VOL. VII: Wo. 9 September, 1945

CONTENT

AGAIN: ON "UNITY WITH THE SHACHTMANITES?
By James P, Cannon (Speech at N,7, Membership
Meeting of the S.W.P., Sunday, September 2, 1945)

"1

SUMMARY SPEECE AT THE N.Y. MEMBERSHIP MEETING
By James P. Cannon

‘

UNITY WITH TH® WORXERS PARTY LND THE ORGANIZATICNAL
QUESTION
By Albert Goldman

Issued by
SOCIALIST WORKERS PARTY
116 University Place
New York 3, N, Y.

page 1

15




AGAIN: ON "UNITY WITH THE SHACHTHANITES"

By James P, Cannon

(Speech at New York Membership Meeting of the S,W.P.,
Sunday, September 2, 1945

le The Letter of the Workers Partz

This is the second djscussion of the question of our attitude
towards the Workers Party, and it coincides with a second stage in the
dovelopment of our relations toward them, The first stage was marked
by the proposal of our minority that we should offer unity proposals
to the Shachtmaniltes, that we should approach them, That was not a
unity propossl; we had nothing from the Shachtwanites, no sign at that
time of any change in thoir attitude toward us upon which to base a
change in our position,

Now we hava something different, It might be called a follow=
up letter of the Workers Party on the resolution of our P.C, minority,
We must analyze this letter also and see what it réally is, Let us
understand what it is, First, the letter of the W,P. 13 not a unlty
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, Let us examine the letter and gsee what 1t sSays, You have all
received coples, and I presume you have read it,

The letter of the Worlers .Party contains two new points, The
first one 1s contained in the last sentence of paragraph 4 of thelr
letter, in which they say that "the interests of uniting thc Fourth
Internationaligts in the United States on a sound foundatlon are more
important than the regime in the Socialist Worliers Party." Now, that
is something new and we must recognize 1t as stch, Thoe position of
the Shachtmanites that they could not tolerate the regime in the
Socialist Workers Party was precisely tho point upon whlch they tased
the motivation for thelr split five years ago, They consistently
maintained this position for five years, Even as late as May of this
year, in the article of Shachtman in the New International summing up
the five years' existence of the Workers “arty, thls was the issue he
gave a8 the-obatacle to unity: the regime in the Soclalist Workers
Party, Now, i1f this statemont in their letter here means what 1t says,
1f 1t is sincerely made, then we must recognize that the VWorkers Party
leaders have renounced the Jjustification for thoir split of five years!
ago and their independent existonce as a party for thé past five years,
That is something new and wo must take due note of 1it,

‘The second new point of the W,P, letter is contained in para-
graph 5, in which they offer for the first time in five years to dise
3uss unity with us, Up to now and in the past they havo wanted toé

discuss" with us only 2s implacable enemies, party dgainst party,
They now say they are rcady to discuss unity with us,
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These two new points constitute a change in the situation
which we must recognize, We must approach the question on the basis -
of this new situation, created by a changé of position, on their part,
at least an ostensible change of position,

2¢ Our Answer to the Workers Party

We sent a very quick answer to the Vlorkers Party, We didn't
take very much time to decide how to answer it either, Our answer to
the Workers Party contains six points, and I tkhink I am justified in
saying that each point goes right to %he point, 7You will note that
the tone of our letter is polite, partly friendly, Why? That 1s
because their letfer indicates a change of attitude toward the Social-
1st Workers Party, We communist politicians are not subjectivists,
Oar attitude toward political groups and individuals in the general
labor movement 1s determined not by their attitude toward us as indi-
viduals personally, but by their attitude toéward- the Socialist Workers
Party, To those who are friendly to the 3,W.F., howevei unfriendly
they may be to any of us as Individuals, we dre friendly, To those
who are hostile to our party, we are hostile, In this case we aro
polite'in adjustment to the change of attitude represented by their
letter,

There are six polnts, I said, in our letter, Let us mention
them briefly point by point,

First, we say we are in favor of the discussion they propose
and will so recamend to our National Committee, Nobody will object
to that, I am sure, because I don't recall when our party or its
leddership ever refused anybody's offer to discuss unification with
us,

The second point, we ask the Shachtmanites, in view of the
long conflicts that have prevailed botween us, if they don't think
they should indicate more precisely and more concretely their view of
how the unification should be brought about and what form it should
take, They didn't indicate that in their lotter, I don't know if .
they had even thought about it or made up their minds, Bubt if they
are going to dilscuss unity they must soon reach a stage where propos=-
als are concretized, S0 we helped them out, so to spedk, by politely
asking them: ™"What do you want; how are you going to do 1t%"

The third point is the statement that "we have always proceede
ed from the point of view that programmatic agreement is the only
sound- basis for unification; and that whore divergences of opinion
occur, unity can be maintained only by the scrupulous observance of
the democratic principle of the subordination of the minority "to the
majority, and strict discipline in public activity and action,

The fourth point is our answer to their proposal that we
should begin practical cooperation betweén the parties-before we¢ have
discussed their programmatic differocncés, Ve say, "No, that appcars
to us to put the cart before the horse, Lot us first discuss the
program, and 1f 1t appears in the coursc of the discussion that we are
approaching a unification and have reasonable grounds to believe that
we can unlte, thon practical cooperation in all fields of work will
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follow as a matter of cdurse, Let us begin, however, at the begin-
ning and not at the end,"

The fifth point 1s that we say that unity is a question which
must be discussed frankly and serlously, We don't play with unity any
more than we play with splits, Thc only aim of a unity discussion
must be to effect a serious and long-lasting and firmly based unity
that leads to the strengthening of the party and the bullding-up of
the party, A unity not firmly based, hastily prepared and then
followed by a paralyzing faction fight and another split «- that
would not help to strengthen and build up the party, and we are not
interested in that kind of unity, )

The sixth point in our answer to the very careful and some-
what hesitant letter of the Shachtmanites politely formulates the
blunt proposal:- "If you want to talk business with us, even in an
exploratory way, just call Comrade Stein, our organiza%ion seéretary,
on the telephone and we will arrange a meeting in shért order, Let's
get down to business without beating around the bush," -

These are th§ six points in our answer to the Shachtmanltes,

3s Unifications and Splits

I believe the party will recognize our letter as the correct
answer, It says everything that should be said at this stage of our
new relationship with them, It does not reject them out of hand;
offers to discuss any proposals that they may concretize; tells what
we consider to be the main aims of unification and the main prereq-
uisites to bring 1t about; and announces at thé very beginning that
we are not interested in any maneuverist unity, We want a real unity
that will bulld up the party or none at all,

It was easy for us to writc this letter because we are animat.
ed by certaln general concepticns of unifications and splits, I be-
lieve it would be very useful, if nothing else comes out of this dis-
cussion, if the younger members of the party will put themselves to
school during the course of the discussion and learn these basic
principles which have guided us and our teachers in the building of

a revolutionary party through a complicated process of unifications
and splits, ~

It may seem strarge to some of you that I put unifiestions and
splits on the same levely, But that 1s where they belong, We comrmune-
1sts are noeither lightdmindedsplittnrsxuu'unity sentimentalists,
Either method can Le a means of developing the revolutionary party in
8 given situation, The important thing is not to split when unity is

on the order of the day and not get bogged down in a false unity wh
a split 1s indicated, . ge! unity when

Light-minded, subjectively-motivated splits have done great
harm to the movement in the past, This was thé case in the early days
of the Communist movement in the United States, There was not a
single one of the splits -~ and a number of them took place in the

based except possibly the split of the extreme ultra-leftists who loft
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the Communist Party for good -- the Undergroundists, All the other
splits which kept the movement in turmoil and divislon with an un-
necessary loss of blood in the first few years were unjustified
splits, The splits which took place in the British-Trotskylst move-
ment over a period of years -- which were only finally healed last
year =-- were devastating in their effects on the movement, because
they were not justified in principle,

There are situations in which splits iIn one direétlion and
unifications in another také place almost simultaneously, Such a
sltuation we had in 1C33-34, After the German evénts, after we had
fought five years as an expelled faction of the CoP,, we simultaneous-
ly proclaimed a definitive split with the 3talinist party and at the
same time approached new centrist grcupings, moving to the left, for
unification, ‘e made the definitive split with the American Communist
Party in 1933 and a few months later were discussing and negotiating
with the Musteités for unification, which was finally carried out in
the Fall of 1934,

Our great teachers were néither splitters nor unity shouters,
We can learn much from old Engels, In the Marx-Engels correspondence
we have numerous references to the Marxist policy toward unifications
and splits and the bullding of the party in the process -- now using
one tactic and now another,

4, Enrcels on Unity and Splits

Let us take, for example, a quotaticn fram a letter of Engels -
to Bebel about the split in France:

"Unity", he saild in this letter, "is a good
thing so long as 1% is possible, but there are -
things which stand higher than unity., And when,
like Marx and myself, one has fought harder all
one's life long against the alleged socialists
than against anyone else (for we only regarded .
the bourgeoisie as a class and hardly ever involv-
ed ourselves In conflicts with indlvidual bour-
geois), one cannot greatly griové that the in-
evitable struggle has broken out,"

Anaqther letter of Engels to Bebel said:

"One must’ not'allow oneself to be misled by
the cry for 'unity,! Those who have this word
most often on thelr lips are those who sow the
most dissension, just as at present the Jura
Bakuninists in-Switzerland, who have provoked
‘all the splits, sorcam for nothing so much as for
unlity., These unity fanatics are either the people
of limited intelligence who want to stir everything
up together into ane nondescript brew, which, the
moment 1t 1s left to settle, throws up the differ=
ences again in much more¢ acuto opposition because
they are now all together in one pot (you have a
fine example of this in Cermany with the people



who preach the reconcillation of the workers

and the petty Lourgeoisie) -- or else they are
people who' consciously or unconsclously (like
Muhlbergér, for instance) want to adulteratec the
movementy For this reason the grcatest sectar-
ians and the biggest brawlers and rogues arc at
certain moments the loudest shouters for unity,
Nobody in our life-tine has given us more trouble’
and been more treaclierous than the unity shouters,"

Of course, that was back in 1882, We don't take thesc quota-
tlons az applicable in every detail to our present situation, But
they are very useful for general guidance, Hcreis what ho saild in
aancther letter to Bebel; Bebel was the leader of the German Socilal-
Dswocratic party, as you know, and Ingels was his teacher,:

"For the rest, old Hegel has already said:
A party proves itself a victorious party by the
-fact that it splits and can stand the split,
The movement o% the proletariat necessarily passes
through different stages of development; at every
stage one section of people lags behind and does
not join in the further advance; and this alone
explains why it is that actually the 'solidarity
ol the proletariat! is everywhere realized in
different party groupings which carry on life
and death feuds witl» one another, as the christian
sects In the Roman Impire did amidst the worst
persecutions,"

Profound words, "A party proves itself by the fact that it
splits and can stand a split," Our party has proved its right to
life precisely by this test,

, From these letters we can se¢ =-- and one could quote other
remarks along the samé line -- that Ihgels was no sentimentalist on
the question 6f unity, Unity shouters never bowled him over or
stampeded him, He appréclated the value of unity, but insisted on a
principled baszis for it,

_ That was the position taken by llarx in his famous criticism
of the Cotha program, He and Engels objected violently to the unity
vhich Bebel and Lisbknecht carried out with the Lasallians without
having a clearly defined program of Marxism, Marx statéd that in the
case of such differences they should not have united into one party
on a confused program, but should have made a compact to carry out a
series of joint actions instead, But these were mass organizations
and it was possible for them, had they agrcéd on a practical program
of dction, to really carry out mass actions, We are not a mass party
yete YWe are primarily a propaganda party, and it would be a great
error to take this expression of Marx as having literal applicability
in the present relationship of our small propagandist party to the
8till smaller propagandist party of the Shachtmanites,
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5 The Method of Lenin

Unity i1s a good thing, there is no question about that, but
the fetish of unity 1s extremeiy harmful, The best example of the
harmful effect of the fetishism of unity 1s the Soclal-Democratic
parties of the Second International before the First World War, I
belleve the greatest mistake of the German Left, headed by Rosa
Luxembourg, was their hesitancy to carry the fight against the reforme-
ists up to the point of 3plit and the formation of a revolutionary
party out of the left-wing, As a result the outbreak of the war found
the left-wing imprisoned in the discipline of the opportunist party,

Lenin was the only one, as far as I know, of the great lead-
ers before the First World War who deiied the fetishism of unity and
did not hesitate to carry through the split with the Mensheviks, In
that perlod Trotsky's greatest error, the error which Trotsky had to
recognize and overcome before he could find his way to unity with
Lenin, was his insistence that the Bolsheviks-and the Mensheviks had
to unite,  Trotsky's conciliationist posltion, which he repudlated in
his later writings, was what separated him from Lenin 'during those
fateful years, Lenin's policy was vindicated in life, Lenin built a
party, something that Luxembourg was not able to do with all her great
abili%ies and talents; something that Trotsky was not able to do pre=
cisely because of his wrong estimation .of the lMconsheviks.,

Lenin built a party] And let there be no misunderstanding --
either between us here or between us and any other party in the labor
movement ~- that when it comes to organization we are Leninists, That
means, we are for unity when it is possible, But we don't fear splits
when %hey are politically indicated and necessary, Our aim is to
build a Leninist party and all of our tactics are subordinated to thig:
aim, - :

5._ The Concrete Problem

In every case we approach the problem concretely, We are
gulded by general concepts, but we apply them concretely according to
the situation as we see it, We strive to ascertain the facts as they
really are, not as they are-represented but as they are in actuality,
It is from this point of view that Wwe approach the letter of the
Shachtmanites -- as a concrete case, We have to examine this case and
see what it is,

Here is a rough' outline of the background,  We had a nine-
month faction fight inside tho SWP in 1939 and 1940, This faction
fight led to a split five years ago, When the Shachtmanites were suse
pended VLy. the Political Committoe for their refusal to aocept the-
decisions of the convention, they were givén a period of time to cone
sider the quéstion and return to the party, They didn't avail them= .
scives of 1t, In the Fall of 1940 we held a Flénum-Conforence, They
presented no appeal, and were formally expelled, Since then we have
held two conventions of the party, There was no appeal from the
Shachtmanites to either convention, On the contrary, if you study the
material you can say that the antagonism of the Shachtmanites toward
us rather increased than decreased over the whole period of five years
up until last week,
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Now, however well disposed we may be towards healing the split;
hewever far we may wish to go within the bounds of principle to help
the Shachtmanites find their way buck to the party -- it would be very
foolish for any of us to think that this five~years'! struggle can be
resolved in one day at one stroke. That 1s not the recality of the
situstion, The party interest -- and that for us is paramount ~- de-
mands & very careful and even ceutious approach to the latest letter
of the Shachtmanites, and any subsequent ones they may send us. We
must be careful; we nust be cautlious; we must not gamble; we must know
what we are doing and do it wlth our eyes open. I am not saying this
in definitive re jection of the possibllities of changes for the better.
Not at all., But we want to know in each case, at every step, Just what
our actions are based oOn.

