURO OF THE SWP

Brussels, November 15, 1945
Dear Comrades, —_— !

The internal bulletins of the SWP until October 1945, as well as a
serles of letters and documents not yet published permit us to have a
definite opinion, however superficial, about the present internal situ-
ation in the SWP, We have never aoncealed how much the political
views of the comrades of the minority on the subject of European ques-
tions, in the first place in tliose which concern the importance of
democratic slogans in thie present period, and especially the slogan of
the republic in Belgium, are close and akin to our views. Ve hope to
be able to take & position soon toward the group of questions raised
by the "Balance Sheet" of Comrade Morrow, But all this permits us to
consider with all the more uneasiness the evolution of the minority
comradss on the question of unification. Ve do not wish as yet to
take a position on the heart of the questim, to know if the tactic
employed during the pourparlers (with the WPs by the comrades of the
majority 1s or is not justified by the higher interests of the party.
But even the constituting of & faction having for its &im unification
wlth Shachtman, who 1s even further distant from the conceptions of
the minorlity than are the majority comrades; the ‘insistence with which
the comrades of the minority try te seek if necessary outside the

rty for allles in their faction struggle, and the extremely danger-
ous talk -- reported to us by some comrades present at the October
Plenum ~-- talk according to which the minority would be ready for s
split 1f unification would not he realised =- all this impels us to
say tp the comrades of the minority: a false step on your part before
the world preconference, a split in the American party on which alil
the sectlons of the world have their eyes fixed, would be a veritable
CATASTROPHE for our movement, and would constitute the hardest blow
you could deliver to the sister-parties of Europe, Such a split as
well as the exacerbation of the factlon struggle itself seems to us
without any Justification, neither on the political plane, where the
divergences seem to have constantly diminished, nor on the organiza-
tional plane, where even the reading of the internal bulletins consti-
tutes for us a striking proof of the existence of an exemplary inter-
nal democracy in the SWP. In any case, we must state that in none of
your documents have you been able to prove or to make precise until now
your accusatlons, according to which a "burcaucracy" exists in the SWP.
We regret having to state how much these vague accusations recall the
accusations formulated in the past by the Burnham-Abern-Shachtman
opposition which you yourselves so seriously combatted.,

To repsat, dear comrades, this letter does not constitute in any
measure a solidarisation with the opinions of the ma jority or minority
on the question of unification with the WP, We think that the aprroach
of the World Preconference presents every opnortunity to decide this
question at that occasion. We only want to put you on guard against
all faotlonal bitterness and inflexibility, which seems to us at the
moment, we repeat, absolutely unjustified, and which could prevoke an
immense harm to our whole international movement to which you have
rendered until now such considerable services,

With the most comradely greetings,
(signed) ' E, Germain
Letter read before and approved by the Centra) Committee of the PCR.,




Rosario, Argentina
October 18, 1945

. Dear Comrade Cannons

We hope that you will have received the number
of FRENTE OBRERO with which we rcsumed publication of
our organ. Ve should be pleased if you would let us
know, in the contrary case, in order to send you other
copiese.

You will undoubtedly understand that becsause
of the unstable conditions of legality of our movement,
we cannot send you current informatlon regarding it.
It is necessary to tell you, however, that it has been
sometime since we received fhe Militant and Fourth
Internationales Since the month of 4pril or May we have
not received a single copy of elther publication, Ve
hope that this inconvenience likewlse can be overcome.

From the publications of Shachtman (which they
have sent us without us soliciting them) we have learn-
ed about the poclemic carried on by the leadership of
‘the SWP with the new petty-bourgeols and unsteady-
before-imperialism opprosition of Morrow and Goldman.

Awaiting prompt news from you and the recelpt
of your publications, we greet you warmly,

(signed) M. Pettijean



DRAFT RESOLUTION ON THE PROPOSED FUSION OF THE SWP wITH THE WP (Usa)

Adopted by Political Bureau, R.C.P. (England), Nev, 17, 1945

For Discussion at the Central Committee, December lst snd 2nd, 1945

The C.C. of the R,C.P,, having examined the available material
regarding the proposed fusion betweezs the Soclalist Workers Party
(American Section of the Fourth International) and the Workers Party,
has come to the followlng oconclusionas . '

[ ]

l. At the time of the 1939-40 discussions in the SWP, both the
ma jority of tha$¢ Party and Comrade Trotsky considered that the polit-
ical differences with the liinority, though of a serieus character,
were not such as to justify a spli%. 4

2, Neveptheless, the Minority, under pres ' -
ge ublic opinion, of which it was a Teéflection, split from the
SWP an e Fourth ernational to form the Workérs Party. It moti-

vated this split by the refusal of the Majority to grant i1t "rights",
such as the publication of 1ts own outside orgen, to whieh, in point
of fact, 1t was in ne way entitled., Thus, these organisational
demands of the Minority, together with the spllit, revealed that it had
a totally false ceonceptien of democratic centralism, v
3s During the period that has since elapsed the Workers Party
has continued tg maintain its false positlion on the Russian question,
and has developed further erroneous positiens on other importent ques~
tions -~ in parsicular in relation to China and to the national ques-
tion in Europe. However, on the main issues confronting the American
workling class, €.g., On the question of the formation of & Labour
Party, the Workers ﬁarty has continued to base 1tself on the Transi~
tionai Programmg of the Fourth Internationals Moreover, within the
Fourth International 1tself, there are to be found defenders of the
policies of the Werkers Par%y.on Russia, China, Europe, Etc,, 8nd no
one has called fer thelr expulsion, Thus, the differences between
the SWP and the WP remain today such, as could e contained within
the framework of a single sectlion of the Fourth International.

4, ,0n the question of democratic centralism & marked change
has taken place In the attitude of the Workers Partw. Though awing
its origin to a split from our American section, this Party has now
approached that section with proposals for unity. Mereover, 1t has
further stated that it agrees with the statement of the WP that ", .
when -divergenceg of opinlion occur, unity can be malntained enly by
.the scrupulous gbservance of the democratic principle of the subordi-
nation of the minorify to the ma jority and strict diseipline in publie
ectivity and actiono. It has undertaken to mainta in dlscipline thus’
outlined in the event of fusion. (Letter to the SWP, 15.9.45), Thus,
‘the Workers Party 1s now prepared to accept the basis of democratic
centralism, : .

S5+ This complete change of attitude on the part of the Workers
Party would appear %o be due, on the one hand, to the fact that the
SWP has outstripped the Workers Party in both menbership and influence,
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and on the other, to the pressure for unity on the part of the advanced
workers whe find themselves faced with rival papers and arganisations
both putting forward substantially the same policles, with rival candi-
dates in electlons with substantially identieal programmes, etc,

6, The CC of the RCP welcomes this new attitude on the part of
the Workers Party and regard it as an entirely progressive change; a
sign of a turn from petty bourgeols organisational concepts back ton
those of Bolshevism,

7¢ It 1s our opinion that fusion under the present conditions
would be a progressive step and one that should be supported by our
American section and the Fourth International as a whole., Even if the
Workers Party today has but one third af the memberskip of the SWp, it
still represents a significant force which is not 1likely to disappear
in the lmmedlate future, if no fusion takes place. Moreover, the exis-
tence of two rival parties, with similar programmes both claiming te
represent Trotskylsm, must sow confusion among the advanced American
workers and thus serve as a hindrance to the future progress of the
Fourth International in the USA.

8. Such a fusion would also strengthen our movement internation-
ally sinee 1t would tend to discourage splits and splinter tendencies
throughout the world and would assist the process of fusion where such
splits exist.,

9 We do not disgulse the fact that such a fusion, like all
others, can bring with it certain dengers. It would be an internation-
el tragedy, for instance, if the Shachtmanite views on the Soviet Union
end on the national question were to gain a majority in the fused
organisation. But the numerical preponderance of our American section,
combined with the correctness of its ideas on these questions, enables
us to have every confidence that the positien of the Fourth Internation-
al will be uphezd and further strengthened in the fused organisetion.
Glven the cerrect approach on the part of the majority in the fused
organlsatiom, there would be every chance that at least the best ele=-
ments of the Workers Party would be won over to the pelitical point of
view of the majority of the Fourth International.,

10, In view of the above considerations, the CC of the RCP
belleves that the SWP and 1ts leadership should do everything peassible
to bring about with the least possible delay, & fusion with the
Workers Party. Pending the completien of 'such a fusion, and as an
ald to it, the maximum contact be arranged between the memberships of
the twe parties and the carrying out of united front activity by the
two organisations against the common enemy.,

HiiHHE



ON THE PC MOTION OF DECENMBER 4
T ML ZSRITZ AND TR WORKERS PARTY

The motion adopted by the ma jority of the Political Committee
i1s a typical plece of bureaucratic thinking and acting. It is a clear
proof that Comrade Cannon 1s determined at all costs to prevent unity
of the Trotskyists of the United States.

