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' DISCUSSION OF THE PREZSENT STAGE OF_UNITY NEGOTIATIONS
BETWEEN THE SWP AND THE WP |

Rzmarks by M. Stein (Political Committee meeting, May 6, 1947)

We must now review the unity proposal as it was presented
to the Plenum in the light of what has transpired since that time,
This applies esnecially to the metivation we originally gave for
the unity propesal, Our motivation at the Plenum, and prior to
the Plenum in the Martin letter, was based on the premise that ‘
Shachtman and the WP had changed their attitude tcward the Movement,

Once we accapted this premise, we concl:dcd that we must
give the Shachtmanites every possible chance t- reintegrate them-
selves in the movement. Even when we spoke of their "capitulaticen,"
we Interpreted this in the best sense, that 1s; as a turn toward
the Movement from which they split seven years age. When they
declded to aceapt the terms for participation in ths Extravrdinary .
Party Convention we interpreted this as an imporwtant step in our
direction and were prepared to greet this devalic.pment and extend te
them a helping hand. That was the motivation for the Plenum resolu-
tion. -

Since then the Shachtmanites have dcne their best to convince
us that we acted on the basis of a misunderstanding. We judged the
WEF leaders and their attitude toward unity by their signed statement
and by impressions gain2d in conversaticns or reported conversations.
This served to obscure our kncwledge of these men and their pelitics,
based on long expericnce, We then read into their statement ef Feb-
ruary 10 a change of line, which was nct there in reality,

Ne must now nurge oursalves, so to sp2ak, of the illusion we
had about the Shachtmanites changing for the better.. Such illusions
can lead only to bitter disillusicna:nt when the truth becomes known,
as 1t has become known. Thers is 2 1ot of disillusionment in the
party today with the unity provosal, and a strong opnosition is
rising up against it, There is a rzalization that the motivation
we gave Tor the unity preposal has not been proved corract. Every-
thing the WP has donc since the apnearance of the inint public state-
ment has served te sober up the party cn this scoere.

- Had we broachzd the question of unity with the WP ccrractly,
we wonld have orientod ourselves upon the following factnrs: The
fallure of the WP to emerge as a viable force after saven years of
struggle against us as party against party; the isolatien of the wB,
its stagnation, its lack of parspective, and the internal conflict
of -irr¢concilable toendencies within it., Then we would have posed
the question as to whethasr this situation warranted on cur part an
cffer of unity to the WP.

They tried a unity maneuver against us which lasted for some
time but which came to smash against the firmness of our varty.
They tried this through the dislcyal minority inside our own party
and the fraudulent "unity" campaign in their public press. Their
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object was to create either a split in ocur party or to effect a
"unification" which would lead to a bitter factional fizht and a
bigger split, There was not a trace of good faith in their
approach to the question, This is equally true, it is now clear,
of their present attitude to the new unity proposal. e

Once their original "unity" maneuver was smashed, the ques-
tion was posed whether or not it is advantageous for us to accept:
unity with them, with the object of removing them as a rival party
and in this way facilitating the building of the revolutionary
party, Had we posed the:cuestion in this way, I am not sure what
' the answer of the Plenum would have been. But I know that T for
one would have favored such a move, I would nct of course have
proposed concantrating the party's activities on such a unity effort.
In reality, there would be no need for it, since we can easily take
it in our stride. ‘ ' .

But it is profitless now to speculate on. this aspect of
the question. The task now is to reorient ourselves along practi- . ¢
cal and political lines., We must ackriowledze corznly before the - ~
party. that we made a mistake in attributing to the WP a political
change in the direction of the Movement which they did net really
make. The Shachtmanites remain Shachtmanites. The WP remains
essentially what it had been. Shachtman's demagogic agitation
about the Martin letter, the hostility with which he met it, only
serves to demonstrate this all the clearer. Shachtman is now out
to demonstrate that he did not "capitulate," that he remains true
to his revisionist pregram, to his Menshevik concept of an all=-
inclusive party, If anything, he has revcalzd himseif as in no
way different from the right-wing in his party., As far as I am.
able to judge, he is now heading the right wing. :

. After we acxnowledge onr mistaken appraisal,y we should
orient the party along the linez of s correet approach to the
question of unity., What do I mean spoecitically? Procceding from
the general proposition that we are committed te unity by the
Plenum resoluticn and that we do not in the least rctract from it,
we procecd to present this problem of unity to the party and the
outside world s« it rcally stacks up. We have to purge the whole
unity proposition of all false concepts and illusions,

: First, we have to go back to the split of 1940, That split
revealed a revolt of the petty-bourgecis opposition inside the SWP
against our program uznd against cur organization wmethods., The
petty-bourgeois minority could not submit to the discipline of the
proletarian majerity of the party. That was the meaning of the
split, We must recapitulete this once more.