7. The Amendment of the Minority

Our letter was not completely satisfectory to the minorlity in
the Political Committee, Comrade liorrow introduced an amendment =-- I
am sorry thet it was not mimeograrghed through an oversight -~ but the
amendment proposed that we add a. paragraph in our Jetter declaring that
the differences between us and the Shachtmanltes are cempatible with
common existence in one party, That is the glst of the amendment. We
rejected it. By that we did not mean to say that we insist upon the
contrary. No, We said, 1t is not for us to say whether the Shachtmen-
1tes! differences with us are compatible with unity or not, You know
in 1940 we offered them the right to remain in the party and retain
the views they held at that time on condition of discipline, but tasy
found the differences incompatible, That 1s the crux of the questione.

Tt 1s turning the whole question upside down, ccmrades, to
represent matters as though it 1is up to us to establish what 1s com-
patible for the Shachtmenites as a minority., We never expelled any-
body from our party for a difference of opinion, I don't recall a
single case in 17 years. Ve didn't expel the Fieldites or the Oehler-
{tes because they differed with the decisions of the party., We sald
to them: "You can have your opinion, Stay in the party and be loyal,
be disciplined." But they found the .dlffercnces incompatible with '
membership in the party as a minority and brcke discipline., We expell~
ed them for that, Such was the case with the Shachtmanites. They
passed judgment on the differences as incompatible. If they have
changed, we will see and we will see to what extent they have changed
and consider the matter after further examination. ' ‘

8. 'Trotsky's Methodvin Bullding the Fourth International

Comrade Trotsky gave us many lessons in the long period of
developing, first the International Left Opposition and then the Fourt:
International, from 1929, when he first got his hands free in Turkey,
up to his death eleven years later in Mexice, Trotsky, in the forma-
tive period of the Left Opposition, refused te unite with anybody who
did not accept the whole program of the Left Opposition eon Russia, on
the Anglo-Russian Committee, on the Chinese Revolution, and the other
basic points, He was urged by many to unite with the Brandlerites, who
had a false position on the Russian guestion, on the ground that they
steod for party democracy and were very sensible on the trade union
question and that we sheuld cooperate with them in practical work,

- Trotsky sald, No, We are building a movement on & principled basis,
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eand, just as I would not discuss the different tendencies in material-
ism with a man who makes the sign of a cross when he passes the Catho-
1ic Church, so I will not discuss trade union tactics with a man who
does not take the right position on the great questions of principle.

This was the harsh, narrow, "intolerant" line that Trotsky
followed in those years, ﬁe made an attempt, over several years, to
find unity with the Bordigists, the left-wing communlsts of Italy, &
very resolute and determined group inspired by the ideas of the great
Italian left communist, Bordiga. At the end of the experiment, al-~
though there was general agresment with the Bordigists on the most%
important principled questions of communism, their rejection of Bglshe
vik tactics, their re jection of democratic demands, constituted in
the mind of Trotsky an insuperable barrier between us and them in the
formative period of the International Ieft Opposition., He said, we
et 11ve In the seme party with the Bordigists at the present time.
They are too rigid and too narrow In their congeption of tactics, In
_ that very same article, where he declared that he couldn't live in the

game International faction with the Bordigists, he made & very inter~
esting comment, Paying trlbute to the revolutlmary devotion -of the
great majority of the Bordiglsts, he sald, Undoubtedly in a mass
party the Bordigists could find & place on the condition of discipline
in action, but our movement in its present stage of development as a
propagandist faction cannot be paralyzed by this eternal dispute with
‘them, - .

Reading that article agein the other day, I thought very im-
_portant for us that last remark, to the effect that differences which
are incompatible in a small propagandist faction can be tolerated in

a mass party. We are at a certain stage of our development in this
country. I belleve 1t 1s safe to say we have gone over from the
propagandist circle and have taken a resolute course -toward the build-
1n§ of & mass party, But we haven't reached that goal yet, We are
neither a propagandist circle nor a mass party, but something in be-
tween. The question of what 1s compatible or incompatible with mem~
bership in our party has to be decided by an in between criterion.

Trotsky, 1t has been said, frequently tried to reunite sec-
tions of the Fourth International after splits had taken place, That
1s true, but one should study each case in 1ts context. Trotsky tried
to bring about unity between the Molinierists in France and the offi-
cial French séction, But, s he explained in "In Defense of Marxism"
in answer to some question raised by Shachtman, the condition for his
attempts at reunifications wish the Molinierists was that they did not
maintain any principled differences with the Fourth International, He
said, "I never made & single concession in principles to Moliniler".
Their disagreement, they maintained, was over the "regime". They
didn't like the regime in the Fourth International -« the Trotsky
regime. They acoused us of "Bad methods", etcs I personally parti-
cipated, at Trotsky's direct request, In an unsuccessful attempt to
bring about @ unification with the Mclinierists in 1938. I was the
agent of the International Secretariat and the officilal French section
I never approached Molinier until I had first talked to my own people,
my own party, my own comrades in the efficial French section of the
Fourth International, and secured their consent. I reported back
everything that transpired in discussions with Molinier and his com-
redes, But I told Molinier nothing about what had transpired in dis=-
oussions with my own party in France, That was the rule back in 1938,
Shachtman, who took part in the negotiations, also followed the rule.,

- - - B e
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Similarly, in 1938, Trotsky asked me to go to England to try
to bring ebout the unification of the four different Trotskylst groups
in England. The basis of the assignment was that all of them acknowle~
edged the program of the Fourth International, that the differences
were over secondary tactical questions. I heartily agreed and made
the attempt, with partial success. In the same year, at the time of
the founding conference of the Fourth International, the International
Secretariat supervised and brought about & unity agreement be tween
tws organizations of Greek Trotskylsts. But in &ll these cases there
was no question of accommodating ourselves in principle to any group
that ob;ected to the program of the Fourth International.

I repeat: The differences which are "compatible" with member-
ship in a common organization vary according to the stages of 1its
development. What is incompatible with membership in a faction, may
be compatible in an independent propagenda circle existing as the
embryo of a party, What 1s incompatible in a propagsnda circle may
be compatible in a party which has broken out of it but which has not’
yet attained a mass basis. And similarly, in our present stage of
development we cannot even dream of accommcdating the divergent tenden-
cles which & mass party can telerate, elther to the right or to the
left, We cannot do it at the present stage of owr development, Ve
are in between, as I said. We hops we have turned away definltively
from the propaganda circle, We are recruiting new workers almost
daily now, but we have not yvet attained a broad mass basis. And when
we are approached with the problem of accommodating ourselves to
broadly divergent tendencies within our ranks we have to examine the
question carefully before we glve our answer.

9, The Aims of Our Discussion with the Shachtmanites

We are going to discuss with the W.P, as we readily agreed,
What should be the alms of this discusslion? Shall we lose our bear~
ings and rush pell-mell inte an 11l-prepared unity because scmebody
is getting impatient? I don't think the leaders of the SWP are going
to take such a line. Ve must first set down for ourselves certain
aims, We must aim to clarify in the discussion all the important
differences which caused the split and prelonged it for five years, to
ascertain what changes have taken place, and see 1f We can agree on &
common program, That 1s the purpose of the cdiscussion in the first
place -- to explore the new situation and find out what it is in real-
ity, in all its concreteness, not to enter it with a preconce ived
decision. ,

]

It is quite false for comrades of the minority te think or te
say that we are opposed to discusslon. You don't understand use. 6n
the contrary, we insist on discussion before we act. Ve insist on
developing the discussion to the very end, until nothing ambigusus re-
mains, That is the necessary pre-condition for unity with the Shacht-
manites. We must ask ourselves: Why did they change thelr attitude
toward unity with us? That is a very important question, Vhy de
people who split from the party five years ago and remained split for
five years because they csuldn't stand the reglme, as they said, =--
why do they now say that the regime is less impor%ant then unity? If
that is a real change, it 1s a very lmportant one, But they have not
glven their motivation yet. In our opinian the discussion must bring
this out clearly. What 1s the metivation? We will find it out ene

_way er another,
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Ienin was a man of unification and a man of splits too. KHe
took them as they came, as the interests of the movement indicated,
I was reading again the other day his writings in the early "Iskra"
Period, when they first started the paper and the question of uniting
all the socialist circles and groups in one party was on the order of
the day, Lenin approached the guestion with this farmula: "Before
we unite, and in order to unite, we must first draw sherp and definlte
lines of demarcation." We have canrades in our party, I am sorry to
say, who don't understand that that is the right way to approach the
question of unity with people who have differences,

It 1s very wrong to blur differences, to minimize them, to
represent that they don't really exist aor that they have no signifi-
cance, Such a method can only prepare a "unity" which 1s in turn a
preparation for a new factional explosion and & new split. The way
to get e firm unity is to probe the differences to the bottom, draw
the lines ‘of demarcation clearly and definitely, and then see if we
can epproach agreement. Tnat is the way we are apprcaching the dis-
cussion with the Shachtmanites and we will continue it that way. That
does not pre-suppose at all an irreconcilable refusal of unity. We
don't deny the Shachtmanites the right to change, nor de we deny the
possibility that we can change in their directlon., All things are
subject to change. Nelther do we exclude in advance the possibility
of a working compromise belng arrived at without sacrificing principle
Vile are simply proceeding by the principle that in order to unite, and
vefore we can unite, we must clarify the causes which brought about
the split and the long divisim. '

We have not yet reached the stage of negotiations with the
Shachtmanites., Not yet. We are in the stage of discussion. And, so
far, only an expleratory discussion. At a certaln stage we will go
over to negotiations if the prerequisite conditions are present. In
that case you can be sure we will make it our business to know what we
are doing. In negotiations between two political parties or groups
the most important things are, first, to know what you want, and
second, to know what the relatlon of forces is, I belleve we know
those two things. ’ A

‘ We know what we want. We want a'genuine workers! party with
an unambiguous program -of Bolsheviam, That 1s what we want. We want
a party with a firm discipline in action and public activity.

I believe we know what the relationship of farces between the
two parties is; and I can tell you that the relation of forces tetweer
the two parties 1s one of the most important reesons for the turn that
the discussion of unity has taken up till now, And the third thing:

I believe that you have a right to expect of your party leaders, whom
you have elected and trusted with great responsibility, that we repre-
sent our own side, always and under all condltions. represent our own
party and fulfill the trust you have placed in us,

I sald that we are going to approach the Shachtmanites cau-
tiously and carefully; I might even say, suspiciously. Trotsky re-
peated over and over again in connection with united fronts, that the
first rule of the united front is to be distrustful of your allles,
Now 1f we have to be .distrustful of allles, how much less ground 1is
there for us to have a naive confidence in epponents, those who have
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for five yeérs sought to destroy the party? That would not be good
political leadership.