Ever since the Political Committee majority broke off the dis-
cussions on unity with the Workers Party, the ostensible justification
has been that unity was made impossible by the WP!'s request for a ten=-
dency bulletin in the united party. Cannon never even took the trouble
to urge the WP to forego i1ts demand for the sake of unity. ’

Anxious above all to achleve unity, the minority presented a
formal request to the WP to pledge, in the interests of consumma ting
unity, not to express the right of a minority to publish its own ten-
‘dency bulletin after unity has been achieved.

. The Workers Party consented to the request of the minority.
Were the Political Committee ma jority honest in its attitude toward
~unity, it would have applauded this Intervention of the minority., For
thereby the ostensible obstacle to unity had been removed.

Instead, 'the majority takes the attitude that nothing has been
changed by this important concession of the WP, Thereby the ma jority
shcws that 1t used the tendency bulletin 1ssue merely as a pretext to
justify Cannon's unwillingness to unite. The hypocrisy of the Poli-
tical Committee majority on this question is thus clecwrly revealed,

The majority claims that it alone has the right to enter into
agreements with the liorkers Party. Go0d} We concede that right, But
why did not Cannon take the initiative in clearing up what he claimed
to be a chief obstacle to unity? '

‘ Instead of admitting that an important advance toward unity .
has been made and on that basis re~opening the question of unity with
the WP, the Political Committec maforit bureaucratiocally and hypoc=
criticelly turns 1ts guns on the m norigy which dared to forward the

. cause of unlty. As always when Cannon is defeated politically, he re-
doubles his abuse against those who are right, '

Real Bolshevism puts substance above form, Real Bolsheviks
would consider the exchange of correspondence between the minority and
the WP primarily from the point of view of its political contribution
to unity. Instead Cannon threatens the minority with disciplinary
action, ‘

It goes without saying that the minority wil) not be deterred
by this threat from continuing the struggle for unity,

Steering Committee
SWP Minority



Resolution on Faction Orientation (Meeting: December 9, 1945)

1) The present course of the faction (SWp-Minority) 1is lead-
ing clearly and inexorably toward its disintegration as a political
and organizational entity, The question of split has thrown the fac-
tion into a crisis that casn only be delayed and not solved by a post=-
ponement of the final decision for a couple of months,- A number of
comrades led by Williems are prepared to split within a few weeks,
whether the faction in its majority does so at that time or not., A
larger number, represented at present by Comrades Goldman and Morrow
intend to walt for a time in the hope of being expelled or of iInflu-
encing the International more favorably,” A large number of comraces
in Chicago are not favorably inclined towards walking out, and others,
principally in Bayonne and Newark definitely intend not to leave.
This deepening division in the faction is reflected in the vacilla-
tion of the leadership, pr!ncipally Comrades Gnldman and Morrow, in
its attitude towards splits

2) The situation is not much better from the International.
standpoint, The favorable caplitsal accumulated by the faction as a
result of 1ts struggle on the FEuropean question 1s rapldly being dis-
sipated as a result of the clearly-evident split orientatlon, This
1s clearly revealed by the letter from Belglum, which 1is only a fore=-
rinner of what will come if we c mtinue in the present direction., A
split will not only isolate us organizationally from the European
sections but will wellnigh undo a%l ThHe go~d work we have accomplished
in winning their ear on the questions of European tactics and throw '
them into the arms of Cannon, Shachtman in the past five years has
found how difficult it is to influence the Internationeal by shouting
through the window instead of spesking from withingy Our experience
wlll be no better,

» 2) The root of the present crisis in the faction 1is easy
to find, The faction 1s not an 1deologically homogeneous unit.
With the eXceptlon of the gquestion of democratic demands, which has
by now become a dead letter, the factlon has not got a poiitical
platform, What 1s more, the present leadership has no intention of
giving it one, being oriented exclusively in the direction of split,
Having nothing but the position of unity with the WP as cement to
hold i1t together, the faction must of necessity begin to dissolve 1n
811 directions the minute a guestion transcending the bounds of that
position (leaving the SWP) comes up. There exist inside the faction
the most diverse positions on some of the most important quostions,
such' as the national question, Russian question, etcy It 1s correct
to say that a number of individual comrades are closer in their
political position to the Wp then to the SWP; it 1s not correct that
the faction as & political unit is closer to the WP, On the contrary,
inso¥Tar as the faction nhas' taxen an officlal position on questions,
those questions on which it differs from the SWP, objectively rogard- .
ed, ere not so great as those on which, by negative inference at ’
least, it differs with the WP, The fact that most comrades feel
methodologically closer to the WP signifies only the political poten-
T1aTItIes of the present faction, The best proof that the faction
1s not regarded as an independent ideological grouping, which 1t 1s
essent%al.to preserve whole and_to extend, is provided by tThe at¥i-
tude of those comrades who would disregard the majority decision of

. v
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the faction and leave to join the WP immediately. They thereby give
the best indication that they do not regard the faction as a clearly=’
delineated ideologicel grouping, for if they dld, surely everything
would be subordinate to maintaining the organizational unity and
cohesion necessary to bulld the faction., By evincing 1little care

as to what becomes of those comrades who do not leave wlth them

they point an umwitting finger at the root difficulty of the factlion:
that once the question of unity with the WP is exhausted unfavorably,
the faction has nothing to hold it together =- it has no political
platform. .

4) To analyze the crisis 1is to indicate the remedy, The
situation in which the faction 1s coming to an inglorious end, leav-
ing mainly Cannon the victor, must be changed. Those comrades who
took the lead in forming the factlion did so in the hope that it
- would have the effect of forming into a cohesive group all those who
had adhered to the minority point of view. As we have seen, Just the
 opposite is taking place. There is only one solution that will re~

verse this trend, and that 1s for the faction to begin an intensive
discussion for the purpose of elabarating a olitical platform, with
which to combat the Cannonlite heresydﬁunters. Thzt such a platform
exists in embryo in the political positions of many comrades and in
the methodological approach of almost all has already been 1ndlcated.
What 1s necessary is to develop this into a finishod platform with
which we. c&n appear before the public opinion of the International.

_ .5) Only in this direction will the factlon be able to re-
consolidate itself, hold together 1ts present membership, attract
many who vacillate between us and Cannon, and, above all, when a
sympathetic hearing from the Europsan camrades upon whose abllity to
apply the correct program and tactics in the period ahead everything
depends. To weld together a dependable cadre around a correct poll-
tical program is our present task =-- it cannot be accomplished by
leaving the SWP which will only shatter the faction and discredit it

in the eyes of the International,
6) To implement these declslions the factlon:

a) Resolves to orient 1ltself away from splitting to
join the WP, and instead to focus its main attentlion upon the im-
medlate elaboration of a political platform, far the purpose of con-
ducting a struggle inside the SWP,

b) Instructs the Steering Committee to prepare the dis
cussion of such & platform as soon as possible. :

Votors for: Dave Jeffries
ILeo Lyons
Shirley Allen




- MOTION CN COMRADE CANNON'S SPEECK,ON'THE RUSSIAN‘REVOLUTION
By Felix Morrow

The position of the party on defense of the Soviet Union
wag fixed at the last convention, the resolution of that convention
recognizing that the slogan of defense was no longer to the fore;
that "the fight for the defense of the Soviet Union .against the
military forces of Nazi Germany has essentially been won"; that
"the present reality is. . . the conspiracy of the imperialists and
the Kremlin bureaucracy to strangle the revolution. We therefore
push to the fore and emphasize today that seation of our program
embodied in the slogan: Defense of the European Revolutlon Against
All ‘its Enemies,"

, Today, just as at the time of the November 1944 convention,
the present reality remains the conspiracy of the Big Three against
the revolutione The pushing to the fore of the slogan "Defense of
thé European revolution against all its enemies" and the receding
into the background of the slogan of defense of the USSR remeins
correct and will in all probability oontinue to be correct for a
whole historical period. War is inevitable under capltalism and
therefore if the revolution is not successful & war among the Big
Three 1s certain eventually; just as preparations far World War II
began immediately after World Var I, so war preparations have begun -
already now for World Var III., But before World War III can take
place, & whole series of economlc &nd political pre-condltions must
first come into existence which do not now as yet exist., :

Party policy on this all-important question was stated in
Comrade Viarde's article, "The Blg Five at London", in the November
1045 Fourth International: that Washington is in no mood for war; -
that The tlide of events 1s now running in the opnosite directlon;
that the growing revulsion against war since the atomic bomb bridles
the war-mongers; that Yashington now seeks to cash in on 1ts war
gains and therefore has material reasons for wishing peace; that the
Big Three are held together by their common fear of revolution and
hence Stalin remains & firm ally of the AnglerAmerican imperlalists
for this reason.