Then.foliowed the seven years war of party against party.
During that time thec WP tried to demorstrate that, once they had
liberated themselves. from what they called the "conservative
burzaveracy of the Cannon cliquec" in the SWP, they would build a
party by their own "dynamic" methods., What have they accomplished?
They ended up with a smaller group than they started with, Even
though they started out with forces numerically alwost equal to
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ours, they quickly demonstratcd that they could not builg a party
either with their politics or nganization mzthedsy or with their
"dynamism." IR :

Then they, together with Goldman und Morrow, made a "unity"
proposal. This proposal was falsely motivated from the ‘beginning..
They said that once ws had ralegated the d:afense of the Soviet
Union to the background, a unity proposal bacome realistice We
have nevcer answered this point publicly but we should do it now.,
This was a completely fulse premise from tha beginning. The de-
fense of the Sovi:t Union was placzd in th2 hackground by objec=-
tive circumstances and can bz placed in thz foreground by other:
objective circumstances, Our allaeged change of position on the .
Russian question is no hasis for unification of the two partics.
This 1s a false motivation, and we must say so. : o

We posced the quastion correctly two yzars ago. We said

“that the only firm basis for unification is political agreement,

and failing that, the subordination of thc minority to the major-
ity. They have advanc:d the theory that tnrcugh collaboration of
the two parties in practical day to day work the ability cf the
mambers to get along with each other will be testaed, and that this
will establish a firm busis for lusting unity. This is another
false concapt we must rzject., ' v ' o

The only firm basis for unity is progremmatic agreement,
and not the p2rsonal compatibility or incompatibility of individ-
uals with sach oth2r, The Bolshevik party is based on program;
agreement on program is ths e~ment that holds it together., Failing
that, there must be subordination of the minority to the majority;
not formal, hypoeritical subordination, but the real thing in the
Bolshevik m=2aning of party discipline., Because of the peculiar
nature of this proposed unific~tion, there must b= all the more
emphasis on this point. '

We must opzn up a clirifying disecussion along these lines.
We must also discuss their #¥:@:nshavik concapt of the all-inclusive
party and counternose to it our owm concort of 2 party. We are
for the homogcneous party, a nurty bes:d on one -- #nd only one . -=-
program, Cur unity resolution is not meant as a concession to the
concept of the all-ineclusiva party, as they have nistakenly repre-
sented it, but as a part of our irraconcilabls struggle against it.
Our unity pronosai do s not signify th2 sligzhtest conciliationism
toward Shachtmanism c¢n the question of organization, or on any
other quostion.,

Thelr jitteriness and nervousnsssy the present campaign they
have undertaken to sclidify their ranks -~ that is, to harden them
for a faction fight in the event of unificationj the polemical
articles they write in such hostile tonesj the cpen forums and
classes they hold zgainst our views -- indicate that they are
afraid of thz prospzet of living in a proletarian porty and sub-
ordinating thems2lvis to th2 proletarian majority of ths party.

We must explain that too,
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They are now engaged in an "enlightenment" campaign to
poison and prejudice their members against us. While they are
speaking of collaboration to wipe cut hostiilty, they are actually
creating a wall of hostility between the membership of the WP and .
ourselves. They are attempting to poison their membership against
our political line, our organizational concepts and our leadership.

We must expose the whole fraud that is part and parcel of
Shachtman's approach to unity, waile we purge curselves of 1llusions
on this question. What will we accomplish by this? I don't -
attempt to predict the end result., But the very least we can do
is speak the truth; to speak it boldly and pose the question as it
really presents itself, We will thus arm our own party, and that
is the most important thing. If, after a pericd of this kind of
clarification, the WP should decide that they still wish to go
through with the unification, there will be ne illusions or misun-
derstandings, either on their part or onurs, as to the basls on
which this unification 1s taking place.