When we took this attitude -- which I have always considered
axiomatic -- we were given the astounding criticism, both in the
Political Committee and in my last debate with Comrade Goldman, that
we are taking a "shopkeeper's" attitude. Well, that 1s a llttle far-
fetched, because & shopkeeper is a petty-bourgeols and we are revolu-
tionary communists. But you might say, by stretching a point, that to
a certain extent every representative of every party, elected to repre-
sent the interests of his party, is a "shopkeeper." In that sense I
believe Goldman also is a shopkeepsr. The differsnce betwesn us seems
to be that we are taking care of different shops. That is where the
conflict comes in between us., We are vigllant caretakers of the
interests of the Soclalist Workers Party which we were elected to re-~
present, And you can bank on one thing: whatever comes out of the
discussion and possible negotiations with the Shachtmanites and any
other party, we are going to represent the interests of ouwr cwn party
through to the end. o

¢ 10. New Issues in Dispute

‘The issues between us and the Shachtmanites have been discuss-
ed in our previous meeting. I will not repeat them here =-- the mailn
lines of difference. I believe we have to add now a new difference:
How to fight fascism in the United States. I belleve the Los Angeles
experience will hring very sherply to the fore in the movement the
whole concept of the struggle against fascisme It i1s very important
symptomatically. Our party categorically re jects the idea of putschis*
"1t and run" methods of fighting the menace of fascism, Ve base our
policy squarely on the mcbilization of the labor movement against the
fascists. We insist on epprosching the Stalinist party and the Stelin-
1stiunions in order to stir up the rank and file to push them into
action,

Another difference hes arisen, I am scrry to say, in the last
week. I mentioned in the last debate that we apparently had differ-
ences with the Shachtmanites on the laber party question whenever it
comes to a matter of practical application, althougn in generel we
appear to be in agreement, I read to my astonishment in the current
ILabor Action that they are cppesed to our critical support of Franken~
Steen 1n the Detroit electionses It is really astonishing. They are
for the labor party, just as we are, but we are never able to find a
time or a place when we can support the same candidates in an election
OQur Political Committee couldn't find the slightest reason for not
accepting the motion of our Detroit committee to support Frankensteen
critically in the election, We are prodding our peeple there not to
take too lackadaisical an attitude. We are discussing the idea of ther
gotting deeper into the campaign, of going on the radio and making 1t
¥nown all over Detroit that we are for the labor candidate. Lebor
Action says, No, that is wrong. "The truth 1s that labor does not hav
a cendidate in the elesction,"

And they give a very dublous reason, They say: "If the same
Frankensteen, however, were a candidate of a Labor Party and thereby
subject to iés program and cmtrol, we would support him," Program is
not the basis on which we give our critical support to labor candidage.
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What we are supporting in fhe election is the principle of labor 1n
politics independently. That 1s the class basis of cur lavor psrty

policy, _

I think we will have to clarify this question in the dlscus-
sion with the Shachtmanites. It is a tactical question -- that I
grant you =-- but it may be very important in the next period. Such a
question alone could cause & split in the movement if it were persist-
ed in seriously enough by a minoritye.

In order to examine the pcssibility of unity with the Shacht-
manites with the necessary thoroughness, we have to got somé more
information about their party. I presume we will. We haven't paid
much attention to them in the recent years. Ve have been busy with
other activities which we ¢ mmsidered more important. We dont't even
know what the nuances, tendenciss and factions are 8¢ the present
time. We hear they have one faction against the labor party in prin-:
ciple; another in favor of the "Three Theses"; another in favor of the
conception that the Russian state is fascist; another that it-1is ruled
by a new bureaucratic class, and so .,

They know all about us. We ought to got some exact infarma-
tion about them. I wonder how it is that we don't get any reciprocity
that people who carry our Internal Bulletins to them dont't carry
their Internal Bulletins back to us. Shouldn't they conduct & two-
way package service? However, we don't really need it. DPerhaps; in
one of our next letters we will ask the W.P. to send us a full set of
their Internal Bulletins, and we will offer to pay for them at the
full price. Surely such a reasonzble request will not be refused, if
unity is seriously contemplated,

Would it be teo much if in the course of the discussion we
should ask Shachtman where he stands now on his bloc with Burnhem in
1940 against us, against Trotsky, against Marxism? That was the .be-
ginning of the éownfall of Shachtman. Our youth must be taught that
blocs with anti-Marxists against Marxists are not permissible. This
bloc paved the way for the criminal split. ‘

1l, The Analysis of Stalinism

The question of our attitude toward the Stalinist party and
the Stalinist unions is, in our opinion, a decisive question. And
this leads straight to the Russian question from which, no matter how
impatient you may be, you can't get away, If Russia is simply a new
class state of exploiters, then the C.P., and the unions controlled
by the C.P., are, as the Shachtmanites are more and mare describing
them, not workers' organizations, but pure and simple in struments of a
foreign enemy class. The logic of this .is that we have to treat them
as we treated the German Bund, eés Burnham wanted us tc treat the C.P.
back in 1939, This tendency wWould be fatal for us, comrades, because
the key to the penetration of the labor movment of America, in many
respects, 1s through the Stalinist unions. Why, the great demonstra-
tion that was organized in Los Angeles against Gerald L.K. Smith was
made possible primarily by the Stalinist unions -- in large measure
through the pressure of oyr fraction working upon them, The Shacht-
manites proposed a united front of the W,P, and the S,W,P., the Social
ist Labor Party, the Socialist Party and the I.W.W. to fight fascism

Al
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eur comrades said, "Ns, the ones you left out are precisely those who
ere the most impsrtant." They sald, the key to the fight agalnst
fascism is to get into the Stalinist unions who contrcl the CIO, and
through them te put pressure on the other unions, in crder to organilze
the class united front against fascism.

We have te clarify the analysis of Staelinism, of the Stallnist
party and the Stalinlst unlons, ¥hile our minority have been concen-
trating their whnle thought in this period <n the Shachtmanites, as
though this is the whele key to the development cf the revclution in
the United States, we have been paylng more attention to the C.P., and
the unions under their influence and contrcl, As a result, we have
established valueble connections with Stalinist workers in two differ-
ent sections of the country. We consider this work of the greatest
importance for the development of the party. It cannot be dene if we
faill to make a correct analysis ef Stalinism and the Stelinlst organ-
izations.

Up t111 now, in our cpinien, the real orlentation of the
Shachtmenites was to the right. Thelr approach to the YPSL for unifi-
cation clearly showed it. Their repulsion from the Stalinist workers
shewed 1t -- a form of adaptation to the Soclal Democracy. The genera’
friendliness of rightest elements tcward them shawed the rightward
trend of the W.P, in inverted form. In every case, when there is a
difference between us and the Shachtmanites, look at the right-wing
elements and see where their sympathy lies -- with them, not us. You
might say Shachtman can't be klamed for such people liking him better
than they like us. But Lenin didn't have that opinion. In one cf the
most remarkable books ever written in the history of our movement,
Ienin's beok called "Cne Stép Ferward; Two Steps Backward," which is a
account of the struggle in the 1503 Congress and the split -- Lenin
attacked Martov for an opportunist tendency because, whenever they had
a difference in the Congress, all the right elements in the Congress
supperted him against lenin. Vhen Martov protested that he was being
misrepresented, Lenin answered: I didn't say you had a formal bloc
with them. I would never accuse you of such an abomination. But ever
time there was a disagreement they supparted you against us, and that
showed they felt an instinctive affinity with you. Historical develeop
ments showed that Ienin's interpretation had a ssund basis.

12. The Prospects of Unification

Their trend has been to the right. The discussicn will show
whether the trend is reversed. I dsn't deny the possibility. We have
always knewn that the Shachtman organization 1s a combination eof all
kinds of tendencles; some of them are antagonistic. The Shachtman
organization 1s, you may say, a perfect representatlion cf the ceonse-
gquences of unprincipled cembinationism in politics. From the keginning
they were united »nly on one thing: against the "regime" in the S.W.P.

I don't dsubt that there may be appearing in the Workers Party
s~me gentiments for unity in good faith with us. We will see how the
trend develops. Certainly, if there i1s a genuine unity sentiment in
tneir ranks it i1s a trend toward the left, toward revcluticnary Marxism
and we certainly should not repulse such 8 tendency.

/
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But we have plenty of time. Ve have time; and please don't
try to push us, because we are not going to be pushed. If it took the
Workers Party five years to discover tie necessity of discussing unity
with us, we can take a 1ittle time to scrutinize the new propesals.
That is what we are gcing to do. We are not going to sabotage the dis-
cussion. We are not going to play abstentionist politics with them.
We will answer every letter. Maybe later we may change.

You might ask what, in our opinion, is their perspective? Are
we going to have unity with the Shachtmanites; or is their approach a
maneuver Which will be exposed and frustrated? We are not going to
give a categoric answer In advance. The prospects of unity depend on
hew much and how seriously the Shachtmanites mean the change which
they have indicated in their first letter, and what guarantees can be
established in the course of the discussion for a firmly-based unity
that will strengthen the party and bulld up the party.

I will admit that we had a different opinion at the beginning
of the discussion, and I state this frankly so that the minority com-
rades, when they take the floor, can know what our enalysis was, We
thought at first that it was more llkely that our minority would leave
the S.W.P., and join the Shachtmanites than that the Shachtmanltes would
come to us and join the party. That is the way we appraised their
1deological rapproachement with the Shachtmanites, comkined with thelir
bitter estrangement from us and their scandalous disloyalty to our
party.

Perhaps the minority have thought it cver and are shrinking
back frem such a course, because the Workers Party 1s a bankrupt crgan-
ization and they know it. They know, when they have to face the lssue
point blank, that these people can't build a party, nelther by them-
selves nor with the aid of our minority. They know that the only hope
either one of them has to function effectively in the expanding revslu-
tionary movement is on the basis of the Soclalist Workers Party,
because we do know how to build a party and we are proving it in ac’ior
every day. We are proving 1t by ths proletarian forces that are coming
to us in steadily mounting numbers.

I could read here the statistics of the new members jaining our
party week to week, month te month; the new successes we are achieving
with our press, our trade union fractions, etc. But I don't have time
to do that., Maybe I can give you a little of this informatien in my
summary.

I will wind up with this: Our crientation 1s g»oing to remain
what it is and has been: a prcletarian orientation. We are going to
concentrate first of all on our expansion program for the development
of our party as a workers' party. We will discuss with the Shachtman-
ites, as much as they want to discuss, but not as the main element of
our activity; only as a small part of it. And, similarly, we will
continue the discussion with the minority as leng as they want to dis-
cuss; but alse not at the expense of the develcpment of the party in
the class atruggle, and the recruitment of new werkers whs are the
basis of the future revolutlonary party in America. That comes first.
And that, if you stop to think about it, is the best way tc prepere the
party fcr unity with the Shachtmanites ~-- or any cther eventuality.

# # #
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SUMMARY SPEECH AT THE N.Y. MEMBERSHIP MEETIHG

By James P. Cannon

1. We Must Put Our Own House in Order

We had two characteristic speeches from Goldman. The first
in the fish-wife tone packed with hysteria, insults, denigration and
slander. Then vie had a summary speech in the patronizing grandfather
tone: "Think, children, listen to Grandpa., You are on the wrong
road. All your work 1s no good. The party is in terrible shape.
You must do what we say and do it within two weeks. We must bring in
the Shachtmanites in order to intellectualize the party." Goldman
was even more insulting, even more offensive than usual today. That

is saying a great deal.

Goldman does not introduce insults, condescension and un-
bridled abusiveness into the party discussIon because he lacks
"manners", ©n the contrary, he 1s well schooled in this respect;

and in discussions with people whom he considers equals and super-
iors =-- intellectual opponents of the party, free lance litterateurs,
prominent renegades, etc. -- he behaves with Chesterfieldlan courtesy.
What he lacks is not "manners" but respect for the party, for 1ts
proletarian cadres, for the intelligence of its members.

It teok the minority five years to discover the merits of the
Shachtmanites, and they give us two weeks to jump on the bandwagon.
Pardon us if we take a little more time. Don't stampede us, please.,
We don't like to hurry when the Interests of the party are at stake.
lie want to examine every proposition and make sure we are right.

And don't you think it would be a good time, while we are
scrutinizing the new proposals of the Shachtmanites, ascertalning
whether and to what degree the change they have made toward us 1is a
real change or a maneuver designed t- help their friends in our
ranks -- don't you think it would be a good time for us to set to
werk te straighten out affairs in our own party? Haven't we got a
chore of our own on hand? Cur minority have been doing a lot of
discussing, a lot of talking and & lot of writing. Don't you think
1t would be & good idea now for us to develop this discussion and
carry 1t through to its conclusion in our own renks? Before we unite
with any other party, wouldn't it be & gocd 1dea to put our own
house in order, stamp out disloyalty in the ranks and restore disci-
pline in the party? Wouldn't that be the most serious and responsible
way of preparing for any eventuality with regard to the Worksrs
Party -- whether it 1s to be a unification or another period of war-
fare as we have had for the past five years? I belleve so.

' What good 1s a party that has no discipline in its ranks?
What respect will workers have for such & party? And above all, what
resmect can workers have for a party that has no discipline for its
lzaders? We say to the worker who joins the party, that he must be
disciplined; that he must obey the deoisions of his fractlon; that he
must operate under the control of the party in his union work and ail
party activities. Can we do that and then permit leaders to flaunt
thetdgscipline of the party, to sneer at the ldea of loyalty to the
party®?
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The anarchistic leaders of the minorit; overestimate the vir-
tyes and powers of "direct action." They think that by openly break-
ing discipline and laughing at party loyalty they have thereby
eliminated these concepts from party life. I believe they are going
to be disappointed; the party is going to pass judgment on them. The
party 1s going to proceed as 1t always has in such cases: Jjustly,
but firmly. I believe everyone will be given an opportunity to make
up his mind which party he wants to belong to. Political free lances
may do as they please. But to those who want to belong to the S.W.P.,
the party will say: "Be loyal and disciplined, 1f you want to belong
to the Soclalist Workers Party."

Goldman tries to dispose of party loyalty =-- scmething that
every communist worker feels in his bornes ~- by saying, you can't make
people loyal by rules, That 1s true, Loyal people don't need rules,
Rules are made tc restrain the disloyal and prevent them from disrupt-
ing the party. That is why we have & constitution, that is why we
have rules and regulations., I believe the party is going to 1nsist
that they be observed; that all members without exception ~- especlal-
ly the leaders -- must subordinate themselves to the discipline of the
party, That is far more lmportant for the next stage of our develop-
ment than any relations with the W.P, Don't forget -- the split took
place because a group of intellectual leaders could not reconcile
themselves to the discipline of a majorlty of workers.