Entirely contrary to party pollcy, therefore,-wés Comrade
~ Cannon's speech (Hilitunt, November 17). Equully, his speech was in

flagrant violation of the obvious focts. Particularly we condemn
the following central passages in his speech:

‘ "A tremendous wave of public sentiment agalnst Russia,
reminiscent of the early days of 1917-19, is being seét into motion.
The présent agitatlon recalls aguin the days of the Soviet-Finnish
war when every democrat, every liberal, every Russophobe, every
anti-Stalinist, was waving tho flag for war agalnst the Soviet.
Union. « « We see the samo thing developing again today. » ,

"e « o« Trotsky predicted that the fate of the Soviet Union
would be decided in the war. That remains our firm coviction,
Only we disagree with some people who carelegsly think that the war
is over, The war has only passed through one stage and 1s now in
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the process of regroupment and reorganization for the second. The
war is not over, and the revolution which we said would 1ssue from
the war in Europe is not taken off the agenda. « "

We condemn the above passageé for tho following reasons:

1. There is no analogy between the present reallty and the
situation in 1917-19 or during thc Soviet-Finnish war. Vere there
an analogy, our whole party press and activity would have to'under-
go a decisive changes Our principal slogan would becomo "Defense of
the Soviet Union," our press would be devoted to that task, etc.,
ete, What 1s at issue herc 1s not a mere matter of prediction con-
cerning when the next war will oomeo, but what should be the content
of our politicel work during the whole next period.

2, Comrade Cannon's line plsys into the hends of the Stelin-
1sts who are raising & hue and cry about the war danger precisely
in order to cover up the faot that the 3Blg Three remain united in
their attempts to strangle tle revolution. Jur emphasis must be the
opposite of that of the Stalinlsts, namely that both the Kremlin and
the Stalinists abrosd continue their counter-revolutionury collabora-
tion with the bourgcoisioc.

3. World War II is over., Our prediction that during the
course of the war the Soviet Unlon would either be regeonerated or:
would become capitalist proved erroneous. It 1s far better to
recognize our error than to insist on our previous prediction and
" thus be led to the fantastic position of denying that the war is

over, as Comrade Cannon has done. - :

. 4, Likewise it 1is better to recognize the erroneousneéss

of the prediction of & grcat revolutionary wave emerging in the
course of the war. A correct understanding of the slow tcmpe of

the class struggle today in Europe provides a correct selection of
the tactics necessary for today, paurticularly the extreme importence
of such democratic demands as the republic in 3elglum and Italy, the
Constituent in Italy, Ilmmedlate elections in Hollend and Belgium,
the adoption of a democratic constitutlon by the French Constituent,
etc., Without these democratic slogans as points of departure,
demands for nationalization of economy today become empty propaganda, .
But if Comrade Cennon's line- is followed -- that the war isn't over
‘and out of it 1is coming the revolution =-- then we would have to go
back to the 1line of the November 1943 Plenum resolution which pre-
~dicted a speedy revolutionary tempo in which democratic domands would
play an entirely subordinate role. But to do so would be to abandon
everything which the European prrties of the Fourth International
have painfully hed to learn during the past two years concerning the
central importance today of democratic demands. :

: Tn view of the publication of the full text of Comrade

Cannon's specch in the press as if it were party policy, an editorial
shall be published in The Militant stating that the speech was not
party policy and correcting tha errors made by Comrade Cannone.

November 30, 1945, L -
, Motfon lost; Morrow voting for. .



COUNTER-}OTION TO iORROW'S "MOTION ON
COMRADE CANNON!S SPE&CH ON THE RUS3IsN REVOLUTION"

Adopted by the Politiczl Committee

Comrade Morrow'!s motion on Comrade Cannon's speech on
the Russian Revolution is factionally motivated and thec object
of it is to "outlaw" any>public party advocacy of our policy of
defense of the Soviet Union against imperialist attacke It 1s
designed to serve the minority factlon as & bésis for a political
rapproachement with the Shachtmanites, wiich they have been seck-
ing so desperately. |

While the rcsolution of the 1llth Party Convention pushed
to the fore "the defense of the European revolution against all
1ts enemies," it alsohstated that "our policy of uncenditional
defense of the Sovict Unioh against imperialist httackvretains
all its validitye » " From this point of view Comrade Cannon's
speech‘was entirely within the framework of pafty policy.

If Comrade Morrow wish:s to "ro-gvaluate" the Russian
Question, as he Indicated in his spceéh &t the New York member=
ship meeting, and to challenge the principled positlon‘of the
'party from the viewpoint of Shachtmenism, &s he 1ndicated in
private conversation, 13t him quit playing hide and seek wilth the
party and write & resolution and submit it to the party for dis-

cussion,

December 4, 1945, ’
' Motion Carried; Morrow voting against.



WHAT SHOULD BE THE PARTY!S ATTITUDE TOWARD
THE UAW ARBITRATION PROPOSAL OF WNOVEMBER 19

A Statement to the -Political Committee

By Felix Morrow

At the November 21 staff meeting of The Militant, I pro-
posed that the next (December -1) issue carry on the inside pages
an educational article wiich would (a) criticise the November 19
UAW arbitration proposal and (b) go on to explain the class-
struggle attitude toward arbitration.

I proposed to criticlse the November 19 UAW proposal for
the following reasons: : '

1, That the arbitration proposal was made before there
had been a test of strength, i.e., even before the strike was
called, There are exceptimal cases -- primarily to get out of a
strike which is doing poorly -- when we would accept arbitratlon,
But this was not on November 19 nor 1is it yet one of those excep-
tional cases, Therefore our general principle of opposing
arbitration applies to this situatlon,

2. The progressive paints in the arbitration proposal
-- that the hearings be public; that the company open 1ts books
to union inspection; that any wage~-increase shall not result in a-
price-increase -- do not change the essential fact that it 1is an
offer of arbitration &t a time when the UaW leadership should be
concentrating the workers' minds on all-out struggle, The pro-
gressive points can be propagandized for by the unlon without
linking them to the non-progressive arbitration proposition.

3., Tremendous pressure i3 being developed to force the
unions to capitulate to a system of arbitration of one kind or
another; that 1s one of the main peints on the agenda of the Labor~
Management Conference., Whatever good will the UAW may have gotten
from the public by its arbitration proposal is more than outweighed
by the harm done in yielding to the pressure for a system of arbi-
tration., Today the UAW leaders offer arbitration with progressive
points attached; tomorrow they are more than likely to accept
arbitration without the progressive points. This 1s the reeal
situation, in which the November 19 proposal is thus an impermis=~
sible concession, which will lead to further ones of the same kind.

My proposal was re jected. Comrades Dobbs, E. R. Frank and
M. Stein speke against it. Their main arguments were as follows:

1. The party should not commit itself as to whether
this particular arbitration proposal is gcod or bad,. Comrades
Dobbs and Frank emphasized the progressive points of the arbitra-
tion offer, Comrade Stein went further, saying the offer was a
good preposale
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2, The first issue of The Militant after the strike
vegins should not criticise the UAW leadership; 1t will look as
though we're throwing cold water on the strike strategy. Instead
we should concentrate all attention on the strike and assume that
it will be fought to a finlsh, ‘

If argument No. 2 were seriously meant, then a later
i1ssue of The Militant should carry & criticism of the arbitration
proposal.f'ﬁowever, the next staff meeting -- that of November 28
-- showed that the main argument of the staff against my proposal
boiled down to the original poesition of Comrade Stein: that the
November 19 propgsal for arbitration was good, Comrade Steln
reiterated this position amid general approval.

And Comrade Stein's position is in fact the position re-
flected by the December 1 Militant which reports without comment
the November 19 arbitration proposal, The editorial on the strike
urges the workers not to accept "any phony government arbitration
scheme" (my italios) -- a formula which obv?busiy absolves from
criticism the November 19 UAW arbitration proposale.

I belileve that The Militant should have criticised the
November 19 arbitration proposal quite independently of the mood
of the auto workers. For, even 1f the auto workers were complete~
1y sold on 1t, it would still be our task to explain to the work-
ers why they are mistaken,

But in additlion, it 1is clear, there are a considerable
number of militants who are oritical of the November 19 prcposal,
This is indicated by a letter of November 25 from Comrade Jerry
Kirk of Flint to the National Office, in which he reports that a
campaign 1s underway against "any ferm of arbitration”, that

ant Noe 3 policy committee his alrezdy issued a statement to
that effect, that resolutions to that effect are being introduced
in the looals and will be adopted, etc, Obviously such & cam=~
paign could not be oconducted in Flint without considerable senti-
ment among non-party workers, :

It was after and in spite of these events in Flint that
the auto fraction Ieadership sent in from Detroit the Militant
editorial of December 1. ‘

Thus, this is a case not only of tail-ending the militent
elements, but of insisting on soft-pedaling the 1ssue ralsed by
the November 19 UAW offer after a considerable section of the
militants had declared themselves against 1t.