We will thus be writing down in advance the precrise terms
of the unification and preparing our party to carry ocut these terms
to the letter. It is possible that the right-wing in that party,
when confronted with the realization of what unification with us
really means, may recoil from it, If they do, that is their busi-
ness., . In any case, if they dn.sn, that will cnly demonstrate and
confirm their fear of livingz in a nrcietarian party which imposes
a real discipline on its onportuanist minority..

On the guesticn of collaboration: We must take just as firm
an attitude on this gquestion, We will ecllaborate, but only on our
basis, 1.e.4 wherever they are willing to accept our line. Between
now and a possible unification we must have the same kind of
anproach as if thev were already inside the party. The SWP is the
party because we have the majoritv, The WP acknowledges this, and
this should be the basis for celldibcration.

Our members. should not hesitate to .discuss this whole ques=-
tion with the WP members, esnecially their newer peecple. If these
are interested in a genuine unification they musc start out by a "
reexamination of their whcle course, the split of 1940 and the
seven years sincz *then,. The WP leadarship is not doing thils and we
should do it for them. If we do this it will also educate the new
members in our own parsy. '



Remarks by Cénnon:

I am in agreement with the remarks of Steln and wish only ts
emphasize a few points. It isn't very pleasant to have to admit a
mistake. It is doubly unplesasant to have to admit a mistaks that
helped to mislead others, especially the Flenum of the National Com-
mittee. That, however, is the rather disagreeable position we find
ourselves in, myself in particular., :

-~ TReviewing the whole fight from the beginning more than sevep .
years ago, I think we were fundamentally correct all the way through,
up to and including the last party convention, in our fight against
the Shachtmanites, in principle as well s in our strategy and tac-
tics. The line was absolutely right. And none of us had the
slightest idea of changing the line that we had carried through,
including the line of %the conyention.

I conzilder what happensd since the convention as a chain of
comical-errcrs, which I am sure we can corcect without damage to
our cause. First came the unexpected decision of the ™'P to accept
the conditions laid down by the Movement for participation in thne
EPC. #e interpreted this action of theirs as a turn in the direc-
tion of the llovement, ss a capitulation to its terms wiich they
had praviously rejected, That is the way we accepted it. That
was the basis of our decision at the Plenum. And when in the
letter of Martin, which was sent out with the agreement of other
comrades, we spoke of their cepitulation, we didn't do it in a
derogatory sense, but in an entirely different one.

As we saw it, they had come to the turning point wheire they
would have to go one way or the other, and at the last moment they
made a turn to the Movement, accopted its conditions and thereby
capitulated to it. And we decidnad to give them credit for that
move, to give them a helping rtand. That wus the basis of our recom-
mendations to the Plenum, where tia unity resclution was adopted.

By that we demonstrated that we 2.2 communist politicians

and neot gang-fighters, Tn spite of all that had hapnened, all the:e- -

personal animosity, all the slander, 2tc. -~ at the nouent they
tonk a political turn in the direction of the iovement we ware
prepared to give them g helping hand, to cpen the door for them ,
to come into the narty and to give them liberal terms. The second
thing we demonstrated -- which I am not so preud of -~ 18 that )
after all our experience with these p2onle, we snowed a cartain
naivete. It is somewhat embarrassing to be obligod to aknowvledge
that, in this case at least, sxpirience did not bring wisdnm; that
good nature and good will obscured p2litical judgment. That is a
very sticky feeling., T really didn't think that even the Shacht-
manites would be.stunid enough to think they could play a maneuver-
ist double-game with the EPC.

Everybedy at the Plaium had rlanty cf ground for animosities
against these pesple, whosa mistukes have often amounted to crimes
against the movement. But the moment the Plenum members saw -- or,
rather, thought they saw -- that the Shachtmanitcs wera turning

-
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toward the Movement, they were wiliing to have them come into the
party and give them good terms. Why, we even gave them better
terms than these they agreed to in their me:tings with Smith., We
gave them credit in advance for carrying out their decision in
good faith, and offered to expedite the unity even before the EPC,
previded the discussion was finished befcrshand.