That was the whole meaning of the split, wasn't it? The 1940
Convention seid to them =~- you can remain in the party, with your
opinions, but you must be loyal, be disciplined. They answered, in
effect: "No, discipline is not for us; discipline 1s for the workers,
discipline 1is for the sheep -- we can't take it.," That is what caused
the split. Do we want to take the Shachtmanites back into a party
which has renounced the idea of controlling and disciplining leaders?
If se, then I say, comrades, you wWill be just inviting another para-
lyzing faction fight and another split, I am sure the proletarian
ma jority of our party will never stand far that.

Goldman sald in the fish-wife section of hls discourse: "You
can't scare us." What he meant to say was: "You can't dlscipline us.
You can't prevent us from negotiating behind the backs of the party.
You can't prevent us from collaborating with polltical epponents of
the party against our own party's Political Committee." Vhy, he stood
up here today and admltted that they had already been discussing a
split from the party, and now he says the split question is eliminated.
Why? Because they have decided to be loyal and disciplined? No.
Because we are golng to have unity In two weeks, consequently they
don't have to bother about a split any more, Perhaps, what took the
split idea out of thelr minds temporarily was the realization that it
wouldn't be a very big split; that the ranks of our purty would be
consolidated strongly against them; and that even in their small
faction they couldn't take the few workers with them in such a treach-
erous adventure. Perhaps thelr new ldea 1s, unity first and then a
blgger split. '
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2, Specilal Pleaders fer the Workers Party

Whom was Goldman speaking for here today? The Scciallst
Workers Party or the Shachtman party? He, and Willlams repeating
after him, said, "examine the letters." Pardon me. They examined
one letter. They examined the letter of the Political Committee of
the Socialist Workers Party line by line to see if there 1is a "maneu-
ver" in it. The letter from the Workers Party they take for gecod
coin, There 1is no possible maneuver on the part of the Shachtmanites,
The Shachtmanites are entitled to full credit because, after all, all
they did was split our party and try tc destroy it. But 1f we show
the slightest doubt, the sllightest desire te proceed cautiously and
carefully, to test them out in action and probe them deeper -- then
we are agalnst unity.

T don't think that is the correct way to present the question.
Goldman says, that if we don't appcint on our negotiating committee

to talk with the Shachtmanites a member of the minorlty who has
already been negotisting with them for weeks day and night behind our
backs, then he will not trust the report of the committee. I tell
you, I don't.give two hoots whether you trust our committee or not.
Yhat I am concerned about is whether the rank and file of the party
will trust it., We will test that out by taking the 1ssue to the rank
and file of the party. :

They speak here in our ranks, when we are concerned with
relations with an opponent organization, mapping out our strategy in
dealing with people who have been our bitterest opponents for five
years -- they speak here not as a section of the Soclalist Viorkers
Party, trying to propose a better way of protecting the interests of
the Socialist Workers Party, but ostensibly as a third party passing
judgment on us. Ostensibly as a third party, but, in reality, as
special pleaders for the Viorkers Party. Oan that hasten unification?
Not at all, When we deal with another organization, we want to move
with united ranks. Thet 1s why I say we had better put our own house
in order and forget about this two-weeks' ultimatum.

: The minority pcse a question which is supposed to floor us --
this "political" question: "Are the differences compatible with
membership in a common organization? -- Yes or No, in two weeks,"

We said te the Shachtmanites in 1940: "Your differences are compat-
ible, Stay in the party." But 1life proved they were incompatible,
because the Shachtmanites left the party. Now, is it up to us to find
out whether they are compatible agaln in 1945, er 1s 1t up to the
Shachtmanites to demonstrate it to our satisfaction? 1Isn't that the
way to put the question?

You ask us, "Are the differences compatible?" Suppcse I ask
you: ™iill the Shachtmanites be loyal this time? W11l they be
dzscipiined? Have they changed to that extent? Have they changed
that serieusly?" Ve don't know. We kncw that you are not loyal; we
know that you are not disciplined. And you are very poor recommenders
for other people that we are going to have to put trust in.

I believe these 1issues, these accusations, and these abomin-
able slanders that have been raised by our minsrity require a discus-
sion in ouy ranks., And I mean a real discussion, one that is carrled

'
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te a decision by the party. If that entails a delay in any orgeniza-
tional steps toward unity or otherwise with the Shachtmanites, 1t 1is
not our fault. We have got to fix up our own party first. Does any-
body think that we are crazy enough to make unity with the Shachtman-
1tes without establishing absolutely clearly and firmly our own party
position on every point? No, we wouldn't even talk about such a thing.

3., The Party Convention Must Decide

And among the positions we have got to establish by convention
decision are precisely these points which heave been ralsed by our
minority, as well as those which have separated us from the Shachtman-
1tes, The accusations must be answered not merely by us in debate
with you, but by the party membership in convention, deciding. That
is the way we are going to answer the questions in the last analysis.
The falsified issues have to be set straight; and the slanderers have
to come before the judgment of the party. And we sbsolutely must dis-
cuss and decide once again the question of questions, which was at the
bottom of the split in 1940 and which is at the bottom of our fight
with our present minority: the question of Whet kind of a Party!

You say here tonight: "The party is on the wrong road. The
party's erganization system is wrong." Very well. Let us take it to
the canvention an8 let the party convention decide this gquestlon.

As long as the Shachtmanites were maintaining a position of
unconditional warfare on our party, as long as that prevailed -~ over
five years -- I and every other party patriot had ne ether attitude
tewards them than that of irreconcilable warfare. Nobody, for a
period of five years, ever said a word to the contrary, Every Plenum,
every conventlion of the party, reaffirmed the fight all up and down
the line. And if we gained superiority over the Shachtmanites in the
five-years' test, our determined, irreconcilable struggle was not the
least reason for it. But now, when the Shachtmanites write us & lette)
and say that they want to discuss unity, and that the very basls upon
which they justified their split for five years -- the kihd of a party
we have, our so-called "regime" -- oculd be subordinated; then the P.C.
could not do otherwise than to say: Very well, we will examine your
prepositions; we will discuss unity with you.

Are we for unity, Goldman demands, or against unity? We say,
we will see. We will see what develops from this sudden change of
position of the Shachtmanites after five yesrs, If it is sincere, if
it represents a real change toward us and a real serious and honest
approach toward reunification on the basis they re jected before, we
will re-examine it closely before giving a definite answer, That is
the only attitude the party leadership can teke at this stage of the
developments.

- Every reasonable, serlous person must know that an attempt to
heal & 5-year split will take time and careful deliberation. Any
attempt to rush the party inte a speculative unity, %o "stampede" the
party, will be regarded as an act of hostility and will be met by )
hostility. If anyone wants to sharpen the fight, then let him say he
wants to sharpen the fight and dispense with hypecritical sermons about
unity. Nobody will believe them.
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4, Advantages and Dangers of Unification

There are a great many dangers attached to the unificatlon
with the Shachtmanites, even under the best conditions, and there
are advantages too. We have to weigh them carefully. We have time,
It 1s not we who are in a crisis and panic. It 1s you, the minority.
our party is rolling aleng. Our party morele is away up on the peak.
Our party 1is growing and expanding on all fronts, What have we to be
panicky about? It is you who are in a panic and demanding a quick
answer, within two weeks! I believe the Shachtmanites are in a
rather bad way too. I don't know much about them. Ye have nc agents
in their ranks, we didn't have anybody to spare for that kind of a
job. We sent all our militents out into the trade union field where
we thought they could get better results, That is one of the reasons
why we have grown, because e have sent our activists out where the
awakening werkers could be reached,

There are certain advantages to unification, provided 1t 1s
securely and firmly based, But there are certain dangers too. One
of them that I would like to pose to you is that the admittance of
the Shachtmanites into our party now =-- and, in view of the relation
of forces, that is the only realistic form that unification sould
take =-- would tend to dilute the party, wouldn't it? It isn't a
gquestion of differences on one point or two points, but of systematic
differences on many points, Grant, in the best case, 1f they have
good will -- which is an absolutely necessary aspect of any serfious
unification -- that with our increased strength and our expanding
movement, we could tolerate that dilution, But that might not be the
end of it. Diluting the party to the right -- admission of the Shacht-
ranites would be diluting it to the right -- would carry with it a
certain pressure to dilute it still further to the right, which they
might propose and insist upon, with the best will in the world, as
corresponding to their ideolegy.

Since I made my speech at the first discussion, I got the
convention proceedings of the Yipsels, to whom a bare few weeks age
the Shachtmanites addressed a fraternal letter, proposing unification,
I dldn't have the exact context before me at that time, but I got 1t
since. And reading that, I was astounded. These people had a frac-
tion inside the Yipsels of three e¢r four people. And knowling the
trend ef this organization, they addressed & fraternal letter of
unification to them. I believe the letter they sent to the Yipsels
wag a really sincere letter, It wasn't a maneuver. .It was really a
proposal for unity. Now, here 1s the programmatic position of the
YPSL. It is the political resolution of their cmvention, "eén the
Road to Power." The Yipsels reject reformistic social democracy,
That is good, as far as it geces, but every centrist group does that.
But that is not all they reject. They also re ject bolshevism. That
is not good at all.

They say:

"No more than reformist social democracy
can bolshevism achieve our goals. This approach
was utilized by the Bolshevlik Party in Russia in
their selzure of pcwer in 1917, It 1s an approach
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which bolsheviks would have us Imitcte in
other countries., The basic fault of such a
pregram is the failure to recognize the
relationship of means and ends. The bolshe -
vik revolution of 1917 was a coup d'etat,
carried through by a perty which had no

ma jority. This same party considered all
other socialist parties their "enemies" &nd
proceeded to liquidate each one upon their
assumption of power. The result 1is vell
known - & brutal dictatorship of one party
which has completely regimented and terror-
i1zed the Russian people. This result - the
Soviet Union today - is not only not a
socialist country, but 1s cne of the great-
est enemies of socialism throughout the
world. We reject the notion that this set
of tactics shall be imitated in our attenpt
to achieve socialism."

If that isn't a perfect and classical formulaticn of anti-
Bolshevism I would like to have one presented. I don't object, mind
you, to the YPSL having that opinion, and I don't propose putting
them in jail for it. But I strongly object tc any suggestlon of
unity with them in one party. They don't have our communist ideology.
And I would 1like to inquire, in the course of the discussion with the
Shachtmanites, what prompteé them to propose unification with these
Souvarinist Yipsels. ‘

5, Vhat Kind of a Party?

What kind of a party? -- that is the question, That was the
question in 1940, and that is the question today., It is vital for
ourselves and it is vitel for our relationship with the W.P.

We want a party that is dominated by the workers. Wle want a
party that disciplines the leaders. "If the Shachtmanites come back
to our party eventually, they will come back to that kind of a party
i{f we have our say about 1t. There can be no comprcmise on this
question. The minority has been repeating more and more, idea for
idea, and lately, even word for word, all the concepts of "War and
Bureaucratic Conservatism" on the nature and the character of the
party. Isn't that correct? Williams made a pitiful protest in the
discussion before the last convention against Hansen's statement that
the minerity supporters whispered around that the petty-bourgeolis
opposition was right on the organization question in 1940, We don't
have to talk about whispering any more. The leaders of the.-minority,
everytime they speak, repeat the essential concepts fermulated by
Burnham and Shachtman, and the same words in many c&ses.

We are against that and we demand of you now, since you are
presenting so many demands: Formulate your theories of party organ-
ization in & resolution! GQuit nibbling at little questions. Put
down in black and white, in the form of a resolution, what kind of a
party you want. Whether we have unity with the Shachtmanites or don't
have unity -- 1f the Shachtmanites join us or if they don't Join us, =-
what kind of a party do we aim to build? Ve don't have to write a
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reselution, 0urs are already written, The documents of the blg

fight with the Shachtmanites, collected in the book, "The Struggle

fer a Preletarian Party", contain ow program. If you never mentlon
that beck, it 1s not because you don't like its euthor. It is because
you don't like the party resolutiong on organization contained in the
beok and you haven't enough courage yet to formulate counter-resolu-
‘tions. We don't have to writs a resolution, but we are going to
write another one any way; and we are going to direct 1t agalnst you
and all the ideas of organization you have developed in the discussion
during the past year and submit the dispute to the judgment of the
party and later to the international movement,

. And spesking of the International, I can only repeat what
Comrade Stuart said, You willl be defeated there too, You are trying
to threaten us with the Fourth International, which allegedly 1s golng
te support you and your ideas and give sympathy to the Shachtmanites,
You even introduce into the atmosghere of our party the suggestion

of a letter or "ocable from Moscow' which might change the policy of
the leadership. As 1f our Political Committee is governed by cables
and letters of individuals. You are doing a very bad service to the
party and to the International to make even such a suggestion as that,

What 1s the Fourth International? 1Is it a few isolated in-
dividuals in different parts of the world pronouncing edicts for us
to carry cut? Not at all., We are not famally affillated to the
.Fourth International, but we are part of the International movement,
and a very important part of it too, The Fourth International 1s an
association of parties, and these parties cannat have formulated their
opinions on our fight yet because ¢hey haven't had the opportunity to
study the essential material,

I know this, that the Fourth International in the past has
always supperted the proletarian ma jority of our party every time.
én what do you base the assumption that the whole Fourth International
will change its basic views after the experiences of five years? I
believe that the harsh experiences of the comrades in Europe will
condition them harder against the idea of a talking club, a petty
bourgeois discussion circle, such as they had too long in France, and
in favor of a workers! party with leyalty and discipline Iin 1its ranks.
We respect the cpinions of all canrades of the International, even
when we disagree with them. If there are differences of opinion in
the Fourth International what will we do? Wi1ll we sit around and walt
fer a cable? By no means, We think for ourselves and fight for our
idsas, If necessary, we will fight for our aspinions in the Internatior
al party as we fight in the national party. We haven't any doubt about.
the outcume; we are sure that we are right, and we are sure that we
will get the support of the majorlty.

on the question of unity with the Shachtmanites, we are going
te meve a step at & time, carefully, cautiously and firmly, keeplng in
mind all the time the great achievements that we have gained in the
struggle against them, and determined not to sacrifice one of these
achievements, No hurry, no hysteria, The party convention will
decide the gquestion eventually, just as i1t willl decide our dispute with
the minority. | -
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6. The Proletarian Orientation

I want to clese the way I think it 1s right te close =-- on
the basic line that governed our fight against Burnham and Shachtman
1939-40, The proletarian orientation =-- that 1s our line. Relations
with the Workers Party, unity with them or a further split with them --
that 1s not our main axis as it was in 1939 and 1940. It is a second-
ary issue, So also is our internal factlon fight with Goldmen, Merrew
and Co. All these concerns are secondary to our basic work of pene-
trating the awakening movement of militent workers in America eand
bringing them into our ranks, That is the way we have been proceeding
ever since the split with the Shachtmanites. It 1s the right way,
the only way for us.

