New York, N.Y.
January 13, 1967

TO ALL NATIONAL COMMITTEE MEMBERS:

The attached correspondence is being circulated to
the National Committee as authorized by the Political
Committee. (PC Minutes, No. 33, December 15, 1966)

A s

Ed Shaw
Organization Secretary




o "ffi}f. Los Angeles, Calif.
Lo e Oct. 2, 1966

).

Dear Comrades:

Here is a very hasty story on the Conference that Just
concluded a few hours ago.. We are trying to make this coming
1ssue4 b L e - ﬁ I

A fﬂll evaluatlon of ‘the Conference will be wrltten
forithe P& in a few days; "I just tried to sketch -the gen-
eral linei ' - ‘

-~ I-wid¥ put -some background materlal from the Pw and the
Tlmes 1n.a separate envelope : : :

.- Hayden - - '



New York, N.Y.
October 4, 1966

Los Angeles

Dear Hayden,

R Your artlcle on the Conference on Power and Polltlcs
was received today by the Militant office. We had heard

yesterday [by phone] from Asher and Pete.C. and when we

read your article it was clear ‘that they have a very dlffer-

ent estimate of the conference and its significance:

The Militant is already filled up for this week because
~af the fire and there is no real need to .rush into print.
with a story on the conference. Given the different esti-
mates of the conference, we decided to wait for your fuller
report to the PC and to ask the Bay Area comrades to write
down their estimate of the meeting. To facilitate an early
reply we have sent a copy of your article to the Bay Area

so that they may indicate wherein the difference lies.

It would also be helpful to send us more of the back-
ground material on the CLR and related developments in the
Democratic party's liberal wing (leaflets, articles in local
press, etc.g '

We will expect your full evaluation for the PC in a
few days and will ask the Bay Area comrades to send a copy
of their stated disagreements to you so that we can clear
the matter up as rapidly as possible.

Comradely,
Ed Shaw

cc: Oscar, Bob H.



New York, N.Y.
October 4, 1966

San Francisco
Bob Himmel, Organizer

Dear Bob,

We have an artlcle by'Hayden on the Power and Polltlcs‘
Conference :in L.A. last weekend. The article was vastly
different in tone, emphasis and general evaluation from the
offhand report we got from Asher and Pete yesterday.

-The cr1s1s of mlddle class liberalism in the Democratic
party‘ls more manifest in California than anywhere else rlght
now. and we have to maintain a consistent and clear line in
relation to these developments. .Therefore, we have held off
on- printing an article on the conference -- the paper was
filled because of the fire-bomb story, anyway -- until we
have had- a chance to clear up the apparent differences.

Enclosed is a copy of:Hayden s article. DPlease get
together with Louis and Pete and Asher and let us know your
criticisms and suggestions as soon as possible, so that we
can take a clear position in The Militant. I suggest you
send copies of your correspondence with us on thls matter to
Hayden and Oscar

Comradely;*f
© Ed Shaw =

ce: Hayden
Oscar
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San Francisco, California
October 5, 1966

Los Angeles

Dear Comrades:

According to Louis' report on the conference last week-
end, sponsored [by] the Californians for Liberal Representa-
tlon, the policy followed by the L.A. comrades was one-of
part1c1pat10n as voting delegates. - o ;

At the meeting of Nationel Committee members held at
the recent West Coast Vacation School we voted unanamously.
.. for-a motion dealing with .our attitude toward this confer-
ence. My understanding of the sense of this motion wag that
we do not regard this "New Politics" formation in any.way as
a break from capitalist politics. It is not any concern. of
ours how the Stalinists, liberals and any other so-called. .
radicals inside the Democratlc Party choose to cover thelr
left flank in this year's election. Our task is to counter-
pose our own polltlcs and expose these formations as an .
obstacle to genuine 1ndependent polltical actlon.

It was obv1ous that there were dlfferences of. oplnlon
about this, and that some L.A. comrades viewed this grouping
as a potential break from the Democratic Party which we
should greet and participate in. But no such opinion
was presented as a motion and everyone agreed that we would
not be official’partiCipants in the conference. Rather, we
would use the occasion to present our election propaganda,
sell our literature and explain to anyone friendly to our
ideas why we did not view this type of formation as any al-
ternative whatever to capitalist politics in or out81de the
Democratic Party.

On the basis of Louis' description and my reading of
the leaflet prepared for distribution to the conference I
can only conclude that the L.A. comrades did not follow the
policy we agreed on, nor the general policy followed by the
party in relation to the "new politics" groups. Your at-
titude toward the CLR conference appears to me to be one of
adaptation to a political grouping inside the Democratic
Party.

I most strenously object to the course you seem to be
pursuing. Unless this matter can be clarified I intend to
raise it formally at the forthcoming plenum of the national
committee.