We follewed that up with our meetings with them and the
Joint Statement on unity, in which we rounded a few corners to
make it easier for them, without, howesver, violating the instruc-
tions of the Plenum. We agreed to present their return to the
party in public ns a merger of the two organizations, for 3xample,
accepting their verbal declarations that they know this means
their coming into the SWP, etc. : :

. Then things bzgon to happen, First throurh an inadvertence,
when the Martin letter to the NC members came into their hands,
Long experience has taught me that inadvertsnces naver change a
fundamantal course -- but they often shcw its real dirzction. The
Mertin letter was utilized by them to rov2al what thair rsal pur-
poses are, and this has served a useful purpos: for us.

Shachtman has made it perfectly clear, in his letter to the
membarship of the WP and in subsecuent actions, that there was a
comical misunderstanding on both sides. As he represants the
mattar, they understood that we had changzd our position; that we
had sharply revsrsed the line of ths convention, and under the
pressure of the Movement had changaed our whole approach to the
question and acceptsd their formula for the unification. In other
words, tnat it was was who had "capitulated.,"

Shachtman makes it clear that our interpretation of their
action in sending th: l:ttor to Smith was a misund2rstanding on
our part, that they meant no caonitulation to the Movement. When
they deny heatadly, not to say hysterically, that they have "capi-
tulated" -- as though thay consider it dishonorabls te bow to the
rules and discipline of the Movement -~- thoy mnly reveal that they
haven't changed & bit, that thay stand exactly whore they were
before. '

. The scries of ~vents which follcwed are known to you. At
the time thecy were signing the Jeint Agreement that they wouldn't
take Weber into their narty, they had Weber's articla agalinst us
in their hands and were praparing to publish it in Labor Action
and solidarizs themsclves with him -- without even notifying us,
without mentioning the matter in the Jcint Committee. That reveal-
ing incldent only shows %their disposition to abide hy thz fsrm of
an agreement while violating it in spirit and essence.. This way
of acting is just a little bit too clever to be eclever. We will
have to bear it in mind and rely more on guarantees than promises
in the future,

As you know, we did not nublish our Plenum resolution. This
was done deliberutely, as we explained t> them, to give them an
epportunity to present the new unity agreement to the public in a
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Joint Statement with us. We observed the spirit of the agreement
by publishing the Joint Statement without comment. They, however,
published it with an introduction sttemnting to justify their
"unity" maneuvers in the past. By that they reopened the whole
question of the past for ‘discussion., There were two or three
other incidents of the same ¥ind. The publication of the Ruth
Fischer letter, without notification or consultation, was a crass
violatieon of all normal procedures when two parties are seriously
meeting in negotiation for a unification and leyally cooperating
to bring it about. .

The campaign now raging in the WP against Johnson -- who
sinc2rely stands for unity -- is conducted in a real Burnhamite
spirit. The obvious purpose of their campaign against Johnson is
to discredit those who take unity seriously and to solidify and
harden their people to come into our party fighting, with the per-
spective of another split. That is their idea. Outside of the
single thing we noted -~ their acceptance of the conditions of the
Movement , which we took too seriously at face value -- there is
nothing vhatever to show any change of ~ttitude on their part,
either politically or. organlaatLonally. And even that letter has
since been repudiatod in essence by Shachtman. Tn his circular
letter to the WP membership he refers to their dlb?i“llnary pledge
to the EPC as a "formality" and said that unless "unity is achieved",
they would regard their commitment "as a mere scrap of paper."

S0, in a pnlitical sense we are right back where we were
at the time of the convention. We have not changed our position.
They have not changed. Goldman writes an article in the latest
issue of their magazine witn his tsuval compound of misrepresenta-
tion, greasy hypocrisy and dnuble-talk designed to trick and trap.
the unwary. As for "unity' he blandly explains that by coming
into the SWP they will change the character of our party. He
doesn't know how wrcong he iz, They continue all the o0ld denuncia-
tions of our party in the old tona. Their object, obviously, is
to poison and harden their pconle to formally accent the conditions
of discipline until they get set in the S¥P, Then would follow
the next stage: the fight tc bPPak un the party as we have built
ity and convart it into a “hachtmanite party, a windbag's parddise,”
with parmanent discussion, driving out the work:rs and diverting us
from our basic task of rzcruiting new workers and training them
for the Bolshevik struygle against capitalism.

fuch is the r=ality from which we must proveed. I agree
with Stein that we should brgin a rolitical cffensive zgainst the
Shachtmanites within the formula of tho unity voronosal., We dcn't
nzed to withdraw our unity prooosal. “hat we need to do is inter-
pret it and apply it in the light of the new davelopments. We are
still willing for tham to come in and accept our line., But we
must explain what we mean by that, so that ther2 can be no more
misunderstandings on either side. We do,not withdraw our unity
resolution, tut just simply slow th2 tempo of its application.
We should forgat about this good-will offer we made to them of a
quick unification to do them a favor. Take our time. The members
are discussing it. Let them take their time and discuss it

- .

o
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thoroughly. Discuss it in the press.