I read in this magazine which Goldman slanders so maliciously,
the Fourth International for August, the reprint of Trotsky's o%d
letter called, "Closer to the Prolefarians of the Colored Races".
This was based on a letter that had been received from a group ef
Negro workers in Johannesburg, proclaiming sympathy for the Fourth
International, who didn't yet know all the fine points of the program.
Trotsky sald, their approach to us 1s very important and very sympto-
matic, and we must accept them with open arms., He had a different
criterion for the acceptance of oppressed workers than for warldy-
wise and world-weary intellectuals, He said:

™Waen ten intellectuals whether in Paris,
Berlin or New York, who have already been mem=-
bers of various organizations, address them-
selves te us with a request te be taken into,
our rniidst I would offer the following advice:
Put <hem through a series of tests on all the
programmatic questions; wet them in the raln,
dry them in the sun, and then after & new and
careful examination accept maybe one or twe."

That was the 01d Man's advice, He continued: "The case is
radically altered when ten workers connected with the masses turn to
us. The difference in our attitude toward a petty bourgeois group and
the proletarian group does not require any explanations." He wanted
to take in these workers who had applied, confident that theilr class
instinct and the added pressure of their national oppression would
facilitate thelr assimilation of the basic ideas of the International
Ieft 6pposition,

When that letter was written, we had not one single Negro
worker in the party. At the time of the split with the petty bourgeois
opposition, notwithstanding the fact that we had then a very talented
and eloquent Negro comrade at the head of our work in this field, I
don't think we had a dozen in the party. Now we have mare than a
hunred Negro workers in the party! They have been recruited in the
struggle of the party in the last five years, And all the repsrts fron
Detroit and Los Angeles and other basic industrial centers of the party
report an influx of warkers of which there is a gocdly percentage eof
militant Negro trade union comrades.,
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We are recrulting workers into the party; and dentt accuse -

'me of switching away from the "political” question when I report 1t,

because that is the essence of the political question -- that we are
building a genuine workers' party, a party where the worker feels at
home and stays. That is what we are fighting for. The recruitment
figures tell the story of a rapidly expanding proletarian party.

That 1s what 1s taking place in this party, and that is why
we are not in panic about unity with the Workers Party., You know
about the sub campaigns of The Militant. The circulation of The
Militant is held down to 31,000 now cnly because the printshop can't
handle any mere. But as soon as we make the necessary mechanical
arrangements, we are going to put on another subscription campaign
for 10,000 new readers, We are all conflident that by January lst we
will have a Militant circulation of 50,000, By the next convention
we expect to reach the goal of 100,000 circulation, That 1s the way
this party, which you so shamelessly denigrate until the party mem-
hers are sick of listening to you ~- that 1s the way the party 1s
developing into a popular mass party of the workers,

The relation of forces 1s entirely in our favor with regard
to the Workers Party and with regard to the minority in the party,
and there is a profound reason for it too, It arises frcm the nature
of the party ~-- 1ts proletarian composition, and its attractiveness
to workers. How do the minority explain the relation of forces in
the party? Why does 95% of the party reject ycur wisdom? What an
explanation they givet In effect they say: '"The party members are
stupid, backward workers. The party members are all fools who take
orders from one fool, and this one fool wailts for a cable." No wonder
you are becoming an object of contempt in the party, and a Justly
deserved object of contempt, )

The oppesition of the membership to you is not due to their
ignoranee and their inability to think, as you represent with desplc-
able snobbary. It is due to thelir revolutimary merit, their revolu-
tionary spivit, their proletarian composition. Such a spirit, and
such a ccmposi%ion of the party wlll be the stroigest safeguard 1n
the future against any repetition of what we had in 1939-40.

# # #
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UNITY WITH THE WORKERS PARTY
AND THE ORGANIZATIONAL QUESTION

By Albert Goldman

Note: The following article is based on my two speeches at the
New York membership meeting of September 2, 1945, That
meeting was called to give Camrade Cannon & chance to dis-~
cuss and explaln the letter which the Political Committee
sent to the Workers Party, a letter expressing a willing-
ness on the part of the P,C. to dlscuss the question of
unity., Not everything I said has been included and some
things I did not say have been inserted, In his closing
speech Cannon shifted the discussion from unity to the
organization question. I had no chance to answer then
and- am answering now,

1, Present Position of Majority

The sudden change of the majority of the Political Committee
from unalterable opposition to unity with the Viorkers Party te a
position in favor of discussing unity with that party is, I am certain,
unexpected end confusing to the rank-and-file members who follow the
ma jority of the P,C. I shall tell you later why I was not surprised
by the sudden change, although I did not expect it to come so soon
after hearing Cannon declare that the proposal for unity was not cone-
ecrete nor realistic. I shall also give you my theory to explain the

shift,

First and most ilmportant of all 1t 1is necessary for every mem-
ber of the ma jority faction to determine whether now, after the letter
to the WP, he 1s for or agalinst unity. You were all against unity a
few days ago. If you are honest with yourselves you will admlt it and
not try, l1ike some of the leaders of the ma jority faction, to deny
that simple and correct proposition.

From conversing with soame majorityltes and from reports thet I
get, I gather that there are many in the Cannon faction who are still
against unity but for the letter proposing to discuss unity. Such
comrades must necessarily consider the letter as a dishonést maneuver --
dishonest because a letter which apparently sincerely contemplates
unity conceals the real attitude of opposition to unity.

If there are comrades who are opposed to unity but accept the
letter, thinking that it 1s a clever maneuver then it 1s indeed
tragic. From Comrade Joe Hansen's remarks I Infer that he is one of
those who are opposed to unity and accept the letter as a dishonest
meneuver. Since Hansen has vulgarized Trotsky's essay "Our Morals and
Theirs" to mean that the end justifies all means, I am not surprised
at his attitude. '

Such an attitude, I want to emphasize, has nothing 1ln common
with Bolshevik or Trotskyist morality. It is a caricature which the
petty-bourgeois moralists constantly make of our conception of reveoly-
tionary morality. If we of the minority were agalnst unity with any
party proposing unity, we would say so and give the reasons, We might
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even agree to a discussion but where we know that unity is undesirable
or impossible we would not hesitate to state that end defend our posi-
tion., This is Bolshevik morality. Hensen's attitude, as indicated by
his remarks, is menstrous and has nothing to do with Bolshevism, I
hope he does not mean what he sald.

™io are neither far nor against unity =-- we shall discuss and
gsee". This is Comrade Cennon's position. It is not lmmoral; it 1s
political bankruptey. There are many questions upon which one 1s un-
able to make up his mind and is justified in saying that he will dis-
cuss, wait and see. But not on a question which demands a posltion
determined by an analysis of the baslc and immediate program of an
opponent party, of the activitles of that party, of the dirfferences
which that par%y nas with our party and whether or not those differ-
ences are compatible with membership in one party. -

Just a short while ago Cannon knew that the WP was moving in
an opposite direction from us and he told us thet "we never wasted our
time, and I hope, we never will waste our time, In futile ‘negotia-
tions!' with political groups moving in an opposite direction™,
(Internal Bulletin, Vol, VIII, No. 7, August 1945). When Cannon, on
the basis of his "knowledge" that the WP was moving in an opposite
direction, came out against unity we said that hls "wnowledge" was
woefully deficient but hils attitude was political, When Cannon now
tells us that we must wait and see, his policy is one of politlical
know-nothingism.

I do not say that to be for unlty means that we can achieve
unity and that there 1s nothing To discuss. We of the minority have
studied the. program end activities of the Workers Party and we know .
that we are for unity. We know what differences there exist be tween

dif

us and that those ferances'can be maintained in the same partye.

What Should We Dlscuss?:

There can of course be no objection whatever to discussing any
and ell political, theoretical, tacticdl end organizational questlons
upon which there appear to be differences of opinion, before unity is
consummeted. The problem is not of discussion in general but of the
specific purpose of the discussion.

Shall we discuss to find out what the differences are? If
there are P.C. members who do not as yet know the nature of these dif-
ferences we can, I presume, diseuss them for the purpose of educating
such P.C. members, But if these members are unaware of the nature of
these differences why were they so vliolently opposed to unity only a
short while ago?

Tt should be remembered that Comrade Cannon attempted to be
humorous at the expense of the minority when we suggested that a dis-
cussion be held with the WP for exploring the possibilities for unity.
e don't need to send & committee to meet them in order to find out
the answer to these questions, as Goldman has proposed", remarked /
Cannon condescendingly. And after mentioning all the questions con=-
cerning whioh information might be obtaired, Cannon lightly dismissed
the subject with the assertion that "it is_clearly revealed in their
press for anyone who is interested to read". (Pages 18, 10 of the
August Bulletin). . . ‘
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Shall we discuss the question of the nature of the Soviet
Union? Goodl Our new comrades can learn from such a discussion, It
surely can not hurt them. It can increase thelir understanding of this
complicated question and they will thus be in a better positlon to
defend our thesis on the subject and convince those who do not agree
with us.,

This 1s likewise true of all other questlions upon which thére
is disagreement between us and the Workers Party.

But let not the purpose of the discussion be to convince the
WP comrades to agree with our position as 8 prerequisite for unity.
ror we must assume that they will retain their viewpoeint on the main
gquestions and we must understand that unity is possible even 1f we
‘disagree on the nature of the Soviet Union, the defense of the S.U.,
and other questions,

Comrade Cannon has gone out of his way to add two new alleged
differences betwesn our party and the WP, I am in favor of dlscussing
those questions simply for the purpose of showing that Cannon is con-
‘selously distorting the viewpoint of the WP.

The two new differences are on the questim of how to fight
fasclism and the application of our Labor party line as shown by the
fact that we support Frankensteen in his campalign for mayor of Detroit
and the WP does not. Cannon claims that the WP wants to fight fasolsm
not by mobilizing the masses but by mobilizing all the small radical
parties and groeups. This is false, He can find no basis for it in the
WP literature. All that he can probably do is to say that Murry Weiss
said that he heard some member of the WP say same such thing during
the negotiations for a united front to plocket the fascist meeting at
- Los, Angeles, It is true that the WP took the inltiative in trying to

organize a united picket line, to plocket the fasclst meeting. And that
was correct. If the trade unfons do not move against the fascists,
does that mesan that the radical parties should not try to do something
to call the attention of the masses to the danger of fascism and to
show, by example, how fascism should be fought?

, Nor can Cannon's attempt to show that the WP differs with us
on the application of the Labor party line meet with any greater suc-
cess, He read a sentence from an editorial or article in labor Action
to the effect that the WP can not support Frankensteen because he 1s
not a candidate of a Labor .Party and is not subject to the discipline
and program of such a party, And thereupan Cannon tells you that this
shows that the WP demands, as its criterlon for supporting a Labor
party, aegreement with the program of the Labor party. The sentence
which he read says nothing of the kind. It says merely that Franken- -
steen does not subject himself to the discipline and program of a
Iabor party. And this is absolutely true,

Whether to support or not to support Frankensteen is a border-
line case. One must remember that he 1s a prominent member of the
Democratic party; that he was a prominent delegate to the Democratic
National Conventlion where Roosevelt and Trumen were nominated, Un~. °
doubtedly the Democratic party of Detrolt designated him to run as
candidute for mayor. At least the ¢apitalist press refers to him as

*
¢
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the "Democratic candidate". It 1s true that he runs on a non-parti-
san ticket and no one can tell from the ballot what party he represents.
But that is not such a material factor.,

I 41d not ~et a chance to discuss the question at the meeting
where the P.C. decided to glive Frankensteen critical support, I
would have voted for it with some doubts in my mind. But I would have
dcne so only because there was no other candidate and I belleve in
stretching a point in order to participate in an electlion campaign,
I would have insisted that the party members be made aware of all the
arguments pro and con for taking the actlon of supporting Frankensteen.
In his case it is really necessary to emphasize the critical portion
of critical support.