Today we have before us. the unanimously-adopted docyments
of the Labor-Management Conference. They show how the trade union
bureaucracy ls edging toward a system of arbitretion., They show
that arbitration may become -general now, not as a government-
initiated system but as a "voluntary" one. They show that we must
explain to the workers that there is no real distinction between
govegnment~1nitiated arbitration or a system of "voluntary" arbi-
tratlion.

- .I therefore make the following MOTION: That the Pollitical .
Committee accepts the line of Morrow outlined in the above statement,

November 30, 1945, : Motion lost; Morrow voting for.



STATELENT

By M. Stein

Oné must view the arbitration proposal as pfesented by the
UAW leadership on the eve of the strike in the context of events
leading upAto the strike and the strike 1itself, and not deal with it
as an isolated actione This arbitration‘proposal was presented as
an ultimatum to the company after 97 days! negotiations during which
the union sought correctly to place the responsibility of the strike
on the company and to popularize the demand for the company to open
its books. From the beginning it was obvlous that the arbltration
proposal would be rejected by the company preclsely because it was

coupled with the proviéo that the company open 1tsibooks. I, there-
| fore, viewed this proposal as an additional propaganda medium te
emphasize all the more strongly the demand to open the books.

' Anybody who knows anything about strikes In this perlod
realizes that there will be sufficient opportunity during the strike
to discuss the issue of arbitration more concretely’'and more realis-
tically in which our point of view could be made known, ;

The . reference to Flint in Morrow's statement is especially
unfortunate for him in hils attempt to prove that we are tai;-ending
" the militants. As a matter of fact, the attltude of the w arker-
militants toward arbitration in the given instance 1s one of the
most important factors we have to take into cmsideration in deter-
mining our own position. Furthermore, as far‘as I know we are not
tail-énding the militants, but we are organizing them and giving them
direction right on the spot, which is the right way to do it. The
campaign that was started in Flint agginst arblitration was intended
as a preventive barrage which would indlcate to the leadership of

the union not to sell the strikers short.
December 4, 1945,



MINORITY REPORT ON THE PLENUM TO THE NEW YORK MEMBERSHIP MEETING

By Felix Morrow

Comrades, in our July 12 resolution favoring unity, we of the
minority said this question will be a touchstone indicating the
direction in which the party will henceforth move. Ve said that
opposition to unity means a tendency toward a monolithic party and

away from a Bolshevik party.

Our proposal for unity was not merely because unity would add
a few hundred members and remove & rival party, though such galns are
important enough.

More important than these gains, unity would mean support for
the 1dea that comrades with political differences, even deep-golng
onés, can live in one party. Support for the 1dea that differences
are inevitable among revolutionists; Trotskyism would be sterlle in-
deed if in its twenty years of new problems it did not produce sever-
al tendencies which nevertheless remain equally revolutionary. Unity
would mean support for the ldea that differences can be discussed and
settled in all honesty and comradeliness; that the party lives and
thrives on free exchange of ideas, on hospitality to attempts to find
what is new in a situation, on striving to add something to what has
already been saide Unity would mean support for this concept of the
partye.

Unity would be a blow against the concept of the party embod-
ied in the expression of E. R. Frank -- repeated by him Interminably
as spokesman of the majority during the dispute on Europe and in his
letters to co-thinkers =-- that "we have a finished program,"

Unity would be a blow against those who label every political
difference as "fundamental" and fight it in the spirit of war to the
deaths A blow against those who start every discussion by denouncing
their opponents as class enemies.

Unity involved all these things and that's why we sald this
question was a touchstone indicating the future of the party.

Over a period of years I have been driven Eg_gggg%ggg_gggi.ihsa
Cannon tendency is moving toward a monolithic party. 1T n't want to
think so, I tried to think otherwise, I hesitated a thousand times --
and was denounced for my hesitation. by those of the stripe of Warde,
Clarke and VWright who say that he who hesitates in a faction fight

will betray the workers on the barricades, -But all evidence has driv-
en me to the conclusion that the Cannon tendency is toward monolith-
ism, its attitude to unity being but one more proof,

Comrades, please understand that I am not saying that all
opposition to unity would be monolithic. No, a comrade could be for
a really Bolshevik party and still be against unity. He could say:

I am against unity because there is not sufficient agreement between
the SWP and the WP on programmatic fundamentals to make unity possible
and desirable." That would be a perfectly reasonable positlon. But
if put forward, its proponents would have to be gquite precise about



what programmatic positions held by the WP make unity impossible.
The main difference, as we all know, has been on the Russian ques-
tion, If somebody said that made unity impossible, we could have a
clear-cut, honest difference of opinion, we could study, analyze and
debate 1t and come to & conclusion that the Russian question was or
was not a bar to unity,

Had we had that kind of dispute, I would rest content with a
verdict of the majority against unity. I would rest content because
it would be an honest dispute which would help the education of the
membershipe. I would rest content because such a verdict would be
subject to a scientific test lester -~ namely, whether the different
positions on the Russlan question led to tactics sufficiently differ-
ent to justify disunity. A year or two later we could re-examine the
question and see who was right, 1In reality, even if the WP position
on the Soviet Union were to lead to profoundly different tactics,
that is no argument against unlty once the WP has agreed to abide by
discipline In actlion: that's why we told them to stay in the party
in 1940, But even ignoring that fact, I would be content with a
ma jority decision which opposed unity on the ground that the Russian
question (or any other question) leads us too far apart. Because
later we could test that decislon,

But we have not had that kind of honest dispute. Insteagd,
the majority leaders resist unity by evading giving an answer to any
of the key questions connected with the dispute over unitys They
don't dare answer any of the questions because their answers would be
subject to the test of events and analysis in the next period =-=- and
their oppositlion to unity can't face that test, To keep on resisting
unity but without committing themselves on any of the questions con-
nected with unity -- that was the purpose of their Plenum resolution.

What does thelr resolution say? Its principal proposition is
that the questlon of unity "can only be answered with sufficient con-
creteness after the most thoroughgoing discussion and probing of all
differences to the bottom," ' ' )

And how is this to be done? The resolution is "implemented"
now by a Political Committee motion that articles on differences with
the WP be published in the FI. 1In plain English, a Hansen, a Warde,
an E+ Re Frank, will write some articles =-- and, to stretch a point,
giybe Comrade Cannon willl write ‘something on the organization ques-

on.

Now, please, will there be anything in those articles that
the majority leaders don't already know? Will there be anything in
the artlicles which the WP leaders will write in answer in their maga-
zéne whgch the majority leaders don't already know, in substance, in
advance?

Thls 1s the question I kept asking at the Plenum, without get-
ting a reply, Hansen and others tried to shift the issue, saying
that the purpose of "probing the differences to the bottom" is to
educate the party membership. That is another matter, and I would be
the last one to deny its necessity. It is all too true that our mem-
bership has not been educated properly,‘has.been miseducated during




this dispute andhss to learn now what the real differences are be-
tween the SVP and the GP. But if the education of the membership is
desired, what do you proposeas the alm of that educatlon? For
unity? Agalnst unity? The leaders, who G0 Know what the differences
are with the WP, and whether sufficient agreement despite differences
exists to justify unity, must take a position before they can educate
the membership on this questilon.

I have repeated and continue to repeat, and nobody dares deny
it, that anyone who assumes to play any role as a leader in our party
knows what are the theoretlcal, political and organizational dlffer-
ences between the SWP and the VP. TFor Cannon to say that before he
can say yes or no to the guestion of unity he must first "probe the
differences to the bottom'" is simply a way of saying he doesn't know
what the differences are. But he does know, and quite well, and can't
seriously pretend he doesn't unow,

Three months ago Comrade Cannon gald he knew. Ridiculing the
minority's proposal to send a commlittee to negotlate for unity, Cannon
said in his July 25 specch:

"e don't need to send a committee to meet them in order to
find the answer to thecse questions, as Goldman has proposeds « o A8
to their policy in general and their attitude toward us in particular,
we don't need to ingquire about that elther., It is clearly revealed
in their press for anyone who i1s Interested to read." (Internal Bul-
letin, August 1945, pp. 18-19.)