T parsonally am quite sure now that there can b2z no unifi-
cation before the Extraordinary Party Ccnvertion. Cur Plsnum
rasolution distinctly specified that their alsciplinary obligation
to the EPC must be "carried out in good falth." L2t us wait and
see what they do with tte "scrap cf puper" they signed. After
that, if they still want unification -- T versonally am pratiy
sure they will revolt against the decisions of the Extraordinary
Party Cenvontion despite their signed pledge -- we should have a
special convention to decide the question. No more joint state-
ments; from now on decisions to ve made by our conventions and
plenums, prccisely formulated and closing the door on any cdouble
interpretations, and telling thom: %ake it or lwave it. That is
the form, I think, for the further dsvelopments on the unification
‘proposal. ' ' '

We have the insstimable advantage oL a homogeneous party
which has been built and unified in struggle, W#Wnr have a lcadership
united in its entirety cn the fundamental gquesticns, and in its
attitude toward Shachtmanism from a politieal point of visaw. So
we don't nzed to have any great fears about big differonczs of
opinion., What differences of opinion we had priotr to the Plenum
were not fundamental at all. It was the question of how best we.
were going to serve our program. Thase differences are no% like
those we had with Goldman and Morrow. Thai dis why the opposition
to the unity in the first place didn't impress us as a hostile
opposition. Nothing more was involved than the question of whather
our method or theirs was best caletlated to serve the program to
which we all subscribe., I don't doubt that even these taciical
diffz2rences will easily be elimimated in the further course of
developments -- if we =v2id any more unnecessary "misunderstandings"
and dispense with excessive go»d nature in scrutinizing any more
"scraps of paper'" which the Shachtmanites may sign.

A #
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SOCTIALIST WORFKERS PARTY
126 University Place
Fow York ‘33 I\?o 2'0
April 17, 1947
TO ALL LOCALS AND BRANCHES:

" Dear Coumrades:

SEPORT ON_UNITY NEGQTIATIONS WITH THE WP

y
- — .\ s e epa—

Since the Resolution on Unification with the Workers rarty
adopted by the Natioral Committee -lenum in New York was sent you
on February 18+th, we have written three communicsztions giving
information and directives on this questicn, This report is de-
sigred to bring the branches up to date on the main developments
which have occurred in the past period concerning rolations with
the Workers Purty, ' : -

in accordance with the Plenum rosoluticn a serics of
meetings wers held betweun sub-committees of the respective parties.
Although agreement wss not rsached on several minor questicns, such
as the withdrawel of candidstes in the Chicago mayoralty electicn,
there apyeared to be substantizl agreement on the main steps needed
to. clear the way for unification. These discussions resulted in
agrecment on & numder of steps for practical collaboration and the
drafting of a joint mnificctinu statement., This statement was
published simultaneovsly in the March 22nd ¥ilitant and the March
24+th Labor Acticn. ' “

Wz took it for grauntcd that the positicn set ferth in the
Joint Statement and signaé Ly the rerresentetives of hoth parties
would serve as the guiding line for presenting this guestion to
the public. That is why we priunted it without interpretation or
comnent, Labor feticn, however, printzd the Joint Statement with
a preface which gave 2 misleading versizcn of tho events preceding
the unity negohictiong, thus vitiating, and in sFfenty, repudiating
the Joint Statomgnt, . . :

Meenwhile the “orkers Party circulated ameng its nembers
o communicztion Ty Shachtman cn the WP's cconception of the unifica-
‘tion proposal and proccdures, together with copies of a letter
written by Comrasde Canncn prior to our Februsry Plenum for private
consideration by our etional Committee, (Published in Internal

Bulletin, Vol. IX; Ho. 2, May 1947).