The question of supporting or not supporting Frankensteen is a
close one. Comrades can easily differ on it. Even if we conslder the
WP wrong in 1ts attitude of non-support, it 1s absurd to raise the
guestion as a bsr to unity. :

And the questlion whether the differences between us and the
WP are a bar to unity 1s the crux of the whole question. Cannon made
no attempt to tell you specifically whether he will demand that the
WP change its position and agree with us on the various questions upon
which we differ. :

Hensen saild flatly that it is impossible to think that we can
have the VP join our party while they believe that the Soviet Union is
- & bureaucratic collectivist state and are against the defense of the

Soviet Union, :

One need only imagine two falrly large partles existing in
France, one accepting oyr positlion on the Soviet Union and the other
the position of the WP, to understand what a terrible blow to the
revolution an attitude li%e Hansen's would be. Vhat 1s the main prob-
lem confronting the comrades in Europe? Is it to defend the Soviet
Union? Against whom? Is the Soviet TUnion in danger of any immedlate
attack? The probability is that for some time to come there will be
no war azainst the Soviet Union and many things can happen during .that
time as far as Iits degeneration is concerned. Is it not possible that
capitalism will be restored?

The maln problem for the European comrades 1is to get the masses
to make the soclalist revolution against Jtalin and to defend it againg
him. And on this question the VP is with us. We have always stated,
and it is truer now than it ever was before, that the continued exis~-
tence of natlonalized property depends upon the European Revolution,
Yhether the WP intends to defend the Soviet Union 1s immaterial. In
fighting for the European Revolution the VP is actually defending the
existence of nationalized property. '

I tell you plainly that they who would oppose unity between
parties 1ln Europe, were the same problem to confront the Turopean
comrades that confronts us, on the ground of differences on the ques-
tlon of the Soviet Union, would be sabotaging the revolution =-- uncon-
sciously to be true but nevertheless effectively. :
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Comrades of the ma jority, you must think the problem through =--
far better than Cennon and his P.C. supporters have done. You must
ask yourselves: are you for or against unity? If you are for unity
with the WP then upon what basis will you accept unity? Will you
demand that the WP agrees with us on all the programmatic questions
upon which there is now disagreement or will you teke the correct
position of the minority that all we should and must demand 1s that
the WP members agree to abide by discipline in action when and if they
are in 2 minority.

The only question that we should put to the members of the
WP i1s: do you agree, in case the party once more deems it necessary
to use the slogan of "defense of the Soviet Union" or in case you are
in a minority on any other question, te accept disoipline in action?
If they answer in the affirmative then almost all practlcal difficul-
tles to unity are eliminated.

It 1s necessary that the P.C. clarify the letter whlch it
sent to the WP, The letter contains the statement: "If, in the
course of the discussion, 1t appears that we are approaching agree-
ment on the most importsnt political questions « . . " Does that mean
that before there is unity there must be agreement on the question of
the nature of the Soviet Union or an its defense? Does "approaching
agreement™ mean one hundred or ninety or eighty percent agreement?®
Clarity end precision are characteristics of Bolshevism. Vagueness
and ambiguity characterize the letter to tie WP,

In his debate with me some weeks ago Cannon pompously stated
that "for us the program is decisive; and by program we mean the
whole program and no% 50 percent of it and 50 percent of its opposite™.
(Internal Bulletin, page 22, August 1945). Is not the nature of the
Soviet Union and its defense part of our mrogram? Does that statement
mean that we cannot unite without agreement an the questlon of the

Soviet Union? What is Cannon's position on that question?

The position of the minority is clear and precise. We state
that the differences between us and the WP are compatible with member-
ship inr one part{; we want to know whether the members of the WP will
accept the principle of democratic centralism and abide by discipline
in sction if they sre in a minority. What 1s the position of the
ma jority? :

‘2, Conditions of Majorlty For Unity
: LY

Apparently the top leaders of the majority fection have in

their own mind decided that there are two conditions which they will

insist upon before consenting to unite with the WP, I say "gpparently
because they either do not want to commit themselves or have not
tahought the problem through to the end.

As in the debate a few weeks ago, Cannon intimates that we
must know what the WP leading members think of their ectlon in spllt-
ting the party in 1940. Some of the secondary leaders of the ma jority
faction do not hesitate to state definitely that there can be no unity
unless the WP people admit having made a misteke in 1940.
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Comrade M., Stein strongly suggests that we shall not unite
unless the members of the WP agree not to organize a faction. He
loudly proclaimed that we will never unite on the basis of "Goldmen's
oconditions" of offering the WP the same terms that we offered the
minority of 1940 to avoid a split.

It would indeed be extremely satisfying to get an admission
from those who split from us in 1940 that they were wrong, There can
be no objection to asking them their present opinion on the subject,
provided their present opinion 1s not made into an obstacle to unity.

In a certain sense the very fact that those who split from us
are willing to return to the party is an admission on their part that
they were wronge. But if they still are of the opinion that they were
correct in splftting we must unite nevertheless, if they are willing
to accept discipline 1in action. ILenin 4id not demend that Trotsky
admit his mistake of 1903, when fusion took place between the Bolshe-
viks and the organization led by Trotsky.

To demand & confession of error before admitting former mem=
bers of the party comes very close to the practice of Stalinism.
Such a practice has no room in a Bolshevik party, If some one raises
the question that a failure on the part of the WP leaders to admit
that they were wrong in 1940 means that they may split once more in
the future, the answer is that no one has as yet found an absolute
guarantee &gainst splits,

) For the leading elements of the WP to give up their party and
unite with us 1is a conclusive indication of a sincere desire to wark
harmoniously after unity 1s achieved. It would certainly be insanity
on the part of the WP leaders to give up their party for the purpose
of splitting later. There is absolutely nothing they can possibly
gain by such & procedure.

On the face of 1t a tondition that the members of the WP re-
frain from orgenizing a faction after fusion is an appealing one be-
cause 1t apparently does awey with the possibility of factional strug-
gle. But factional struggle is not eliminated by a prohibition of
factions or by a pramise not to arganize factipns. If there are valid
reasons for the organization of a faction or if comrades want to orgsn-
1ze a factlon even though we may not think the reasons for it are
valid, there 1s nothing to do about it -- certainly a prohibition of
factions 1is out of ‘the question -8 Trotskylst organization. I do
not doubt but that Cannon would like to prohibit factions but the
Trotskyist tradition against any such prohibition is too strong as
yet for him to undertake such a risky venture.

To demand that the WP give up its right to have a faction
after fusion 1s practically to prohibit factions., If the comrades who
honestly favor such & procedure reflect a little, they will see that
1t leads to the absurdlty of dividing the members into two categories -.
those who have the right to organize a faction and those who do not
have that right. If, after unity, the present minority should decide
to continue its faction, would it’be prohibited from doing so? And if
not, doesn't that mean that the WP members caming into the party would !
be &eprived of a right that other members have?
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Naturally it would be in the interests of unity and harmony
and in the interests of the party 1f factions could be avoided after
fusion. A serious attempt must be made to avold tiiem, but not by a
decree nor by making the non-organization of a factlon a condition to
unity. After recognizing the right of the WP members to organize a
faction if they want to, we must attempt to dissuade them from such a
move in the Interests of real unitye. The right to & faction is almost
abselute but at times it is necessary not to exercise that right.

I am certain that in the interests of unity the present minor-
ity would be willing to give up its right to have a faction., ¥e shall
do all in our power to persuasde the members of the WP to do the same.
But we shall strenususly oppose any attempt to exact a promise not to
organize a faction as a condition for unitye.

3e Cooperation as a Test for Unity

The question of a faction after unity and the danger of a
factional struggle can be solved, to the extent of ninety percent,
through arranging for immediate collaboration vetween the parties -~
such collaboration to last until it is fairly certain that after unity
we can work harmoalously.

According to the minority the real problem is not to discuss
programmatic questions for the purpose of coming to an agreement on
such questions rut making certaln that unity will not be followed by
bitter factiona . strife, -Cannon and his leading followers distort the
position of the minority when they assert that what we want is a bligger

.and better factional fight.

, There is only ons method available for us to test out the
possibility of working together hermoniously in one party. And that
1s cooperation on various ilssues before actual unity,

Canncn peddles his nonsense about the necessity for program-
matic agreemont before cooperatione. I have before dealt with the
guestion of "programmatic agreement". Here I simply want to point
out the proper relationship between unity and cooperation.

If one 1s for unity then he is for cooperation to further the
interests of unlty and to test out the possibllity of working together.
But if one is against unity he is not necessarily against cooperation .
with another party. For cooperation on specific questions and even a
bloc in a certain field like the trade union work does not depend upon
being for unity. .

' The minority 1s for cooperation both because cooperation 1is
correct regardless of unity and especially because cooperation will
help in the process of unifying the partles.

We should cooperate in election campaigns; we should collabur-
ate on the trade union fleld; we should wark together in anti-fascist
campaigns; we should join iIn helping our comrades abroad. Such coopers
tion would not only test the possibility of working together harmon-
lously after fusion but would help eliminate the personal animosities
which result from polemical exaggerations inevitably connected with
bitter factional strife. ' ’ .
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Working to%ether prior to unity prepares the ground for unity
without a factional struggle.

In addition we should discuss the various issues upon which
we disagree =-- not for the purpose of achleving programmatic agreement
as a condition to unity (naturally it would be highly desirable to get
agreement) but for the purpose of seeing to what extent there is dis-
agreement on some 1ssues that have not been the subject of discussion
before the split. The minority proposes joint discussion-bulletins
and joint discussion-meetings. It 1s necessary to make an attempt to
create the spirit of an educational discussion and not a knock-down
drag-out fight.

The sincerity of those who now want to discuss unity willl be
proved only by their wilMngness to begin a period of cooperation on
all fields.

4, A Stalinist Change of Line

While some rank-and-file comrades of the ma jority faction still
believe that their line of opposition to unity has not been modified

and consider the letter to the WP as a shrewd maneuver, Cannon and

most of his leading followers admit & change of line and attribute it
to a change In the situation. ,

The alleged change in the situation consists of the alleged
change in the attitude of the WP as indicated by the statement of that
party dealing with the minority resolution for unity and affirming a
desire to discuss the question of unity. In addition, the statement
of the WP states that the differences between the parties are compat-
ible with membership in one party and proposes to test the possibllity
of living and working harmonlously in one party through collaboration
for a perlod of time. With these two propositions tke minority is in
complete agreement.

Let us assume far a moment that & change in the situation has
resulted as a result in the change of attitude of the WP to the SWP.
A valuable lesson in Bolshevik political tactics thereupon presents
itself. In the debate with Cannon a few weeks ago I contended that
the attitude of the WP is not decisive; that by assuning the initiative
the WP would be compelled to act, or its leaders would find themselves
threatened by & more for unity from below. Our party, I contended
would gain from a proposal to unlke, no matter what the attitude of the
WP leaders, This was ridiculed.

What has happened? S8hortly after the WP became aware of the
unity resolution introduced by the minerity it issued the statement in
favor of discussing unity and sent a copy of it to our varty. Am I
Justified in claiming a causal relatiomship between the resolution and
the WP statement? I think no intelligent person will deny that the
probability is overwhelming that the minority resolution led to the
WP statement. It follows therefore that the change in attitude of the
WP was directly due to the minority resolution and the change In the
situation which led Comrade Cannon to send such a courteous reply to
those whom he designated as renegades not so lang ago were brought
about by the action of the minority. .
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Revolutionary Marxists understand how to take advantage of a
change in the situation but they also understand how to bring about a
change in the situsation. One of the characteristics of Bolshevism oOf
wEic% We have a right to be proud 1s 1ts abillty to take the initiative
at the right time and in the right way. The fact remains that the

minority by assuming the initiative has compelled both the WP and the
ma jority of our party to act.

A new theory has been developed over-night. The leaders of the
WP were compelled to act by virtue of a leftward movement of the rank
and file in favor of unity. No facts have been adduced to substantiate
this theory., Iet us again assume its correctness., It still remeins
that the majority did nothing to arouse the rank-and-file revolt.
Its politics consisted of opnosing the wvery resolution which created
the alleged revolt.

But only inexperienced or gullible people will accept the
explanation of Cannon that there has been & change in the situation
resulting from the letter of the WP and that therefore it was neces-
sary to change the attitude of the majority leaders from opposition to
unity to what can be termed the "wait-and-see" attitude.

Had the hostile attitude of the WP been the only argument of
Cannon against the unity resolutlon, then the claim could be made now
that the situation has changed. It.would have been an argument com-
pletely alien to Bolshevik politics but 1t would have justified a claim
of a change in the situatione.

The attitude of the WP, however, was only one of many arguments
agalnst unity, and it was not at all the most importent. The program-
matic differences between us-and the WP, the charge that those who
split from us were petty-bourgeois and that they haven't changed, the
charge that they are revislonists and travelling in an opposite direc-
tion from us -- 8ll these were the main arguments ageinst unity. The
conclugio% logically based upon those arguments was that "we muat deeper
the split”. ,

Did not Cannon say that "we never will waste our time in
futile negotlations for unity with political groups moving in an
opposite direction?” (Internal Bulletin, page 22, August 1945). Has
there been any sign that the WP has changed its program? Was Cannon
serious when he sald that- because the WP has fundamental differences
With us on political questions and because 1t does not agree with us on
our concept of what a revolutionary party should be, there can be no
basis for proposing unity with the WP? (See same bulletin page 21).