And then Cannon went on to tell what he had read in the WP
presd. Among other thinge he unhesitatingly predicted that the WPp's
theory of a bureaucratic clasg, so far restricted to the Soviet Unlon,
would be extended to other countries as welle Vith one thirg and
another from the WP press, Cannon f£illed out a victure of theoretical,
political and organizational differences mekins unity absurd. And
then, with annihllating wit, Cannon turned to Goldman and said:
"ghould we, perhaps, send a committee to inquire if this was a typo-
graphical error in their paper?"

30, three months ago, Comrade Cannon and his associates knew
all they had to know about the WP program; and primarily on the basis
of that program end their knowledge of it, they were agalnst unitye.
What has happened since then? Has the WP changed its progran? Has
Comrade Cannon's memory blurred? Does he ‘want to find out If 1t was a
typographical error?

What has happened since then -- what has really happened --
{s that the majority leaders have realized that they dare not persist
on the line of Cannon's July 25 speech. Now just as much as then they
are against unity, but a 11ttle thought ha~ brought home the impossi-
bility of defending the proposition that the differences on the Russian
question bar unitye. -

They themselves had to relegate the slogan of defense of the
gJoviet Union into the background, already last Novembers  Not one of
them dares challenge the far, far sharper formulation of Comrade
Natalia, who says that the slogan of defense of the US3R has "fallen
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away." In his speech Comrade Cannon prejudiced you against the WP
by reading its September New International editorial which called for
doing away with the Fourth Internationalls position on the Russian

question; Cannon told you that meant a fight when they come into our
party and let you think this meant a repQ11LLQn_gl_igg;glg_glgﬁgﬁgg
the Russlan question, Cannon was playling on the prejudices of e
Jou who don't know that the whole Russlan question is up for re-
evaluation in our party and in the International, Some of you laugh,
because you don't know, - But Cannon knows -- maybe Warde and E, R,
Frank don't know, but Cannon knows. As a matter of fact, there 1lsn't

a majority leader ready to swear today that a year from now the party
will still have 1ts.present position on the Russian questlon,

So the Cannon group retreated from the poslition that the pro-
grammatic differences make urity impossible. To what did they re-
treat? To a position of pretending now that they don't know enough
about the WP to pass judgment on the question of unityl  The same
Cannon who knew all he had to know in his July 25 speech said in his
September 2 speech: :

"We ought to get some exact information about theme o o
Perhaps in one of our next letters we will ask the WP to send us a
full set of their Internal Bulletinse « «" (And now he has read
those Bulletins,)

' Also, Cannon explained on September 2, that the first letter
of the WP "is not a unity proposal, It would not be intelligent for
us to discuss it from that point of view, It is an offer on their
part to 'discuss'! unity with us." And Cannon went on to boast how,
in answering the WP letter, he had told Shachtman not to beat about
the bush but to get down to concrete proposals,  For his part, Canhon

promised: "We are not going to play abstentionist politics with them. -

We wWill answer every letter.,"

Then came the second letter of the WP -- no longer proposing
merely to discuss unity (actually the first letter too had already de-
clared in favor of unity) but making actual proposals for unity. Now,
"presumably, by Cannon's own criterion, it was intelligent to answer
the question of unity, - - ' ‘

Ostensibly to secure an authoritative answer to the WP pro-
posal, the Political Committee on September 21 called a special Plenum
for October 6-7, - - '

I made no bones about the fect that I was very suspicious a-
bout the real purpose of the Plenum, Before I would vote for it, I
wanted to know what the majority leaders would propose to the Plenum.
I put a series of questions at the Political Committee meeting to
M. ‘Stein, spokesman for the majority (Cannon was absent). Stein's
answer was that the first WP letter was probably a maneuver to help
‘our minority; but that the second WP letter went "whole-hog for unity"
and hence a Plenum was necessary to answer it. What answer? If meet-
ings with the WP negotiating committee before the Plenum showed they
mean what the letter says, -the Plenum's answer would be in favor of
unitye. - To my further questions as to the majority's specific propos-
als for unity, ‘Stein promised to tell me about them, and to show me
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their Plenum resolution, during the two weeks between the Polltical
Committee meeting and the Plenum, It was on the basis of his state-
ments that I voted for the Plenum. Ilad I known that all the major-
ity would propose is a Plenum resolution saying we have to learn
more about the WP, I would have voted against the Plenum as a fraud
and a waste of party time 2nd money. The first I knew about the
majority line for the Plenum was when the Plenum opened and I saw the

majority resolution for the first time,

Perhaps, however, there 1s a legitimate explanation of the
dffference between what Stein sald at the September 21 Political
Committee meeting and what he and Canncn said at the October 6=7
Plenum? Steln claims there is such an explanation: that, yes, on
September 21 he hoped meetings with the WP negotlators would provide
a definite basis for unity, but that the meetings didn't provide it.

Comrades, this so-called explanation is a very, very signifi-
cant admission, It admits that what happened at those meetings de-
cided the question of unity, Very well, then, what was discussed at
those two meetings with the WP negotiators? ‘

_ M. Stein's own report to the Plenum showed they spent most
of the time on the WP proposal to be granted the right of a tendency
bulletin within the united party,

_ You comrades of the ma jority are disturbed about that? Good,
that's your privilege. But in that case, say openly and honestly
that the tendency bulletin is the issue nowe Put it in your resolu-
tion, where instead you have one impartlal sentence merely reporting
the fact that the VWP asked for such a bulletin, Put iuto your reso-
lution just where you stand con this proposal of the WP, That's what
we of the minority did in our resolution, We declared the right of
a tendency to have a bulletin of its own within the party; urged the
WP not to exercise this rlght, for the sake of unity; proposed to
leave final settlem:nt of this que stion to the period when the party,
after taking a position in favor of unity and after the very neces-
sary perlod of preparing the membership of the two parties for unity,
proceeds to actually consummste unity; and declered that the tendency:
bulletin, i1f at that time the WP comrades irsist on it, shall not bs
a bar to unity. It ought to be obvious that once the party takes =
stand for unity, and we prepare the membership for 1it, the question
of the tendency bulletin will appear in a very different light than
i1t does now. At that point, the WP comrades may not insist on it
but if they do, we should grant it, -

Thus we of the minority took a position on this question in
our resolution as we took & position on all the gquestions concerned.

But the majority leaders evaded a position on this, as they
did on all other questions concerneds “hat kind of .politics is this?®
On September 21 you're.presumably for unity. You claim you changed
your mind because they asked for a tendency bulletin, But your
Plenum resolution does not take & position on the tendency bulletin
questlion which led you ostensibly to change your mind on the whole
question of unityl I know why -~ you were afraid thet if you made
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the tendency bulletin the 1issue, the WP negotlators might drop the
proposal for it, and then where would you be?

Your whole Plenum resolution revolves around the proposition
that you must probe all the prosrammatic questions to the bottom --
why, then, didn't you, Comrade Cannon, In your mecetings with Shacht-
man, discuss the Russian question? The natlonal question? Or any
other political question? You yourselves say that you hoped to come
out of those meetings with a definite basis for unity. So, apparent-
ly, a definite besis for unity dildn't require discussion of or agree-
‘ment on the political differences,

You were right in not wasting time in the meetings with the
WP representatives on the political questions, since you know very
well what the WP position 1s on those questions. You were right --
but why don't you tell the membership frankly and honestly in your
resolution that there is no need to dlscuss the political questions
with the WP as a condition of urnity? Why don't you tell the member-
ship “hat the only -‘Question which requires discussilon with the ¥P
is waye and means of assuring harmonlous relations after unity? Why,
inst:zad, @id you bring in a resolutlion which will make the party mem-
bers think that unity 1s dependent on the politicel questlons?

In spite of all our protests, and the qucstions posed to you
by the WP, you have persisted in fostering this ambiguity as to what
urniLv depends on. And we have to begin to Giaw some conclusions from
your persistence in this deliberately false course.

These conclusions are inescapable:

' l, You are agsinst unity. But you cannot defend your real
position in the face of the public opinion of the international move-
ment .

: 2, WVhat reasons could you give against unity? The polltical
differences? If you did that, you know, you would be politically
defedted in the end =~ not so soon I fcar in the American party but
politically defeated in the eyes of the politically meture comrades
everywhere, : 4

. 3, The organizational differences? But the WP too believes
in the organizational principles of Bolshevism, accepts democratic
centralism, implicitly concedes 1ts mistake of 1940 by pledging now to
apide by majority decision. So whet organizational differences remain?
Very real ones, but not the cnes you pretend when you claim in your
speeches that %he WP does not accept Bolshevik organizational princi-
ples, There remaln the very real differences: your hostile attltude
toward differences of opinion, your blindness to an understanding that
differences are inevitable among revolutionists who still remain
equally revolutionists, your monolithic conception of a finished pro-
gram, your readiness to conduct war to the death against those who
differ with you in the party, your polemics based not on reason but on
amalgems. In a word, all the methods you used against us in the dis-
putes on the European guestions, including your refusal to admit your
mistakes, your changing your line without admitting it, your coupling
your hidden change with redoubling your abuse against
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those who forced you to change your lines I refer especially to the
notorious case of your post-tonvention issue of Fourth Internationsl,
the December 1944 number, which politically mature comrades every-
where recognized for what it was without even having seen the pre=-
convention documents, Thesd& methods of yours are the real differ-
ences on the so-talled organizational question between you on one
side and we of the minority and the ¥P on the other side., You don't
want the spotlight to center on these real differences. You need the
cover of keeping always open the question of whether or not the poli-
tical differences are or are not a bar to unity so that the spotlight
won't center on the real differences.