Comradely,
Bob Himmel

cc: National Office




B San Francisco, Calif.
: L October 10, 1966

Ed Shaw
New York

Dear E4,

Yesterday the NC members in the Bay Area met to dlscuss
the recent Power and Polltlcs Conference in Los Angeles

LIt is clear that our evaluatlon ‘of this- deVelopment -
AlS dlfferent than the one expressed in Hayden S artlcle.;fﬁ

We are preparlng a: general statement of our collective-
views which will be sent within the next few days. Since
we wanted to give the subject ¢areful thought it is our
opinion that we do this 1ndependent1y of one or another
Militant deadllne ,

From the pOlnt of view of ach1ev1ng clarity ‘on an im-
portant .political question we suggest holdlng off ‘on the
article until there is- an opportunlty for an eXchange af:?;‘
ideas., P T

Comradely,
Bob Himmel

cc: Oscar, Hayden



San Francisco, Calif.
October 14, 1966

Ed Shaw
New York

Dear Ed:

The enclosed statement rerpresents the views of the Bay
Area NC members on the recent:L.A. conference’ and the New
Politics groupings in California. DPete's draft was approved
in general outline at the NC meeting last Sunday Most of.

the NC members have seen the revised article since that time.

Paul and Nat have not, and may want to add something after

they have read it. If so, their comments will'be forwarded.

Aéher asked thau;the,follbwing comment be added:

"According to the current issue of The Movement, organ
of California SNCC, 'there was a lot of politics and no
power at the conference calléd by CLR on the weekend of
October. 1st.' ©SNCC is right. -The politics were those of

frustrated left Democrats, hurt-because the Démocratic Party

provided them no Gubernatorlal candidate they could support.
They were powerless because they are tied to capitalist
politics." N

Comradely,

Bob Himmel

cc: Paul M., Pete, Nat, Asher,
Oscar, Hayden.



October 10 1966
Analy51s of CLR~CNP‘Development in Californla

1 The " eform" or "llberal" wing of the Democratlc
Party in California has recently undergone a perlod of sub-
stantial growth. - Theseé formations have. tradltlonally been-
composed .of a variety of elements. Some of the .typical
types include Stalinists-+ seeklng coex1stence, minority
"leaders" seeking personal ‘gains, ‘social democrats, and:
opportunistic middlé-élass llberals This layer has now
been augménted by new sections: ‘a substantial number of -
student antiwar types and an ‘increased response from the in-
tellectual and professional community affected by the anti-
war movement , : ,

S 2  Phe antlwar movement has been partlally 31phoned off
into this milieu and thus the milieu itself has been par-~
tially altered. It is this process whose effects were evi-
dent at the recent L.A. CILR conference. We should analyze
its direction and tempo-‘and formulate our approach to it r .
only after we establlsh 1ts class base. and program clearly.

" 3. The CNP-CLR forces are. strictly petty—bourge01s,
although 0003310nally a‘capitalist may be involved. There
is no labor or Negro base within it. The organized labor
movement, including Chavez, etc. ,ﬁremalns 'solidly. within:

- the regular Democratic Party machine. The active Negroes
within the CNP-ELR are either the typical Negro Democratic
‘Party candidateés, or- represent tiny "community" groups. The
base of the CNP—CLR is, students and mlddle class prof9331on-
als- - . _

4. The 11terature of the CNP—CLR, its. publlc spokesmen,
and its .electoral campalgns have all- establlshed its pro-: -
grammatic position‘ qulte clearly. ‘There is no break with
capitalist politics in any way whatsoever. There is not one
piece of literature put out by them that opposes capitalism,
calls for a workers government, supports 5001allsm,fetc e
They call for a "representatlve democratic government."la‘»m
Their key programmatic demand is that the present representa-
tives do not correctly représent their constituency and. there-
fore new and better candidates are needed.  They want can-—
didates who will support a series. of typlcally mlddle-class
"reforms.": The CNP states, "We will only support- candidates:
who -fight for our needs, whether these candidates. are Dem- -
ocrats or Republicans or Independents."  Their whole. 8p=. :
proach:is. . the classical middle-class approach of". seeking an-
individual liberal candldate The individualist criterion.
is placed above: and apart from class or party.~ This is- to-
be expected since they do not hold that classes exist as
such. It follows that party affiliation is therefore purely
a tactical question for them. No section within the CNP-
CLR has questioned this overall approach.
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5. There is nothing new in terms of class composition or
program. What is new is that the student antiwar elements
tend to favor a principled stand toward the Vietnamese right
to self-determination and have been burned by the LBJ-Gold-
water experience. As the CNP states, "In 1964 many of us
voted for Lyndon Johnson because we thought that defeat. of
Goldwater would constitute indirect representation. .We! were
wrong but we shall not make that mistake again." Recognltlon
that voting for Johnson did not work out is not really Very
much. It simply offers us a Starting point:in. trylng to “T
explain our class conceptlon of politics. There is no india’"
cation anywhere that the conscious understanding in these-.
layers has gone beyond rejecting LBJ.as too.evil for lesser-:.
evilism, although they do speak against The. concept of 1esser-
evilism. .