Cannon knows as well as I do that the WP is not giving up any
pert of its program at the present time end neither are we. A few
weeks ago he was of the posltive opinion that to join with the WP on
thie basis of their retaining their present program would mean bringing
in confusion, Will he now Join with people who differ with him on all
the questions (and other new ones, according to him) that he listed
only a few weeks ago? ‘ :

The proposal for unity is "not a concrete and realistic propos=
al at the present time", was Cannon's conclusion, basing himself not
only on the hostile attitude of the WP but primarily on the program-
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The canclusion 1s inescapable. The line a few days ago was
against unity., Now it is for a discussion,walt-and-see policy. The
change could not possibly be the result of the letter from the WP,
What then 1s the cause of the change?

You will remember that at the last membership meeting I pre=-
dicted that Cannon in all probabllity would change. I cited to you
the fact that Cannon changed his attitude on the gquestion of the
defense of the Soviet Union suddenly and without explanation, I told
you that in August 1944 he wrote a criticigm of an editorial in The
Militant and in his criticism he proposed that our lire should be that
the Polish guerrillas subordinate themselves to the Red Army High
Command. A few weeks after hLe wrote that he wrote a letter (for publi-
cation this time) agreeing with Comrade N's proposal to stop using,
for the time being, the slogan of the defense of the Soviet Union,
Cannon changed without the slightest hint of any explanation for the
change. He changed because a person in authority mresented a differw
ent line and, unable to defend hls 1line in a political manner, ‘he
switched. : .

I felt certain that every politically developed c anrade in the
various sections of the Internatlohal would agree wilth the minority
proposal for unity. Knowing Cannon, I knew thet he would not fight
on the basls of hils ideas and would ’shift his ground, The prediction
came true, I have just reed a letter which tells me that Comrade
Grace Carlson informed the branch in Minneapolils that N, was for unity.
I am certain that Cannon knew about this same time ago.

The best explanation for Cannon's change 1s that he felt the
pressure of leading comrades in the varlious sections of the Internation
al.

It 1s disgraceful that such & thing can occur in our movement.
- If one wants to know what the minority 1s fighting against in Cannon's
. regime, I can tell him that 1t 1s thls contempt for political ideas
that we are fighting against; it 1s this intellectual dishonesty that
we are fighting agalnst.

The ory 1is raised that the minority is accusing the leadership
~of following the ‘Stalinist practice of waiting for a cable from Moscow.
Oh, nol I must admit that Cannon determines the line here. He simply
wants to avold a struggle against leading comrades of the International

It has been charged that I have contempt for the rank and file -
because I said that the membership would benefit from another discus-
sion on the nature of the Soviet Unlon and that many new members could
not defend our position against members of the WP, That is a simple
statement that 1s absolutely true and has not the slightest touch of
contempt for the membership.

Whet greater contempt can there be for the rank and file when a
cader does not honestly admit a mistake? What greater contempt can
there be when a leader pushes and pulls the rank and file in different

irections without any valld explanations?
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Whatever the motive of Cannon's sudden change in line on the
question of unity, the minority will supnort every serilous and honest
move for unity. éhe method of changing the 1line 1s exceedingly im-
portant and we are of course determlned to try to eliminate every
Stalinist practice from our midst.’/ Fallure openly to admit a mistake
and attempt to claim a change in situatlon to jJustlfy a sudden shift
in line 1s not a Trotskyist method, Ve shall continue to struggle
against such a method. But meanwhile we shall support every nove
towards unity.

II.
THE ORGANIZATIONAL QUESTION

Politically routed on the questlion of unity, Cennon has eppar-
ently decided to turn to the "organizational question" where he feels
much more secure., AS an answer to my political arguments on the ques-
tion of unity and more specifiocally on the question of the P.C. letter
to the WP, Cannon thundered that he would "first settle the organize-
tional question with the minority before proceeding with unity .

No matter how incorrect are the 1deas expressed in the P.C.
letter, no matter what may be the cause far the sudden change of line,
the minority would consider its fight for unity practically won, if
we were certain that the letter expressed an honest turn to unity.

The situation in the party would be well on the way of being resolved
were it not far the final speech of Cannon in which he shifted from the
question of unity to an attack on the minority, the group that initiat
ed the question pof unity. As it 1s we are now faced with the question
whether the letter 1is nothing but & dishonest maneuver for the purpose
of fooling the leading comrades of the International, of leading them
to believe that Cannon 1s not opposed to unity.

What does "settling with the minority" meen? As in all ques=-
tions I believe Cannon has not thought his way through. Just as he
has been compelled to retreat on the question of unity so will he be
compelled to retreat in his expressed determination to shift to an
attack on the minority.

If Cannon goes through with his threat, then 1t willl become
clear that he actually wants to prevent unity and that the letter 1s
nothing but a dishonest maneuver, Obviously it would be difficult to
get the WP to joln with a party that has either expelled or silenced
the very group that is responsible for initiating the question of unit;
The question of the regime which the WP is willing to subordinate to
the question of unity would become the primary question and prevent
unity.

What would be better for Cannon if the WP itself would balk at
unity on the ground of something that he did within the party? He
would then (so he may think) stand out-as the champion of unity and
piace the blame for failure to achieve it on the shoulders of the WP,

But that 1s not such an easy task, It wlll be no easler to
fool the leading comrades of the various sections of the International
on the organizational question than 1t was to fool them on the politi-
cal questions, For on the question of organization the minority stands
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four=-square on the principles of Ienin and Trotsky. It is true that
both the Cannon faction and the minority faction subscribe to the same
principles of Bolshevik orgenization but it has become c¢lear through
specifioc ects that Cannon follows not the ILeninist principles but
Zinovievist principles of organization, principles that constitute a
bridge to Stalinist organizational concepts,

All that Cannon can hope to do 1s to accuse the minority of
"disloyalty because of negotiations with the WP leaders for unity be-
hind tge back of the party". Cannon is an expert in confusing politic-
ally Immature people on petty organizational questions. We are certain
he wlll gain nothing by such methods with politically honest and mature

people.
Cannon "Accepts Lanin but Nut Trotsky"

Cennon has frequently in private, and now for the first time
in public, insisted that he is not & Trofskylst but & Leninlst on the
organizational question and that Trotsky has never built a party.
What strange motive compels him to make such 8 gratultous statement
in a discussion on unity? I shall not speculate. I shall simply state
that the strange statement of Cannon is significant because it actually
reveals his concept of an organization which 1s neither Leninist nor
Trotskyist.

Everyone who has any acquaintance with the history of our move-
ment knows that Lenin was right as against Trotsky in their early con=-
flict on the organizational question, It is perfectly proper in a
lecture on the historical aspects of the organizational question to
bring out that point and to show why Lenin was right and not Trotskye.
But for Cannon to emphasize this point at the mesent time and in the
way he did indicates much more than a simple historical allusion to a
difference between Lenin and Trotsky.

At the present time it is absolutely incorrect to counterpose
Ienin's conception of a party to Trotsky's, Because after Trotsky
Jolned the Bolsheviks he had exactly the same conception as Ienin,

v In the struggle against Stalin Trotsky had to emphasize certain
ideas of organization that were not found in Ienin. The latter did not
live long enough to be compallied to struggle against Stalin and to

make the same points that were made by Trotsky.

In fighting agalinst the Menshevik concept of organization
Ienin had to emphasize the necessity of & fighting and disciplined
party., In struggling against Stalin, Trotsky had to emphasize those
points about the Leninlst concept of the party which make of it a
llving, thinking orgenism, where discussion is encouraged, where & new
proposal is not met With the accusation that 1t 1s intended to split
the party, where the youth are encouraged to think critically and in-
dependently and not to follow quotations, .

The essays written by Trotsky and which are known as "The New
Course" (published by the Workers Party and a "MUST" for all revolution-
ists) constitute a Leninist addition to Ienin's writings on the organ-
izational question.
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When we speak or write of the Ieninist concept of organlza-
tion we necessarily include in it the Leninist concept as explained
by Trotsky in his writings against Stalin, There is no difference
between the Leninist and Trotskylst concept of a party at the present
time ; he who makes such 8 difference is & falsifier. Only & Stalinist
can speak of such & difference.

In actuality when Cannon with a knowing air stateg that he 1s
& Ieninist and not & Trotskyist on the organlzation question he me&ns
that he re jects everything that Trotsky wrote and taught on the organ-=
izational question in the struggle against Stalin,

In a speech before the New York Workers! School of the
Communist Party, a speech that was printed in the Workers Monthly of
November 1924, dannon had the following to sey about the nature of the
party:

"It (a Bolshevik perty) must be a central-
1zed perty prohibiting factions tendencies
and groups. It must be a manolithic party
hewn of one piece.

"What shall we say of our party if we
measure it by this standard? From the very
beginning, and even up to the present day,
our party has been plagued wilth factions,
tendencles ané groups.. At least one-half of
the energy of the party has been expended in
factional struggles, one after another, We
have even grown into the habit of accepting
this state of affairs as a normal condition.
We have gone to the extent of putting a prem-
fum upon factionalism by giving factional
representation in the Iimportant committees of
the party. ’

"0f course this conditicn cannot be elimin-
ated by formal decree. lie cannot eliminate
factions and factional struggle by declaring
them undesirable. No, we shall make the first
step toward eliminating factlons, tendencies,
and groups, toward creating a monolithic party
in the sense of the ‘Fifth Congress declaratlon
only if at the beginning we recognize the basic
cause of the condition; if we recognize the
existence in our party of factions, tendencies
and groups runs directly counter to Leninism,
to the Ieninist conception of what a revolu-
Tionary proletarian party should beo

(Underlined by me).

Is it unfair to quote an article written so long ago? Not 1f
the ideas of that article have in actuality never been expelled from
one's thinking and acting, No matter how much Cannon ©oOvers up his
essential ideas of & monolithic party with phrases from Trotsky, he

\ cannot get away from his real ideas and he acts upon -them, He ﬁas



never really taken to heart the lessons of the struggle of Trotsky
against Stalin =-- especially those lessons which Trotsky wrote about

in "The New Course",.

When Cennon says that he is a Leninist end not a Trotskyist on
organizational questions, he actually means that he 1s a Zinovievist
(Zinoviev ran the Fifth &ongreas of the C.I.), and Zinovievism on the
organizational question 1s a bridge to the Stalinist concept of organ-

ization,
' Crime of Forming a Factlon

No wonder Cannon has been shouting loudly that it was a great
erime for the minority to "break the truce" and form a faction, One
is really embarrassed to discuss the questlion on such & low level.

We entered into a truce because everyone knew that there was
no specific and definite issue dividing the minority from the ma jority.
Thare were minor specific issues indicating different tendeancles, but
ncining thet one could point to as a major lssue. In my opinion ten-
dsncies justify the creation of a faction if they are of sufficient
importance and especially if they are based on the struggle against a
Stalinist concept of organization. We would have been more than justi-
fied in organlzing a faction since we knew that it was necessary for
us to struggle against anti-Bolshevik concepts in an organized manner,
To struggle for or against an idea in an organized menner is to form
a faction,.

We refrained from forming a faction because it was too early tc
decide dafinitely that the Stalinist concept of organization had been
introduced into ‘the perty. We entered into a truce, which does not
mean that we ‘agreed under all conditions to refrain fram forming a
faction. We broke no pledge to refreain from forming a faction, We
simply steted that at that time the situation was such as not to Justi--
fy creating factions.

When, however, the minority introduced ths resolution for
unity with the WP and Cannon, instead of discussing the resolutlion on
its merits, declared that it was a move to split the party and called
me and Morrow stooges for the WP 1t was obvious to us that a factlon
was essentiales OCannon tries to show that we organized a faction be-

- cause I was insulted., I shall not discuss this ridiculous assertion
except to say that I am not one to be insulted by anybody. It is
sufficient to say that Cannon's s%atement has a political significance;

"1t shows an attitude hostile to the discussion of a question on its
merits, Whille we knew that Cannon shies away from any dlscussion of s
political or theoretical problem, we had a right to expect something
more taan an accusation of being splitters and stooges far Shachtman.
It meant that the membership “were not to be presented with arguments
bu: with slanders., And that is what actually happened to a large
extent,

Given an Important issue such as unity with the WP, a faction
would be justified without any other factor. But add to that a differ-
ence in organizationa) concepts and the attitude of Cannon as revealed
by his remarks at the time the resolution for unity was introduced, it
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was obvious to us that an organized struggle for our views, in other
words, & faction, was essentlal.

Every big asnd little leader of the majority factlon poses
what he thinks to be an unanswerable question, Do you not have com=-
plete democracy? Why do you insist on organizing a factlon? As if
the existence even of real democracy obviates the necessity of a fac-
tion under all circumstances,

That we have formal democracy cennot be denied. But it 1is

not formel democracy that a party should have, It should also have a
certain loyal attitude to discussion., A Chicago comrade gave what to
me is an unanswerable reply to thls question of democracye. He said:
"Good, we have democracy, but what kind of democrati¢ discussion 1s
it when every time someone presents & new prowosition he is met not
with reasoned argument but with name ~c&11ing? Formal democracy 1is
one thing; a loyal discussion is altogether different.

Yes we have internal bulletins where the minority is glven the
right to present its point of view; but we also have remarks golng all
through the party that there 1s no rule requiring any one to answer the
minority or to read the bulletins. Most branches do not discuss the
centents of the bulletins, with the proud justification that the com=-
rades are too busy working for the party to discuss the contents of the

Egl%etins (especially of those that contain the articles of the minor-
Y)e

vhis counterposing of activity €o discussion 1s another Stalir
ist i1dea that has to be rooted out of the party., Cannon never fails
to sneer at the minority on the ground thet we want & discussion club
and not & party and this sneering has penetrated into the rank and
file so that it is repeated ad nauseam. The Bayonne branch and one
branch in Chicago are under the ¢ mtrol of the minority and we chal-
lenge any one to show that these two branches are not doing thelr

share of the work of the party, even though in discussion they are far
ahead of any other branch in the partye.