4y You are against unity but can't glve your real reasonse.
That's why your Plenum resolutlon has to resort to the crass absurdity
of pretending you have to study further questions to which you already
know the answers : '

You have two lines. One in your resolutions Another in your
faction meetings and those speeches which you don't write down and
publishs

' Of all kinds of politics, the most soul-destroying is the
politics of two liness When you make comrades say publicly that the
party leadership must study further the differences, and these com-
rades know perfectly well that the party leadership knows today all
41t will ever need to know about the differences with the WP, you are
sowing the seeds of corruption in the souls of these comradese

. The politics of two lines 1s the politics of monolithism, of
bureaucratism, of all those who cannot defend their real line. That
the Political Committee majorlty represents such a monolithic tenden-
¢y ~- this 1s the conclusion to which I have been driven over a period
of years and which is conflirmed by the conduct of the majority leaders
In the unity dispute.

October 22, 1945,



QUMMARY FOR THE MINORITY AT THE NE¥' YORK MEMBERSHIP MEETING

By Felik Morrow

Comrades, I will stake the whole case for unity on the quota-
‘tion from Lenin which Cannon used in his September 2 speech and has
now repeated here. It 1s from Lenin in the Iskra period. Let me re-
peat it: "Before we unite, and in order to unite, we must first draw
sharp and definite lines of demarcation." IN ORDER TO UNITE! Lenin
had already declared in favor of unitye. . What has this in common with
Cannon's "probing the differences to the bottom"? Nothing! If Cannon
will put in his resolution that the probing of the differences is to
be done in order to unite, I will vote for lt, ~For then the purpose
of the dIscussion of our differences with the WP wlll be -- unitye.
Whereas now the purpose 1is =- dlsunity. '

I asked Cannon what is the purpose of educating the party -
membérship on the differences with the WP, For unity? Against unity?
Cannon answers that we must educate the membership in Marxism gener-
ally., Is that an enswer to the perfectly legitimate question posed
not only by me but by the whole situation? .

No,-it {s another one of Cannon's evaslonse

Cannon speaks of wanting organizational guarantees from the
WP to assure no repetition of the faction fight, Goodl Name the
organizational guarantees that you want, put them in your resolution,
so that we and the WP will know what you want, '

(CANNON: I spoke also of moral guarantees.)

- And put in your resolution too the fact that you want moral
guarantees, Put something in your resolutionl

Cannon tells us the minority must not dare to tell the major-
ity what to do. Ve do dare to demand of you a political resolution, «
Plenum resolutlon which does not dishonestly evade the questions posed
by the minority, legitimate questions which must be answereds '

Cannon sald he wants you to know all the facts. ILet him
explain, then,.whg he has rejeeted our proposals for giving the member-
ship the relevant material: : ) '

1, He has made much here of the organization ideas of the WP,
has he not, but the Pol. Com. majority voted down my motion to publish
in the Internal Bulletin the principal organizational documents of the
WP -~ Just those documents to which he refers,

2, The Plenum vpted down the minority proposal for a Joint
discussioh bulletin with the WP, The msjority says it will write in

- Fourth International and the WP will answer in the New Internationale

Yot one party member in ten will see the articles in the New Interna-
.t;onal, obviously: I therefore made a motion that the Politlica



Committee make avallable to party members through party channels
those issues of New International containing replies to the SWP arti-

cles, This motion was voted down.

Z, What articles in Fourth International do the majorlty
leaders plan, in what order. do they propose to take up the various
questions, 1n a word what schedule is proposed for "probing the dif-
ferences to the bottom?" This is a legitimate question, for without
some plan of work this probing may well drag out until my twelve-year
old son may take up where we leave offe. With a straight face Cannon
says he doesn't want a rigld schedule. Good, let's have a non-rigid
schedule, but let's have some 1dea of the plan of worke. This motion
too was voted down. ' C

4. The Plenum rejected the minority proposal for joint <WP-
VP membership meetings as part of the discussion. I therefore propos-
ed an alternative in the Political Commlittee: -that as each subject
1s scheduled for "probing," we invite a repregentative of the WP to
address our membership on 1t, and vice-versa. This motlon too was
voted down,. ’

The same Political Commlittee meeting which voted down these
motions also removed me from.the Secretariat, which conducts party
work between Political Committee meetings. Were the majority leaders
aven remotely considering unity, they would not dream of removing me;
their real hostility to unity is revealed in this step. Here, too,
however, there are two lines. Laughable is the ostensible reason for
my removal: a "reorganization of the Secretarlat on functional lines"
which by coincidence excludes mes The real reason of course is that
the Cannon group 1s dead-set against unity and therefore considers me
an agent of the WP, : ‘ '

. Comrade Cannon now concedes that it is true that we shall have
to re-examine the Russian question, "but within the boundaries of Marx-
ism," Naturally, But he tries to make you think that that means that
we shall not move closer to the VP on this question. . '

(E. R, FRANK: We won't call it a bureaucratic state.)

Exactly, Comrade Frank{ That is yovr idea of Marxlism. Trotsky
taught us to examine without prejudice the further degeneration of the.
'Yoviet Unione. You, on the other hand, begin with your factional pre--
judices and rule out in advance answers which do not serve your fac-
tional interests. But suppose the unfolding reality in the Soviet
Union compels us to glve an answer which brings us closer to the VP?
You start with a dogma instead of with the reality, and try to force
reality into your dogma, In that case you will end up with the line
of J. R. Johnson's faction in the WP which, in flagrant violation of
reality which offers no evidence of capitalist restoration, calls the
SJoviet Union a capitalist state. That kind of approach is not Marxism,
it is religion, which uses the prevlious writings of the movement as a -
Bible in which it is only necessary to find the appropriate quotation.
That is your method, but it is not Marxism. .
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To prejudice you further agalnst the V'P, Comrade Cannon
quoted coplously thelr criticism of the inadequacies of the fourth
International leadership during the last five years, Vhat, in
essence, did that September New International editorial say on this
question? It sald the center of the International didn't functlon
politically during the war, Isn't 1t true? The center 1lssued two
o7 fhree manifestoes on questions to which the answer was very clear,
but didn't touch a whole series of Questions vital to the European
movement. It wasn't a political center during the war. Isn't this

a fact?

In any event, that ¥P editorlal on which Cennon now leans so
heavily doesn't raise a single new question. It simply restates some
of the differences hetween the SWP and the WP -- the-same ones jyou
have known about for a long tlme. '

Cannon plctureés all the horrors of a party of factlions. It
1s true, @ party of factions is bad. But there ls something worse:
a monalithic party. Given these two alternatives, it is far better
to have a party of factions, for that would still be a 1iving move-
ment whereas a monolithic party means the death of the movement 8as a
revolutionary factor. In reality, however, there 1s a third alterna-
tive: a party in which differences of opinions will be so handled
as to obviate hardened factional lines, Comrades, except for an
occasional remark in a speech for a festival occasion when it doesn't
count, I have never heard Cannon speak for the democratilc element in
democratic centralism; always he speaks for centralism, never for
democracye - :

' Cannon asks whether we have re-evaluated the 1939-40 fight,
Yes, we haves Goldman has already explained in what sense. He snd
I made a very bad mistake in 1929. There was a moment then where 1t
was clear that we should separate ourselves from the Cannon group.
Goldman and I broke faction discipline, voting in the Political Com=-
mittee with Shachtman for. publicetion of the political documents in
the dispute in the party magazire, Goldman and I, then as now, were
convinced that political discussions should be conducted openly 1n
the publice Our difference with Csnnon on this question was in real-
1ty the core of our present differences., Had we understood complete~
1y the logic of our position, we should have organlzed a third fac-
tion, which would heve made a bloc with the Cannon factlion agalnst
the opposition on.the Russian guestion and unity, but would have
taken no responsibility for Cannon's organization methods and would
have fought those mcthods on concrete issues. Had we orgenlized such
a faction in 1929, it may well be that we could have succeeded In
persuading the VP comrades from splitting. In any event, there would
be infinitely more clarity today in the party concerning the organ-
1zation questions at issue. ¥e of the minority are paying dearly for
our mistake in 1939, more accurately the party is paying for it and
wlll long continue to pay for 1it. ‘ :