6. The rejection of Brown which took place at the recent
CLR conference and which is the basis for all sorts of grand-
iose claims by left elements in the CNP -was nothing more :
than a rejection of Brown as an individial who does not meet.
the necessary requlrements for their approval. This was a
victory for the student elements since the traditional es- ¢
tablished -forces preferred to support Brown. The CP, which -
is the largest socialist tendency within these formatlons,
was primarily concerned with maintaining unity .between the
"liberal' or traditional coalltlonlst and -the "radical': :or
student wing. This was especlally true of the. Northern .
California CP whlch is under more ‘direct pressure from the ,
student milieu< * The CP, ¢f course, will .support. Brown .and ig'
unhappy over the rift created within the CLR-CNP on this  +0°
question. Some formula which, appeared Lo, reaect a repetition
of ‘the Johnson-Goldwater business was necessary if the CLR-
CNP hoped to keep their recént student recruits. The con--
ference gave the left wing an overwhelming majority on this
point, but then could muster no more than 15 out. of some
1500 delegates for an alternative candidate. Usually there
are endless numbers of those in these milieus, but appar—
ently, at the’ critical moment . none could be found.

~7.-The phenomena of a mass1ve vote agalnst Brown and
then no alternative candidate is easily explained by their
general approach. The third party talk is:mostly hot air.
It is a left cover.for the. "3001allsts".1nvolved and- dema~
goguery by Scheer and Company. The split within their ranks::
which would result in a rejection of Democratic Party fac-
tional politicking, which the "third party" advocates want,
is unthinkable at this time. The motion instead is toward-
loose electoral groups such as the CNP which run candidates
or endorse candidates within the two parties with occasional
"independent" campaigns where it is easy to get on the bal-"
lot. To some of the CNP—CLR ers this in itself is already
a sort of thlrd party e v
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8. But even if the "left" wing of the CNP, which has as
its most radical components Sbs, PL, ISC, Sparta01st and left
independents, were to gain a Solld magorlty of the CNP-CLR
all they would be is a third liberal capitalist party and a
rather pitiful one at that.

9. The students within the CNP-CLR feel they won at the
conference and are enthusiastic over a third party perspec-
tive. The question has been put off until March of 1967 at
which time -another conference will be held.

10. Instead of the recent conference having indicated
a break from "coalition" politics as the suggested Militant article
indicates it was a victory for class collaborationist pol-
itics, in fact, pro-Democratic Party politics, although it
did express the developing anger of young people toward the
"establishment" and a rejection of compromise with their
idealist feelings. The conference helped solidify the large
number of students who have been drawn into capitalist ele-
ctoral politicking. And it involved for the first time our
ultra-left critics in a Democratic Party formation; that is,
PL, ISC, Spartacist, and even the Committee for the Fourth
International. These socialist groups in the past had all
opposed working within the Democratic Party. They are now
providing a left cover for the CNP development.

11. The joining of the CNP by the ultra-lefts provides
us with an excellent opportunity to expose their petty-bour-
geois base.

12. Our approach should be first of all to make it crys-
tal clear that the SWP and YSA are not part of the CNP-CLR.
Secondly, we should explain our position in a carefully
thought out way and in an explanatory tone. Thirdly, we
must recognize and explain to our own cadre the simple fact
that our program on this question is unpopular with the
student movement in which we are worklng To them our posi-
tion appears simply sectarian. There is nothing we can do
to get around that. Our own campalgns and our opposition to
LBJ in 1964 aid us substantially in explaining our position.
Cn the one hand we indicate thet we recognize the value of
electoral activity and that we who recognized LBJ before any
one else, etc., must have something on the ball.

13. We must not get caught up in setting forth a list
of criteria under which we would enter or support a new
formation or candidate. Instead our approach should be to
emphasize that intellectuals, students, and so on can help
the working class by building a socialist movement. This
must become our emphasis. Demands that they call for a
labor party, quit the Democratic Party, establish democratic
internal processes, go to the masses, etc., etc. within the
strictly middle-class milieu involved can only lead to con-
fusion.
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. 14. The best arena of work w1th1n this milieu remains
~ our independent antiwar formations. It is precisely:there

where we have the maximum tactlcal flex1b111ty to part1c1-
~ pate and recruit. _

AComradely,

'PétewCémejo
- for the Bay Area NCers



-11-

Tos Angeles, California
October 12, 1966

Polltlcal Commlttee"
Dear Comrades

| Enclosed please find a statement on the points re-
quested in the letter of Comrade Shaw dated October 4th.

" The. L. A. branch has adopted the general line of ‘this
statement. . )

-~ We hope thlS 1nformation w1ll help»the P.C. to eval— :
uate the events here.

We are also enclos1ng a copy of the document on indepen-
dent politics distributed to the conference, the call for
the- conference and our Californla electlon platform. .

we are sendlng a copy of our statement to the San
Franclsco, Oakland and San Dlego branches for their infor-
matlon.»
" Fraternally,

Milton Alvin, for the
Los Angeles Branch
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Los Angeles Statement on Conference on Power and Politics

Meetings of National Committee members present were held
at the West Coast Vacation School encampment over the Labor
Day weekend. Two main questions were discussed: (1) SWP
policy in the gubernatorial contest in California this year;
(2) SWP policy towards a projected conference scheduled for
Los Angeles Sept. 30, Oct. 1 and 2, sponsored by Californians
for Liberal Representation. The conference was advertised as
one on Power and Politics.