The Ruth Fischer Incident

: Tarly in March cur perty initiated the publicity campaign
arcund Budenz's disclosurss regarding Stalin's gullt in Trotsky's
assassination. This conpaign met with considerable success. At
the same time, several sympathizers of the WP, apparently acting
in league with the WP leadership, seized upon somc wrong formula=-
tions in a Militant editorial on' Ruth Fischer to launch a vcnomous
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attack on our party. The Marchk 17th Labor Action rrintsd a letter
written by Jack Weber, accusing us of aiding und abvetting the
Stalinists and the GPU, o : .

From the date of Weber's letter it is clear that the WP
negotiating committee had it in their possession during their dis-
cussions with us in which the question of the status of such ex-
members of the SWP as Weber and Morrow wore specifically discussed.
Shachtman wanted to be able to admit them into the WP, We maintain-
ed that Weber and Morrow and any other expelled or former -members
could rz-enter the movement only through the SWP or the united
party, and not through the back door of the WP, After some demurr-
ing, the WF coruiittec accepted the proposition included in the Joint
Statement th:t such individuals would not be re-admitted to either
party except by agrecmcnt,

N .
The publication in Labor Action of Webcr's dofamatory
attack on cur party, coupled with the failure of the WP to notify
our comrittes of this contemplated actioi, could only be consicersd
a violation of the spirit of this agreement and an indication that
the commitments they made were not taken very scricusly by the WP
representatives.

The: following woek Labor Action again without notifying or
consulting us, published Ruth Fischer's letter of protest addrcssed
to Comrade Canneon and solidarized themselves with both Ruth Fischer
and Jack Wober agasinst us, ' :

Upon receipt of Ruth Fischer's letter the Political Come
mittee authorized Comrade Cennnn to write an answer correcting the
cditorial characterization of Buth Fischer as Yan informer" because -
of her appearancc bofere the Houvse Committee on un-American
Activities snd clarifying cur attitude on the use.of capitalist
agencies in the fight against the GFU murder machine,

~ This first editorial was to clecar the ground for a politi-
cal offcnsive against the Stezlinophiebes who had utilized the ’
editorial tc attack the Trotskyist position on Stalinism ard the
Soviect Unicn. Comrade Cannon has written a scrics of articles for
The Militant developing our views on these deecizive political
questions against the capitulationist positions of the vulgar anti-
Stalinists and "Trumen Socialists," These articles should be re-
gardcd as a contribution to the discussicn on *the fundarsntal
political cu.sticns in aispute bstweon us and the 2,

Ruth Fischer has sirce written Comr:de Cannon that his
corrcetions and explanations are satisfactory znd she "would like
to sce the matter closecd finelly end amicably.” The April 7th
Labor Actinn renrinted most of Corrade Cannon's article, stating
that he "puts the question propurly and. gives it the answer it
requires,” 4t the same time, Labor Action declared that its own
views had already bcon substantially set forth in the Weber letter
and in thoir orevicus remarks on kuth Fischer's lettor.
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Th. Russian Guestion

Tn “the midst of this controversy around the Ruth Fischer
incident the Mareh New Irternstional appeared with an srticle hy
Shachtman on the nature of the Stalinist parties, the first of
several such srticles on the WP's differences with the program of
the Fourth International, It is well known that our respective
positions on the Russien question and ovr attitude towards the
Stalinist parties are deeply édivergent in theory.end antagonistic in
practice. This {5 re-emphasized by Shachtman himself throuzhout his
article and especially by his assertion that "Let.us say at the very
outset thzt.it is -still possible to reconcile the differences in ths
form of practical_gg;gementg in the struggle against Stelinism in |
one field or another, But it is no longer possible to reconcile the
divergent evaluations of the Stalinist parties. If this is true,
it follows that the area in which even prectical agreerents in the
struggle against Stalinism can be made will ccntinue to narrow as :

the divergences on the furndamental evaluations ‘grow desper. No

attempt should be made to reconcile these evaluaticns! Every Marx-
ist must choose between the fundamental linc developed by the SWP
and the fundamental line developed by us." W recommand that the
comredes read this &nd Shachtman's subsequent.polemical articles

in the New International. Especially significant, it secms to usy
in view of thc contemplated unificaticny is ‘the stetement that "the
areca in which even practical agre.ments in the struggle against
Stalinism can be made will continue to narrow'", sirce we have 1o
intention of changing our basic evaluation of Stalinism, '

In early discussions with the WP committec we offered to
effect unification in three months or so, provided the party membsr-
ship approved,; as was stated in our letter of February 27th,

Shortly thercaftcr, however, the WP representativesvindicated that
they preferred to prolong the experiments with joint work as a test
of thc feasibility of waification, of the ability of the members

of the two organizations to work together. We, for our part, in
view of the acticns previously deseribed, came %o the conclusion
that it is necessary to concentrate upon clarification of the -
theoretical and poliitical questions involved in the unification of
the two partics. Thc split did not occur i, ¢tk first place, and
di3 not last acw for seven years, tecause of psrsonal incompatibili-
ties, but beeauuc of conflicts of program and principie.