Cannon demands thet we write a resolution on the organization
question. 1In reality, we have already written it, and in a more
valuable form than a general resolution, On this question we have a
very different method than the 19329 opposition, Then Trotsky was
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still alive, and still served as a curb on the ma jority leadership:
there were no Hansen build-ups of the leadership then} Shachtman
made the mistake of writing organization documents in 1939 which
could not refer to the written record, and which as a result read
1ike 90 per cent gossip and psychologising, We, on the other hand,
refused to begin with a general resolution on the organlization ques-
tion -~ what Cannon thinks is the "fundamental" approach. We pro-
ceeded to write a series of documented case histories. Goldman wrote
one on the Hansen build-up, another on the Cannon letters on James T.
Farrell, etc, I wrote a case history of the conduct of the ma jority
leadership in the European dispute == my "Balance Sheet of the Euro-
pean Discussion" published in May, some five months ago. The major=-
ity leaders haven't answered that yet, and show no signs of doing sos

The Plenum resolution evades a political estimate of the WP
as it 1is today, in order the better to pretend that the majority has
not yet passed judgment on the questlion of unity. But at the time
Cannon was writing the Plgnum resolution, there was already on his
desk an article by William F, Warde which does give a political
estimate of the WP, Warde is a Political Committee member and under
Cannon fal&tion discipline and I predict that the majority will not
dissociate itself from the article, which will appear in the next .
Internal Bulletin. Warde characterizes the WP leadership as centrists
more pernicious than the British ILP leadership, more pernicious be-
cause thelr attack on Trotskyism is "more masked," 1.e., more perni-
cious because they are closer to us. Zinoviev began this doctrine
that those who are closest to us are most pernicious, Stalinism took
1t over, and now the Wardes espouse it. It was on Cannon's desk be~-
faore he wrote the Plenum resolution; why didn't he put that political
estimate of the WP into his nesolution? ,

. the majority leaders are against unity, but that does not mean
that they will oppose unity under all conditions,

In their talks with Shachtman, they would have been happy to
find him in a capitulatory mood. But the minute Cannon found the WP
- leaders firmly defending their ideas, he wasn't interested in unity.

Cannon doesn't hope to be able to oppose unity indefinltely,
He knows that the time may come when he may have to yleld to the
pressure of the International, He wants to put it off as long as
possible, hoping that the WP may commit some blunder to make unity
impossible. If that doesn't happen he wants to hold off until the
SWP will have, say &,000 members and the WP, he hopes, wlll have as
little as Z00 members, so that the WP comrades will be overwhelmed 10
to 1. Cannon boasts of our supremacy over the WP, but the real
trouble to him is that the WP isn't small enough for unitye. This is
his arithmetical approach to the question of unitye.

(WILLIAM F, WARDE: Is there anything wrong with that approach?)

Your faction, Comrade Warde, has a perfect right to adopt that
arithmetical approach -~ but on one small condition: PUT IT IN YOUR
RESOLUTIONs End this corrupting practlce of two lines, one for your
factlon and another for the record,
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But you didn't put it in your resolution, because you cannot
defend it politically, '

I don't think very much of Cannon's arithmetlic., He assumes
the WP will stand still or lose -- the VP claims now about 600 mem-
bers to our 1200, I beliave the ¥'P will grow, not so well as the
SEP, but in prYpertion -- and that will make Cannon went to put of f
unity still further, by his arithmetical approach, Having oriented
toward unity, the WP now has a perspectlve which it didn't have -
before; this bolsters the morale of its members; gives them an ap-
proach to contacts -~ the WP Internal Bulletins report they have had
to answer always the question why they are not united with the WP --
which they didn't have before, They were harder hit than we were by
the draft and their boys are coming back now.

. Mre important, however, than the question of whether the WP
will grow or not, we of the minority are AGAINST the victory of the
Cannon tendency over the WP tendency., "e don't believe such a victory
would serve the interests of the partys The real interests of the
party -- the party of the American revolution, the party which must
develop in order to be able to make the revolution -- are not at all
the same as the interecsts of the present majority leadership. The
interests of the present majority leadership would be served by pre=-
venting or delaying unity indefinitelys, The interests of the party
would be served by unity as soon as possible after the membership had
been prepared for unity. '

There are three Trotskyist tendencies in the United States:
that of Cannon; the ¥WP; we of the minority. In our July 12 resolution
we called the WP a revolutionary tendency; since it has accepted unlty
and agreed to abide by majority discipline, we can go further and call
1t a Trotskyist tendency. '

What united our tendency with that of Cannon as against the
WP in the recent past was the Cefense of the Soviet Unlon and Unity.
The original cement of the defense of the U3"R, linking us to Cannon
and separating us from the P, has dissolved. On unity, Cannon and
Shachtman have changed places, On the now-crucial question which
Cannon cslls the organization question but which might better be call-
ed the question of attitude toward difference of opinion, the ques-
tion which dictates our position in favor of unity end the Cannon
group's opposition to unity, obviously we are closer to the WP than
to Cannon., .

S0 that on two critical guestions =-- unity and the organiza-
tion question -~ the minority tendency is closer to the VP than to
the Cannon tendency. There are other political questions (don't for-
get that unity and the organization question 2re politicel questions)
on which we agree with the Cannon tendgncy against the WP, and on
which we and Cannon would stand together in a united party. Ve might,
indeed, vote more often with Cannon than with Shachtman., But the
present importance of the questions on which we agree with the WP
signifies that we of the minority are closer to the WP tendency than
to the Cannon tendency.



If the Cannon tendency succeeds in preventing unity for a
long time, I believe that the minority will find itself outside the
WP and consummating a bloc with the VP to continue thefight for a
united Trotskylist partys Vhether this would happen by Cannon expell-
ing us, or our lesving, I cannot say in advance. .

Moanwhile, however, we want to stay in the Soclellst Yorkers
Party and continue the fight for unity. In order to do so, 1t is
necessary to abide by party discipline, W¥e submit to party discipline,
We deny, however, that party diseipline includes non-fraternization
with the comrades of the WP, If Cannen had wanted to educate you in-
stead of prejudicing you against us, he would never have accused us
of disloyalty because of our fraternization and discusslon witi: the
comrades of the ¥VP. Cannon knows very well that this 1s a politilcal
question, and not a question of disloyalty. Nor is it a questlon of
Goldman and me beinr petfy-bourgeols littersteurs who are irked by
discipline, as Cannon pretends. Goldman and I are not as old as
Cannon, but proportionally at least we have served the movement as
long as he, with as much discipline as he. We are all revolutlonists,
the leaders in each case professional revolutionists, despite our
differences of opinion. I am sure thet I have never sald anything to
question the fact that Comrade Cannon is & devoted professional revolu-

tionist --
(CANNON: And a bit of s faker)

Yes, Comrade Cannon, when you put in a resolution what I know
that you know isn't true -- that you have to find out more about the
WP before passing judgment on unity -- then it is very difficult to
characterize your conduct within polite boundaries.

Comrade Cannon knows well enough that this 1s a political
question and not one of disloyalty. Considering the WP comrades as
fellow-Trotskyists, we cannot carry out Cannon's line toward them.

If the majority leaders prohibit us from continuing our rclatlions with
the comrades of the WP, that is another matter. To do so they have
to adopt & rule which does not now exist. Cowrcée E. R. Frank, with
his usual adroitness, reminded us at the Plenur that there also 1is no
rule prohibiting party members from crossing picket-lines. Rule or
not, however, I will make a motion to expel any member who crosses a
picket-line, If Comracde Frank took his analogy seriously, he would
move to expel us; his explanation that such a motion must swalt con-
clusion of this dispute is a 1little lame: disloyalty should be punish-
ed immediately like scabbery, If the majority lecaders should adopt

a rule prohibiting our relations with the comrades of the WP, we would
obey 1t, or have to leave the party., When they adopt such a rule we
will be compelled to decide which to do.