On the election policy, differences of opinion on whether
or not to run a state-wide write-in slate had been expressed.
Southern California branches of the party wanted to run; Bay
Area branches did not. At the meetings held in camp it was
agreed to run candidates. Los Angeles was to furnish a can-
didate for governor, Bay Area branches a candidate for Lt.
Governor and San Diego a candidate for another post, if they
could.

On the second point, differences appeared during the dis-
cussion. Tos Angeles comrades wanted to participate in the
forthcoming conference. They pointed out that it was expected
to draw two to three thousand participants, most of whom
would come from the antiwar and other movements that we want
to reach. Some of the Bay Area comrades objected to any par-
ticipation beyond distributing our literature, claiming we
should have nothing to do with such a formation which did
not really represent a break with the Democratic Party.

After discussion a motion was adopted as follows:
(1) to intervene in the conference with our political line;
(2) to take no responsibility for the conference or its dec-
isions. This was precisely the policy followed by the Los
Angseles comrrades.

The conference was organized in such a way that any in-
dividual who wanted to take part in it had only to register
and pay a one dollar fee. He was thereupon made a "delegate'
There were no delegates, as we normally understand that term,
from organizations, elected to attend the conference and rep-
resent their organizations. In other words, the conference
had an ad hoc character about it, much as many gatherings
have in the movements of dissent in these times. The obvious
reascn for this 1s that there is no mass political organiza-
tion in this country that enjoys the support of oppositional
elements.

No on=z was asked, in the call for the conference or at
any other time, to assume responsibility for it and its dec-
isions. Despite the wishes of those who called the conference,
who wanted to make it a vehicle for staying in the Democratic
Party, it turned out to be a wide open kind of affair, where



-13%—

. everyone's ideas and proposals were heard rather than one
where tlght organlzatlon, program and- act1v1t1es reéulted

Also in attendance were all the left wing partles and
groups.in the state, hundreds of activists from thé-antiwar
movement, people from the Black ghettos, from the Mexican-
American community and assorted others. An estimated‘2,500
attended, almost 2,100 of these reglstered as delegates

: The organizers tried to put ‘across a two—thlrds rule for
passing motions. The L.A. branch decided to oppose this bur-
eaucratic measure. The motion lost and the conference voted
that a simple majority would decide:

As the Los Angeles branch estimated in advance of the.

'f,conference, only one .real issue of substance was to be de-

cided. there. - That was whether to support Gov. Brown for re-
_election, as the right-wing liberals and the Communist Party
wanted, or to-oppose ‘both candldates of the maaor partles.

SRR We adopted the pollcy that SWP'ers at the conference
ilntroduce motions in the workshops that our slate in the
state-wide elections be supported by the conference. ‘This
-was done. The idea received a friendly reception and some
support in some of the workshops but our people did not bring
it to the floor in the plenary se531ons. _

The conference d1v1ded into two dlstlnct groups The
right wing consisted of -the sponsors of the conference sup-
ported by the CP and an official from the International =~
Longshoremens -and Warehousemens Union. ~“The left wing had
a clear majority, supported by the younger elements and the
other radical groups and - partles. Sy

When the right w1ng saw 1t could not hope for an en-
dorsement of Brown it brought in a motién not to endorse
anyone. But the left ‘wing aménded this proposal to oppose
both Brown and Reagan.  The debate took place over this ques-
tion. .Scheer and-his followers from the Bay Area “had cau-
cused prior to the plenary session where the debate “took .
place and decided to take a firm stand against both Brown ‘and
Reagan. In the discussion at this caucus it was stated by
some of those in attendance that they were in dlsagreement .
with Scheer s runnlng in the Democratlc prlmary last- sprlng

The vote on the motlon before the conference resulted in
a7 to 5.victory for opposing both Brown and Reagan. There-
upon about 200 ( out of 2,000 ) left the conference after
some of their leaders made statements that they could not
partlclpate further.

g Communlst Party leaders were - very much in evidence. dur—
ing the conference, beating the bushes for the right wing.
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They must have had an agonizing appra1sa1 between late Satur-
day. nlght, when . the decision was made, and the" ‘Sunday morning
session. At any rate, they did appear on Sunday thereby af-
firming tradltlonal Stalinist practices of operating .as. a .
right wing in .the left wing. DuBois Club members were split
right down the middle on the critical vote, some supportlng

the rlght w1ng, some the left

‘The open support to the pro—Brown elements by the CP and
the result of. the vote must be considered a heavy defeat for
‘the Communist Party. .They stand exposed before the antiwar.
youth elements who.made up the ‘overwhelming maaorlty of the-
left wing at the conference.