To glve the comrades an idea whut thelr attitude to a faction
should be I shall present a lengthy quotation from an article by
» Trotsky published in the October 1939 issue of the New International.

, "The participation of different tendencies
) within a party unquestionably presupposes
trust in the possibility of convincing one
another, learning from one another, If dif-
ferences arlse, every tendency confident of
its views will seek to win a majority."

"What is & faction? It is a temporary,
non-statutory and voluntary grouping of closest
co-thinkers within a party whose aim 1s to con-

. vince the party of the correctness of their
viewpoint in the shortest period of time. The
appearance of factions 1s unavoidable even in
the most mature and harmonlous party, owing to
the extension of its influence upon new layers,
the cropping up of new problems, sharp turns

-




in the situation, errors of the leadership and
so one. From the standpoint of monollthism &
factional struggle is an "evil", but it is an
unavoidable evil, and is a far lesser evil than
prohibition of factions. True enough, attempts
at the famation of factions lacking an adequate
principled basis In consequence of politilcal
immaturity, personal ambition, careerism etc.,
are frequently observable, especlally in young
parties. In such cases it is the task of the
leadership to expose, without recourse to police
measures, the hollowness of these enterprises and
in that way to discredit them before the party
membership. Only in this way 1s it possible to
create profound attachment for the party so that
periodic conflicts, no matter how sharp, do not
threaten its unity. The existence of factions
in the nature of things, provokes friction and
involves an expenditure of energy, but this ls
the inevitable overhead expense of & democratilc
regime. A capable and asuthoritative leadership
strives to reduce factional friction to & mini-
mume. This 1s achieved by a correct pollcy test-
ed by collective experlence; by a loyal attitude
toward the opposition; by the gradually increasing
authority of the leadership; but never by prohi-
bition of factions, something which cannot fail
to invest the struggle witk a polsonous and
hypocritical character. Whoever prohlblts fac-
tions thereby liquidates party democracy and -
thereby takes the first step toward a totalitar-
lan regime.

" . . The Bolshevik Central Committee never
dreamed of demanding that an opronent 'abandon
factional methodst, if the opponent held that the
policy of the Central Committee was false.
Patiencde and loyalty toward the opposition were
amo§§ the mosg important tralts of ILenints lead-
ers D e o o

", . o From the standpoint of Bolshevik ideas
on party democracy, I would consider it an out-
right scandal to accuse an opponent who hapnened
to be in the minority of employing factional
methods, instead of engaging In discussion with
him over the gist of the question. If the differ-
ences are serious ones then factional methods
are justified; if the differences are not serlious
then the adversary will find himself discredited".

No wonder Cannon must take refuge in the statement that he 1s

a Ieninist and not a Trotskyist on organizational questionse. Between
Cannon and Trotsky there is a difference as great as between day and

night.



I have sald many times before and I repeat: 1let every new
member hesitate a thousand times before accepting the kind of Bolshe=-
vism claimed by Cannon and his followsers to be authentic Bolshevism,
Cannon's Bolshevism is o . . Bolshevism-a-la-Cannon; it is Cannonism,

Even 1f Cannon covers up his Zinovievism by some phrases and
l1deas culled from Lenin and Trotsky, his actions prove that he remains
true to his concept of Bolshe vism as exemplified In his speech bhefore
the Workers! Schqol. (See citation above),

Arguments snd Distortions by Cannon

We oan consider only two of the most startling distortions and
most "powerful" arguments., :

l. According to Cannon, Goldmen, at the Fifteenth Anniversary
Plenum (October 1943% "began to express doubts about the Bolshevik
system of organizatlon and 1ts alleged tendency to degenerate into
Stalinism". (Internal Bulletin, Vol. VII, No.7,p 12). This is made by
Cannon as a statement of fact as 1f I actually made some such state-
ment. It 1s not even presented as an inference from sanething that I
sald.

What I did at that Plenum was to warn the leadership that any
further attempt to bulld up Cannon, as Stalin is bullt up, would be
met by my open opposition, This threat I carried out when I raised
the guestlion of the Hansen article which I oconsidered a disgrace to the.
party. Cannon wrote that anyone who did not appreciate the Hansen
artlcle on Cannon 4id not understand the problem of leadership. By

that he meant that a leader who has no qualifications must be built

up by his followers,
!

As a matter of fact most of the secondary leaders of the ma jor-
ity frowned upon the leader~worship article of Hensen but were unwill-
ing to say so openly. This does not belong to the school of Trotsky-
ism. : .

There 1s only one way by which I can be made to say that
Bolshevlism has & tendency to degenerete into Stalinism, If it is
granted that Cannonism is the incarnation of Bolshevism then I would
have to say that Stalinist germs exist in Cannonism and it could be
deduced that Stalinist germs exist in Bolshevism. But since I strenu-
ously deny that Cannonism is Bolshevism, the accusation against me has
no basls in logic or in facte

2. Goldman would exchange 25 WP members for 500 workers., So
runs the acousation, if not by Cannon then by M. Stein or other Cannon
clique leaders,

In answer to the argument that we are going after raw workers
%nd do not want to have anything to do with the WP people, I said:
There is absolutely no justification to counterpose recruiting workers
into the party to unity with the WP, We can do bothe Can any one deny
that the WP has at least fifty members who have long experience in the
revolutionary movement, some of them being tralnedagitators, propagand-
lsts and writers? Can any one deny that the WP has a weekly with a
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circulation of over 20,000 and & monthly theoretical organ? Would
not the energy snd forces used for all this aid us? Why should one
counterpope getting raw workers and unity which would bring us another

four to five hundred members?

"put I shall proceed to gilve you an argunent which I know you
will use for purposes of distortion. If it should ever come to the
absolutely impossible situation of being ¢ ampelled‘to choose between
500 paw workers and 25 leading members of the WP, I would choose the
ljatter., Because everybody knows or should know how difficult it 1is
to develop raw workers so tiat they can play a leading role in the
revolutionary movement. Five hundred raw workers do not meke a revo-
lutionary party but 25 cadre elements can vegin bullding & revolution-

ary partye.

"But again I say, why do you counter pose recrulting raw work-
ers to unity? And again I predict that you will make demagogic use
of my statements". .

on "Disloyalty"

Descending to an unbelievably low level, Cannon is attempting
to confuse the politically immature members by ralsing once more the
question of the permisslbility of discussing questions wlth members
of an opponent orgenlzation, specifically with members of tie WP,
APter I raised the question of the anti-Bolshevik concept of prohibit-
ing members of our party from discussing with members of an opponent
party, the P.C. made an undignified retreat, claiming that it was not
their intention to prohibit discussion with oppornents.

St111l the P.C. ma jority seemed to stick to the proposition
that & member must have permission befare talking to an opponent.,
Since everybody knew that I was friendly with and met Max Shachtman,
the P.C, felt compelled to ask about it and I handed in a statement
which said that Shachtmen 1s a friend of mine; that I consider him to
be & devoted revolutionist and hope to see him in our party. That
was about five months ago and the P,C, has said nothing since then.
It is embarrassing to telk and write about it,

I can now reveal that a me joritylte member of the N.C. came to
my house when Shachtman happened to be there. When he left he actual-
1y told me that he would say nothing to the P.C, about 1t because that
would only confuse the issues, ‘I had & hearty laugh since this cm-
firmed my charge that leading members oonsidered it a crime against
the party to talk to a WP member without permission. I told him 1t
was immaterial to me whether he informed or did not inform the P.C,
Once more I apologize for mentioning such an incident but it shows to
what a level Bolshevism-a=-la-Cannon has reduced the party.

After the resolution for unity was introduced by the minority,
Cannon again raised the question of my seelng Shachtman and other lead
ing members of the WP, FHe knew very well that this was a good way to
confuse people who hever learned snything about Lenin's Bolshevism
except as taught by Cannone
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The relationship of the minority to the WP members 1s deter-
mined fundamentally by the fact that we consider the WP a revolution-
ary Marxist party., We of course belleve In fraternizing with mem-
bers of all working-class parties but our fraternization with the
members of the WP is particularly close becaus of our estimate of
them as devoted revolutionists.

Not unless there is a specific prohibition against fraterniz-
ing with the members of the WP will the members of the minority fac-
tion cease to do so. And if there is such a specific prohibition it
will only furnish more evidence of the Cannonite degeneration of the
party.

It 1s undeniable that I have tried my best to convince the
leading members of the WP that they made a serious mistake 1ln split-
ting from the party in 1940 and that they should favor unity. This,
Cannon disloyally designates as disloyale. Instead of discussing the
question of unity on 1ts merits, Cannon tekes advantage of the polltl-
cal immaturity of the members to confuse them and present thém with
a grotesque camception of loyalty.

. If one knows that Cannon, Shachtman and Burnham secretly
négotiated with leading elements of the Sociallst Party for the
purpose of entering that party in 1636, at a. time wien the ma jority
of the P,C., was opposed to entry, one can understand Cannon's cynical
and hypocritical loyalty. Cannon was perfectly justified in doing
what he did at that time, The conduct of the members of the mlnority
differs from his in that we are not negotiating and we do not keep
our talks with the leaders of the WP secret.

Bolsheviks start with loyalty to an 1dea, loyalty to the
socialist revolution. The party is an instrument for the reallzation
of the 1dea; 1t 1s not & fetish to be worshipped. Under & proper
regime the question of loyalty to the perty as Cannon has raised it

. would never be raised; there would be a discussion on the 1issues.

Some comrades have been confused by the theory that to con-
vince the WP Jeaders that they should favor unity constitutes doing
opponent's work and hence should be under the control of the party,
This is formallsm reducing itself to an absurdity.

By opponents! work 1s generally meant work in another party
for the pwpose of winning over some members of that party or even,
let us admit, for the purpose of oreating a movement for unity.

But since the ma jority of the P.C. was opposed to unity and
since 1t had not the slightest intention of doing any opponents! work
in the WP, it is indeed a mystery how people with sdme intelligence
consider the efforts of the minority to convince the leaders of the
WP that they should favor unity, as opponents! warke. It requires a
mind of a scholastic type to consider such work opponents! Worke.

, Nor 1s the minority guilty of negotiating for unity for the
simple reason thatf as & small minority, it is impossible for it to

negotiate on behall of the party, It is guilty only of working for
ggi;z. Ig that‘lg disloyalty meke the most of 1ts, Thne mwajority of
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the party can, if it wants to, pass & rule that no member of the
party should talk to any member of the WP, but that would not be
Bolshevism; it would only be- Bolshevism-a-la-Cannone

Scaring with Talk of Spllt

When the resolution for unity with the WP was first intro-
duced, Cannon stated that it was & move to split the party. Now he
half-heartedly admits that he might have béen mistaken. Obviously
since leading members of the Intsrnational favor unity it is diffi-
cult to contend that he who is for unlty 1s for splitting the partye.

As political people we of the minority had to consider the
attitude of Cannon as one that indicated a deslre on his part to split
the party and get rid of the minority.

As I indiceted above the loyalty of a revolutionary Marxist
1s first of all to the idea of the socialist revolution. If in the
course of time the instrument for the reallzatlion of the 1ldea becomes
blunted end it becomes impossible for revolutionists to function in
it, then the time cames to consider the necessity of trying to create
a new instrument. ILet the demagogues of the me jority make anything
they please out of this assertion. Real revolutlonists accept that
as axiomatic. :

Naturally the question of split 13 indeed a serious one and
there must be impelling reasons to justify a revolutionist in split-
ting from the party, The possibility of making a mistake 1s great.
Hence no revolutionist splits a party without the most exhaustive
analysis. I consider the split of the minorlty of 1940 as a grave
blunder because the question of the defense of the Soviet Union, al=-
though tremendously important, was not an issue justifying a division
of the American revolutionary farces, The organlzational questlon was
surelg not presented in a mamner which would explain the necessity of
a Spl te

I am stating all this because Cannon and his main followers
have created & mysticism about the party, a mysticism which can only
serve the interests of Cannonism and not Bolshevism. The question of
unity and split must be dealt with horestly. That Is why we do not
hesitate to say that Cannon's attitude led us seriously to consider
that whet he wants is a split in the party. That he scares the party
members with the assertion that the minority is intending to split
does not in any way do away with the fuct that 1n reallity he would be
responsible for any splite.

Now that the P.C. majority has mede & turn in favar of unity
the question of the possibllity of split should be completely eliminat-
ed. That is what the members of the minority thought. But Cannon's
summary, where he threatened to "settle with the minority before pro-
ceeding with unity" once more ralses the question of the possibility

. of Cannon's actions leading to a split.

There 1s no doubt whatever that he and his leading followers
have created & mood in the more backward rank and fille that the soon=
er the minority is gotten rild of the better it 1s for the party., This
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is a dangerous signe.

The minority would not be werth anything at all if it did
not consider all eventualities, But above all, in spite of Cannon,
we shall work for unity of the revolutionary forces and 1if that 1s
achieved there can no longer be any question of split.

In spite of all the provocations, in spite of all the justi-
fiable suspicions, the minority will support every serious step in
the direction of unity and in doing so achieve its objective.