Comrade Cannon hns made much of the small numbers of the
minority. Thils is a bureaucratic argument, ané not a new ones. Vhat
do our small numbers prove? Cennon tries to make out that we blame
the membership for it,  It's simply not true., Ve do not blame the
membership for the crimes. of its leadership. Our small numbers prove
only that the majority leadership has succeeded in hardening the minds
of the membership against our ideas. Nothing morc.
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We were about ns small during the European dispute too., We
were voted down by an overwhelming ma jority. But the majority's
leaders had already retreated, adopting without admitting the fact
the principal dis puted propositions of the minority, sneaking them
into the convention resolution at the last minute under the gulse of
" iterary and clarifylng amendments." To this day the membership
does not understand what happened, but that does not change the real-
1ty that the majority was politically defeated in the European dis-
putes More important than what happened in this country is what has
happened in kurope, where the ques tions we disputed are vital to the
future of the revolution. There the SWP minority's ideas have pre-
vailed, and unlike the SWP majority leaders the European comrades will
tell you that our 1ideas prevalled, More than anything I have ever
done in the movement, I am proud of my contribution to the reorienta-
tion of our movement in Europe. VYhat price Cannon's denigratfon of
the smallness of the minority in the face of 1its contribution to the

European movement?

Least of all in the Trotékyist movement 1s there place for
the argument that the smallness of a minority reflects on the corre-
ness of its 1ideas.,

October 22, 1945.

# # #
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OUR DIFFERENCE% WITH THE VORKERS PARTY ON MILITARY POLICY

By Felix Morrow

One of the reasons given by Comrade Cannon in opposing unity
with the Workers Party, and to buttress his argument that the comrades
"of the Workers Party have moved further away from us since the split,
1s thelr position on our militsry policy. "Phey condemned our milltary
policy," says Cannon, "in a spirit of pacifist abstentionism."

That precisely are the differences between our party and the
WP on this question? Comrade Cannon Coe€s not say. He leaves the
impression that they oppose our slogan "Military Training of “orkers,
Firanced by the Government, but Under Control of the Trade Unions." '

This is not true. The arguments of the WP were not Girected
at this sloran, which is the formulation which we have employed in
recent years, but against some of the first formulations made in our
press during the Fall of 1940 when we first were feeling our way in
expounding the demands ,

The principal document of the UP criticizing our formulations
was an article by Max Shachtman in the New International for January
1941, In that article, Shachtman supports the proposition "that the
trade unions and other workers! organizations should take the initla-
tive in organizing their own training camps, their own armed and train-
ed forces, entirely under their control and democratically run by the
workers themselves." I think that this proposition of his is essen-
tially in agreement with our slozan of military training as we have
carried it on the masthead of our press during the past few years..

Snachtman went on to oppose the idea "that the trade unlons
should demand of the government thet they be put in control of the
United States Army." Shachtrman claims that some of our formulations
tended to mean this. Actually, we never proposed trade union control
of the United 3tates Army, so thls argument was Iirrelevant,

Shachtman further went on to oppose the idea of "comﬁulsor¥
military training under trade union control," He did not make entire-
1y clear the nature of his opposition, Apparently he wag opposed to
the 1dea of our Introducing a bill in Congress which would glve the
trade unions the right to compel all trade union members to undergo
military training under trade union control. He equated this 1dea
with conscription by the bourgeols state.

Shachtman was mistakene A revolutionist in Congress would al-
ways vote against conscription by the bourgeols state, but he would
vote for a bill which would give the trade unions the right to compel
all workers to undergo military training under trade union control,

The possibllity of getting the bourgeois state to adopt such a bill 1is,
of course, unlikely, but we would certainly be in favor of such a bill,
‘Shachtman's identification of such a bill with conscription by the
bourgeols state was false,
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In our polemics with Shachtman on this question, we never made
this distinction between conscription by the bourgeois state and a law
passed by the bourgeols state empowering the trade unions to control
compulsory military training. In the course of clarlfying our differ-
ences with the WP, it will now be necessary for the VP to say whether
or not it recognizes this distinction., Until the WP speaks further on
this question, we can say that its position comes down to this:

le The Workers Party is for military training of workers
under the control of trade uniocnse

‘ 2. It is apparently opposed to voting for a Congressional
bill which would make such training compulsory.

If this latter statement is correct, then the WP ls wrong on
this question.

But one should note how limited 1s the difference between us,
The polemics of 1940-1941 on this question did not revolve around this
actual difference between us and the WP, It revolved instead around
certaln ambiguous formulations in our press, espcclally one by Comrade
Cannon and one by Comrdde Joseph Hansen.

- ~lse In his September 1940 Plenum speech, Comrade Cannon
sought to make a distinctlion between the previous way in which we had
answered soclal-democrats who asied, What will you do if Hitler attacks
us, and our present way of answering them:

"'ell, we (previously) answered in a general way, the workers
will first overthrow the bourgeoisie at home and then they willl take
care of invaders, That was a good program, but the workers dld not -
make the revolution in time. Now the two tasks must be telescoped and
carried out simultaneouslye" (Socialist Appeal, October 26, 1940.)

To which Shachtman replied:

"This 'new! position -- that the workers should be for 'nation-
al defense' whille the bourgeolsie is still in power, and 'simultaneous- -
ly' fight against the bourgeoisie -- (1s)+e¢ 8 concession to social-
patriotism and a corresponding abandonment of the revolutlonary inter-
"natlonallst position,”

If Shachtman were cgrrect in saying that Cannon meant what
Shachtman attributed to him, then 1t would be true that Cannon had made
a concession to soclal-patriotism, But, in the same article, Shachtman
had to admit that he knew very well that Cannon was not a social-patri-
ot. He demanded, however, that Comrade Cannon explain or retract his
formulation that' "the two tasks must be telescoped and carried out
- simultaneously." :

T It must be recognlzed that Comrade Cannon's formulation, about
telescoplng and carrying out simultaneously the fight ageinst imperial-
Ist. lnvaders and the overthrow oY the bourgeoisie, was unfortunate,

- Comrade Cannon used that once and never repeated 1te, Both Comrade
Goldman and I at the time felt it was a bad formulation, but let it
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" passe. I think we maode a mistake in doing sQe It would have been
better If we had been less diplomatic, and asked Cannon to correct hils
formulation and if he had refused to do. so, dlssoclated ourselves from

1t. |

T am sure that Comrade Cannon will agree with us that one mus ¢
first overthrow the bourgeoisie before one can conduct a revolutionary
war., No matter how closely tegether these tasks would ‘come, they
would still never be simultaneous. First would come the overthrow of
the bourgeoisle.

"2, Shachtman also took polemical advantage of an article
by Comrade Joseph Hansen in which, 1in criticizing consclentlous objec-
tors, Hansen sald: -

"Phese pacifists who oppose millitary training must be rejected
with the utmost contempt by the class-conscious worker, Just as he B
would reject with scorn and hate a scab who said: tUnions? No, I will
have nothing to do with thems They lead to tear gasi I choose inde-
pendencel'" (Soclalist Appeal, November 22, 1940.)

One must admit that Comrade Hansen was not expressing the
Marxlist attitude toward consclentious objectors., The analogy of scabs
1s altogether false, Comrade Csnnon and I discugsed Hansen's article
at the time, Neither of us llked it, Comrade Cannon spoke of the high
moral courage of consclentious objectors whom he had known, and agreed
they could in no way be equated with scabs,

We have had a general method of letting such things pass in
diplomatic silence, I think 1t would be better if we got into the
habit of openly correcting such blunders, particularly when an oppo-
nent tries to use them agalinst us,

L Had we done so in the ease of Hansen's article, Shachtman
would not have had a leg to stand on when he insisted that Hansen's
article wasn't accidental but part of a trend, Taking advantage of
Hansen's false analogy between conscientious objectors and scabs,
Shachtman wrote:

"Roosevelt's army is like -~ a union} Whoever refused to go
along with the army-union must be treated by the workers 1ike a scab,
And what about the Fellou-worker Judge who sentenced the eight pacifist-
student scabs of the Union Theologlcal Seminary to a year and a day in
prison -- doesn't he deserve & kind word:for the thorough promptness
with which he administered justice?”

This was a thoroughly unfair polemic, but Cannon's replies to
Shachtman's articles on our military policy, and for that matter,
Goldman's -- and mine on other questions -- were also not a little un-
falr, If challenged on this, I shall cite chapter and verse. The
~ essgentlal point 1s that in the 1939-40 fight and the split and after=~

wards, perhaps inevitably, came polemical exaggeratlions on both sidese
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But time hes elapsed, and it 1s necessary to cold-bloodedly
analyze on each question just what are our differences. On this par-
ticular question, the SWP and the WP are agreed on the need for mili-
tary treining of the workers under trede union control and on the
basic slogans in the Transitional Program for a workers' militia and
a people's army. The one point of difference 1s the apparent refusal
of the VWP te make & dlstinction between conscription by the bourgeois
state and the idea of supporting a Congressional bill which will make -
military truining compulsory under control of the trade unions.

In a wofd, the difference 1s very narrow and can in no way
seriously be asserted to be a bar to unity. Far, far greater differ-
ences than these have harmoniously lived together in one bolshevik
party. '

August 8, 1945.