‘The Los Angeles branch had decided in advance of the con-
ference to counterpose any motion to boycott the election. w1th
a motlon to support our slate, but if it came to a showdown ;
vote whether to endorse no candldate or ' t6- oppose both candl—
dates of the major parties, we would vote to''‘oppose both.
This is what we did. A fairly large number of L.A. members
and ex-members and sympathizers participated in the conference,
attendlng the various workshops that were held and the plen-.
ary sessions. We . had a literature tablé there, as eVeryone .
else who wanted one had .. A eon51derable amount of llterature
was sold. . g S ‘ - ORI

In addition, 2, OOO coples of a spe01al statement enti-
tled "For Independent Political: Action," was distributed as -
well as 2,500 copies of the:rstate election piatform. Our ..
propaganda covered the- entire gathering -and it was ‘reported -
to us that some old.time. ¢P'ers-thoucht" thls was a "Trotsky-
ist rigged conference." ; In short, we made-a certain impact ..
upon the participants with our statement and eléction plat-
form in addition to our attendance.

At the last sess1on, held Sunday, ‘dfter the vote ‘on’ the
gubernatorlal race, -a number of resolutions were adopted
mostly good. But there was no time to discuss these at the E
plenary ses51on. They came out of the workshops But this, . ;..

been made the prev1ous nlght

In asse831ng the weekend's results the Los Angeles com=
rades think that progress has been made, especially among the
young antiwar elements that came to the conference. We had
nothing to lose by attending and participating in it. Waat
we had to gain was the opportunaty to reach a few thousand
people ‘active in various fields in which we are actlve, or
want to take a hand in, with our point of v1ew o

The 108 Angeles branch proposes that we contlnue to main-
tain the same relationship with the local Committee for New
Polltics that we have had in.recent times. That is, that we
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send an observer 1o their steering committee and some of our
members to their meetings. We have made clear that we are
not responsible for this group and we have tried to get them
to endorse our state candidates. GSome of them are willing
to do this.

Finally, we think it would have been an error to turn
our backs on the- developments described above and we- thlnk
we have made some gains by following the policy agreed upén
at_the camp. At any rate, the conference results dealt some
blows to the concept and practlce of lesser evil politics.
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- New York, N.Y.
 Oct. 21,1966

Dear Milt:

T I have been asked to wrlte for The Militant on-the '~
"New Politics" development which would probably include its
California offsprlng, the Commlttee for leeral Represen—'

tation. . .

I read your letter but it does not deal with the central
political question involved. I am not concerned with the
procedural-organizational controversy which I consider subor-
dinate to the political evaluation made of the recent "Con-
ference on Power and Politics" recently held in Los Angeles.

In the origiral article submitted under the signature of
Gordon Bailey for publication in the paper, which I presume
you have seen, the opening paragraph reads:

"Over a thousand Californians have voted against les-
ser evil politics, and have pledged to oppose Democratic
Governor Brown as well as Republican Ronald Reagan in the
November election. This very significant step towards a
break with coalition politics was taken at a statewide 'Con-
ference on Power and Politics' held in Los Angeles the week-
end of Oct. 1." (My emphasis)

Does this represent your view? We have always under-
stood "coalition politics" to be capitalist politics, the
politics of class collaboration and not, as could be narrow-
ly construed, as coalition with the Democratic Party. The
New Politics group overtly reject the concept of class pol-
itics as they do the Marxist concept of the class division
of society and class struggle. But their superficial non-
class approach is merely a petty bourgeois version of capital-
ist reform politics in which they presume to resolve all
political and social problems within the framework of the
capitalist system.

So far as I can determine by the evidence available
there was not even the remotest hint of a class approach
to politics in any of the declarations and actions taken
prior, during or after the Conference on Power and Politics.
I note the same absence of a class approach in the article
on the conference by Grace Simons in the Oct. 15 National
Guardian where she deplores the fact that the gathering failed
to consider "the larger question of the need for an independ-
ent third party." I don't hold you responsible for what
Simons writes in the National Guardian, or anywhere else for
that matter, but it does make it imperative that we make it
known publicly that Simons does not speak for the Socialist
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Workers Party on this - ‘question. That is what I propose to
do -- to make clear what our position is on working class
politics as contrasted to the politics of class collabora-

tion whether of the "third party" coalition or reform var-
iety.

It is this fundamental political question which con-
cerns.me and about which I would very much like to have your
views. = o : ST '

Comradely,

_ Tom Kerry

JG
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Los Angeles; Calif,;ﬁ:"
October 24, 1966

Dear Tom,

I have your lebter of Oct. 2lst and I am glad to give
“you my views on the questions you raise.

I did not see Gordon Bailey's article until he showed
me a copy after he received a note from Barry Sheppard that
the Bay Area comrades had a different appreciation of the
L.A. conference than ours. When I read his copy I told him
T disagreed with his evaluation that, "This very significant
step towards a break with coalition politics was taken ..."
After a short discussion he agreed that he had gone too far
and that is when we decided that he chouvld phone N.Y. and
ask that this and another evaluation be taken out of the
article.