Discussicn on all aspccts of the unity gquestion has begun
in thc branches., All those comrades who differ with the National
Committee's recommcndations will have the chance to eIpress their
views and bring them %o the attention of the entire party. We W?ll
publish & special Internal Bullatin for the purpose of facilitating
this discussicn.

No votes will be taken pefore the unification question has
been thoroughly clarified. Formal unification canunot take place
unless and vntil such sction nas been approved by the membership
of both partiese.
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You have already received the Intsrnational Bulletin con-
taining matecrial on the Russian question and dir.ctives for organ-.
izing this discussion. The Fourth Ianterpational will publish in
ite forthcoming issuszs a number of articles c¢n the political ques-
tions in dispute, S -

You heve also rgceived directives dated March 26, on prac-
ticzl collaboration with the Workers Party, Our aim is to -work
together in those fields where agreement can be arrived 2t and
collaborasion made fruitful. By that we mean, in those casgs where
the. @WP program and poiicy is acceptable to the WP, e

The Workers Party lezadership appears to have a different
conception than ours of the kind of measures which can serve to
smooth the way for cventual unification, 'This is- indicated by the
actions of -the Workers Party cited abuve, the two courses of public
lectures setting forth their differcnces with our party announced
by the WP Sehool in Now York, and the attached letier sent ocut by
the Newark WP branch, For our part, wi wish to avoid any action.
which might tend to increase personal frietion and sharpen conflicts
between the membetship of the two organizations, \ o

In donclusicn we wish to remind the comrades that the
question of unific:tion with the WP must be viewed .in its proper
framework, The resolution adopted by the 12th Natlonal Convention
declar:d that the party's main task was to penetrate deeper into
the mass movement in order to. transform itself from a propaganda
group into an organization of mass actiony This nust continue to
be the principsl guidirg linc in our activities.

Fraternally yours,

Wim, F, Warde,
Ior the ‘Sccretariat
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Labor Action Hall
248 Market St.
Newark 2, N. J.
Lo , April 9, 1947
Friends of the.Workers Party: : R
I | . : .
The March 24th, 1947 issue of Labor Action carried an announce-
ment of unity negotiations in progress between the Socialist '
Workers Party and the Workers Party, We of the Workers Party laock
toward the unity of the two Trotskyist érganizations in the Unived
States with great hope. We propose that you. participate with us
in a series of Forums whose purpose will be to elucidate our atti-
tude toward this unification and also to express our disagreements
as well as agreement with the Socialist Workers Party.

It has always been the practice of thée Workers Party to have
the most open and free discussion of all- problems’ confronting us,
both of an organization and political nature. We have sought, and
continue to seek, the fullest collaboration between the sympathiz-
ers of the party and the party members. o o \

Our party is engaged in a discussion within its own ranks .con-
cerning the whole question of unification of the two organizations,
Our branch has decided to conduct these discussions at our Fricday
night Forums, a schedule of which follows.

APRIL 11 "Unity Between the Socialist Workers Party & -
The Workers Party". (A balance sheet ef the
negotiations which have been in progress fer
over a ysar., By a national speaker).

APRIL 18 Unity Discussion mecting., All points of view

within the WP will present and discuss their
position and attitude on Unity.

APRIL 25 "Nature of The Russian State". The question
which caused the split in the United States
Trotskyist movement in 1940, and around which

the Workers Party has developed a new position.
Speaker will be Robert Shaw.

We arc planning a bang-up May Day meeting to follew the last
mentioned meeting, to be followed by discussion forums on these

topics: |
"The Rele'of Stalinist Parties", by Harry Sachs.
"The National Guestion in Eastern ¥Burope', by Saul Berg.
"Revolutionary Perspectiﬁes in Western Furope"-
"China in the World War and Today"

"Nature and Structure of the Revolutionary Party"
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"Labor and Negro Problems in America Today"

These are the crucial problems of Internationel Revolutionary
politics that the Workers Party has anazlyzed in the past period -and .
in so doing has come up agairst the program and pelitics of the
Socialist Workers Party.