My view of the elements that made up this conference
(they can hardly be called a movement in the sense of an
organized grouping or party) is that they represent a large
sector of the antiwar, pro-civil rights people in California.
I am speaking only of the Calif. development as I am not suf-
ficiently informed about other areas. These people are not
satisfied with periodic demonstrations against the war and
are looking for fields of more effective action. In their
search, they have turned to political activity.

Of course they are not a proletarian, proletarian-rev-
olutionary or socialist tendency even though here and there
one comes across individuals who so consider themselves. In
their turn towards political activity they have made and pro-
bably will continue to make mistakes. These take a number of
forms including supporting Scheer and similar elements in
Democratic primaries and elections, hunting for third parties
regardless of class character, etc.

I should add that I am referring not to the handful of
leaders but to the thousands that, up to now, make up their
following. These latter are the antiwar militants that we
want to reach with our ideas. The fact that they are just
as petty bourgeois as Scheer, Cassady, etc. should not in-
fluence us to turn our backs on them. After all, we have
built a youth organization of sorts precisely out of such
material.

This is what has influenced us to intervene, wherever
it is permissible, in meetings, conferences, etc., to reach
these people. We do not agree with the view expressed by
Bob Himmel in a letter to us of Oct. 5th, in which he writes,
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"It is no concern of ours how the Stalinists, liberals and
any other so-called. radicals inside the Democratlc Party
choose to cover their left flank in this year's election.”
We think it is very much our concern and we have taken and
will take steps to utilize the present disaffection w1th
Brown to push our 11ne on political: act1v1ty4 :

_ You are correct in saying there was no class approach
to politics in the recent L.A. conference. Actually, as-you
also state, the elements we are speaking of do not view things
_in that way. However, they take a good stand on certain ques-
tions, such as the war and civil rlghts. Since they have no
- formed ideas. on political action, it is our duty to pedagogi-
‘cally explain the correct approach. I hope your articles
will take that line. ‘ ) D

I cannét stress too strongly that we have before us a
layer . of'mllltants, admittedly petty bourgeois, who are in
flux, some moving one way, some another and virtually- ‘all-
ready to give us a hearlng At the recent camp up north-two
women took the floor in discussion (on Pete's lecture) and
complained that while they were working for Scheer in the
Democratic primary no one bothered to explain to them what
was wrong in that. Now convinced that it was indeed wrong,
they still remained unfriendly to the YSA because of this
neglect. We should draw a lesson from this experience.

I think the Bay Area NC members are making an error in
saying, "14. The best arena of work within this milieu re-
mains our independent antiwar formations. It is precisely
there where we have the maximum tactical flexibility to par-
ticipate and recruit." (from Oct. 10, 1966 Analysis, etc.
sent to PC in name of Bay Area NC'ers) This leaves out of
account literally thousands of antiwar militants who want to
go beyond the limitations of the antiwar movement. We do not
agree at all with this approach.

I think you know that Scheer has many more followers
than any of the present Bay Area antiwar groups. These are
also antiwar elements. The antiwar movement was split at the
time of his primary campaign. I think that, without conceding
a single thing to Scheer or the idea of runing as a Democrat,
we should be the ones to take the initiative to heal the split,
at any rate, in the antiwar movement. As 1t 1s, our people
and the Scheer people have no contact since the split and no
longer cooperate on questions where they are in agreement.
This is wrong and must be corrected.

One last point. We should understand that any new po-
litical strivings, even the limited ones that confront us
today, must of necessity be tinged with Democratic politics.
This is not to say that we should make concessions of any
kind; our stand must be rigidly principled, but tactically
flexible, at least to the extent of reaching people with
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our views. Even the union movement, when it gets around to
taking the first steps breaking w1th capitalist parties will
carry-over with it all kinds of vestiges of Democratic Party
politics. We should be prepared for that because the new

movement we are trying to build (at this time our own party,
later a Labor Party) must come out-of the Democratic Party;
that is where the flesh and bones of the new party are at
present. They are all tainted and there are no virgins a-
round, at least very few 1f any. o

One more point. In L A‘ “the branch had ‘extensive dlS—
cussions on the conference héld here prior to 1ts convening.
We took the stand that we would not propose the formation of
any new party or even running an independent candidate pre-
cisely for the reasons, I will not repeat, that your letter
mentions. I assure you we are under no 111u51ons about the
class character of this "movement" but we did think and do
think now that it presented a good opportunlty Yo intervene
with our ideas. And how else can one 1ntervene except by
going there and speaklng up? A

Milton Alvin-

(



-21-~

Los Angeles, Callf
Oct 30, 1966 o

“Dear Tom,

I have read your artlcle in the paper, "Developlng

Crisis of Coalitionism." I don't know if you got my letter
‘before you wrote it, or if you did, anything in it was of any
‘use to you. I also received a letter from E4d Shaw, dated Oct.
25, 1966, which came after I had wrltten you.