. You will receive mere detailed announcements cf each of these
meetings as they come up, as we complete our plans.

THE FIRST MZETING IS:

"Unity Between the Socialist Workers Party and the Workers ..
Party" by a national speaker, - s

 LABOR ACTION HALL | © 248 Market St.
Friday, April 11, 1947 _ 8:30 PM  Adm.; 10¢
Discussion : S Rcfreshments

Fraternally yours,

- Newark Branch of the
Workers Party .
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_ WORKERS PARTY
4 Court Square
Long Island City, New York

April 30, 1947

James P, Cannon; Nat'l Secrntary
Socialist Workers Party

116 University Place

New York, N. Y.

Dear Comrade.

: In the communication to all loc&ls and branches of
the Socialist Workers Party sent out by Comrade Warde 1n the
name of the. Secretariat on April 17, 19#7, he writes: '"Laber
Action,y however, printed the Joint . Statement with a preface
attached herewith which gave a misleading version of the ..
events preceding :the unity negotiations; thus vitiating, and
in effect, repudiating the Joint Statement." o

oo As we t2l& you at the: last meeting of the two sub-
committees; we did nct consider that the publication of the.
Joint Statement precluded the publication of any intreductory
commeht by each eorganization,: or that the comment we made and
to which you take exception was in any conflict either with
the Statement or with the facts, In view of the fact. that :
the communication of Comrade Warde speaks of Laber Action's
preface as "vitiating, and in effect; repudiating the Joint
Statement" -~ a point bf view which we in no way share --
a clarification of your view onathe matter seems. to be nec-:
essaryaA. . A , TR ERRE

B I would therefure=1ike>t0'know from you whethermon
not the statement in Comrade Warde!'s -communication is held,
literally as the opinion <f the SWF C-ommlttee; that 1is, whether
sr not 1t considers that the Jeint Statement has been repudiated
and that the signatories are no longer governed by 1it. Our
party continues to adhere to the Statement., -its commitments,
and propositions. If that -is no longer the case with the SWP,
what effect does your Committee consgider that the 1nvalidation
of the Joint Statement has upon the decision in favor of unity
between ‘the two narties>« Lo : ) R

I await an early reply f;om you SO that I may commun-
icate 1t to our Committee.

Fraternally ycurs,

(Signed) Max Shachtman
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SOCIALIST WORKLRS PARTY
116 University Place
New York 3, M, Y,

May 15, 1947

Max Shachtman, National Chairman
Workers Party

4 Court Square

Long Islend City 14 N. Y,

Dear Comrade:

In your letter of April 30, 1947 you refer to the
circular sent out to the branches of the SWP by the party
Secretariat under date of April 17, and request a "eclari-
fication" of ouvr point of view.  In reply we wish to !
inform you that this circular::letter is and was designed. .
to be self-explanatory -- a recital of facts for the o
information of our membership 4in its consideration of the
guestion of unification.: U R

... That part.of the circular. to which you refer dealt
exclusively with actions:taken by the-Workers Party which
we..deem to be:.viclations of the spirit of the. Joint State-
ment. .It neither.stated nor implied any change of position
on our part-and could not,do so. Your question as to our
‘present'attitUde.thereforé seems to us to be superfluous,-

- -Our pdsition .on the question of unificatién has

been precisely 1laid, down in the resolution of -the February

Plenum of the National Committee -of the SWP, a copy of '

which was sent to you. All our subsequent zctions, inelud-

ing the signing of the Joint Statement,; have been consistent
with.this rcsoluticn and must continue ‘to be so, unless or

until the position.is chenged by another Plenum of the _
National Committec.-- which up to thé. present time has not -
-becn scheduled -- or by a deccision of -the party membership, -
which now has -the whole question under discugsion., The = =
 Political -Committee has not proposed the withdrawal of the
Plenum r-solution or the repudiation of any action we have '

taken consistent with it, -~
" We take note of your'assérﬁion that the WP "con=
tinucs to adhere to the Statement, its commitments and
propositions.," - - - -~ - _ : -
Yours fraternallyy

James P, Cannon,
National Secretary