I am not sure if we see eye to eye on the current pro-
blems from a tactical standpoint. I am considerably more
sure that we in L.A. do not with the Bay Area comrades,
judglng from their communlcatlons and reports we get.-~

Ed's letter says, "It's not clear what developments with

' regard to the Bay Area comrades you are apprehensive of. The

current differences of evaluation of the Democratic party
crisis can and should be discussed without any serious pro-
blem.™ I covered some parts of this p01nt in my letter to

'you dated Oct. 24th.

It is necessary to say.something more. :The Democrats,
have some problems; you discuss._.these in your article. These
are new problems, - -as you point.: out, at least they have become
sharper singce 1964. If, as generally expected, the Dem-
o¢rats lose 20 to 40 seats in the House next election day,
this w1ll not be a serious blow; the "in" party normally
loses some seats in the off year election. It will be in=
structive to see what happens, at least as a gauge of the

Jloss in support as a result of Johnson s pollcles, domestlc
*and forelgn. _ g .

' However, adding up all thelr dlfflcultles, the elements
who normally supported them and who can not go along with the
war policy, the‘Negroes ‘and. poverty-stricken people and even
the N.Y. unions who. are: split on the contest for governor
and all the rest, I don't think it constitutes a "crisis."

"The party is stlll largely intact, unfortunately. What we do

have is - a series of split-offs such as the Black Panther move-

‘ment and the California anti-Brown development, the latter
“belng, of .course, not fully developed by any means. If the

coming election results in a really decisive loss of support
to the Democrats, say 100 seats, then we can speak of a cri-
sis. But if the loss is held to the 20 to 40 range, as the
polls 1nd1cate, it is wrong to refer to the present situa-
tion as a ¢risis. I am not trying to spllt hairs on what we
call this business, just trying for precision since the man-
ner in which we judge the situation determines how and where
we concentrate our work.
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That this is of considerable importance to us is mani-
fest from the Political Resolution we adopted at the last
convention. The document speaks of the future break up of
the coalition that makes up the Democratic Party, a coalition
that contains disparate elements that must, under the pres-—
sure of events eventually break up. What we are going through
at this juncture is only a partial, in fact small, manifesta-
tion of this process. But even thig small development is im-
portant to us. We cannot do effective work in' the larger
sectors such-as the union mbvément at this time. We are lim-
.ited in what we can do in the movement for Black Power. But
among the youth there is a godd field in which-we can inter-
vene w1th con51derable effect.

The conclus1on I draw from: an analy31s of what we
should be doing now and in the immediate future flows dir-.
ectly from this central fact: the youth movement is the
place where we can do the most effective work. Therefore,
it follows that we must find the road to this youth and speak
w~to them 1n our press, and 1n our general propaganda.:_

Abeut a year ago when Farrell ‘was on tour, I discussed
w1th him the idea of a seriés of articles 1n'The Militant on
the 30-year history of class collaboration politics in this
country and the publication of the whole thing as a pamphlet.
It seemed to me that we needed this as an-‘educational piece
-for exactly the kind of situation we are -in today which was

.not hard to anticipate. .I was gratified in his agreement
and offer to write it himself. I know that practlcal dif-
ficulties prevented him from doing this. But don't we still
need it?-.Can't it be done now? onfthbﬁbasls of whatever re-
sults the electlons show7 AL ‘

I have been glVlng some- thought to our general theoretl-
cal outlook for the development of American polltlcs, as out-
lined in the theses adopted 20 years ago. I am coming around
+to thei conclusion,: based on: the: experlence Of these years, .
~that: there-will. be noimeaningful building ofﬂany large- Zscale
independent movement’, from the unions, the Negroes or’ any-
where else, without our direct partic¢ipation. This idea
forces 1tself on me becausé of the failure of- any of the dis-
- parate elements in the Democratic Party to ‘break with it in
~-the direction of 1ndependent polities. I think any new move—
memt, which is of course in the- future, depends heav11y, per-
haps decisively, upon ouriown aggressive ‘intervention.: I
also think this is a somewhat different approach to’ the pro-
blem than we have held. I ‘think the party should be educated
in the idea that the building of  the new movement depends’ to
an. enormous extent upon what we ‘do and what we say. No one
else, in 20 years and more, has even posed the questlon in
the way we hdve. thedretically. I do not see anyone on the
horizon who will. ® That leaves it up to us: ’

BN
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This brings, me back:to the situation in the- Bay Area and
our. dlsagreement w1th them~= I think their problem:is that
they have ngthing to sdy-to-.those people (largely in the youth)
who supported the Scheer campaign except perhaps to ask them
to vote for our candidate for governor, as they indicate in
their Analysis, etc. of Oct. 10th. I wonder if it has crossed
their minds what they would say if we had gone along with the
their proposal not to run a wrlte-ln slate? o

In addition, they conclude in the same document that
our best work can be done in the antiwar milieu. Let us take
that as our point of departure.

In New York, the largest antiwar center, the movement is
unified, everyone belongs to it and participates. If I am
not mistaken, some credit for this achievement belongs to us;
we have pushed the idea of non-exclusion harder than anyone
else. In the Bay Area, the second largest antiwar center,
the movement is split. Regardless of where the blame for the
split lies, and I would agree with the Bay Area comrades that
the Scheer campaign is responsible, is it not our duty to try
to unify it? Should we not mount an aggressive campaign to
bring all the antiwar elements into a single organlzatlon
such as you have in New York? Would not such a campaign,
sparked by us, remove the image of sectarianism that the Bay
Area document says is held by the students? The document
says there is nothing (underlined in the orlglnal) we can do.
This is wrong. We can do something, that is try to unify.the
antiwar movement.

On this basis, we can reach the Scheer followers, who
are considerable in numbers, with our other propaganda, on
political action and other questions. Who is going to edu-
cage these people and teach them principled politics, if not
us?

I think we must teach our own cadres, as Pete calls them,
that a great job of education that requires the patience of
saints, is before us. In the meantime, cooperation in action
on those questions where there is agreement, should be fol-
lowed. My impression is that there is too ready a tendency
on the part of our own people to brush off youth that have
ideas other than ours, and not only in Berkeley. I don't
want to burden you with this last point on which I intend to
write something prior to the next plenum, assuming we will
have one in the period prior to the convention.

Finally, on the L.A. Conference. We still have no word
from the PC on its opinion of our intervention. The last
minutes I received indicate it has not been on the agenda.
We would like to know here what the PC thinks, that is, if
we were right or the Bay Area comrades. On this point, it
seems to me that what must be decisive is this: was this a
caucus of some sort of the Democratic Party? (in this case
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the form of our intervention was impermissible) or was it

a wide open meeting, made up largely of antiwar elements
-who are thinking of going beyond demonstrations, etc., in
which anyone could, and did, participate? (in this case

the form of our 1nterventlon was correct). To sum up this
point and 311 the foregoing, we are very much concerned
with what we say and how we say it to the considerable num-
bers in the antiwar movement who want to go beyond what has
been done since the movement first arose.

Comradely,

- , - ' _ Milton Alvin
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o New York, N.Y.
- o« Nov. 7, 1966

- Dear Milt:

It is unfortunate that you will be unable to attend the
forthcoming plenum. It would have been good to have a ~~r-
sonal discussion to clarify our views on the developing po-
litical situation in this country.

From our correspondence thus far I get the distinct im-
pression that we are both concerned with different aspects of
the problem. As I wrote in my letter to you under date of
Oct. 21, I was not so much concerned with the organizational-
procedural (or tactical) controversy between L.A. and the Bay
Area in re: the Conference on Power and Politics, as I was
about the political evaluation. Did it represent a break,
significant or otherwise, from "coalitionism," i.e., the pol-
tics of class collaboration. What were the dominant politi-
cal tendencies rperesented. Did they constitute a viable
social formation moving in the direction of a break with cap-
italist politics? What did we consider the probable perspec-
tive of development, etc., etc.

You, on the other hand, seem to be largely concerned
with demonstrating that the form of intervention (tactics)
adopted by the L.A. comrades was correct as against the tac-
tics advocated by the comrades in the Bay Area. It is hard
for me to judge on the basis of the information now avail-
able to me precisely what the tactical differences involved.
They will perhaps be made much clearer once we have had an
opportunity to discuss the question with the comrades at-
tending the plenum.

Let me briefly review the circumstances that impelled
me to undertake this informal exchange of correspondence.
First, we received an article from H.P. on the Los Angeles
conference characterizing it as a "very significant step to-
wards a break with coalition politics." Then an article ap-
pears in the National Guardian over the signature of Grace
Simon deploring the fact that the conference failed to "“con-
sider the larger question of the need for an independent
third party." The question was naturally posed: did these
views represent any section of the L.A. leadership or ranks.
I conclude from your letters that they did not -- although
you do not mention any reaction to the Grace Simon articles
in the National Guardian.

Once questions of such fundamental political importance
are raised I consider it of far more importance to us than
any differences that may have arisen over vhat tactics to be
pursued in one or another conference or in the antiwar move-
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ment in general. If we see eye to eye on the principled po-
litical line there should be no difficulty in working out a
correct tactical approach.

It is good to hear that you intend writing on this
whole matter of current political developments. In the mean-
time would you have any objection to making available to the

NC our correspondence on this toplc as there 1s con51derable
~interest in: the matter. a

Comradely,
‘f? o _ Tqm‘Kerry




Los Angeles, Callf.
Nov.~ 10 1966 i

Dear Tom,

I have ybur letter of Nov. 7th and I agree that we seem
to be concerned with different aspects of the problem.

It seemed to me that there was (and is) agreement in
the party on the political evaluation of the so-called New
Politics elements. That is why I spent little or no time
in analyzing :this aspect. I think that the following of this

movement consists largely of young people in the antiwar

movement, and they are almost entirely of a petty bourgeois
class character and that their views reflect the ambivalence
of this class. So far as I know, this is largely the view of
this tendency held by all the leading comrades here and by

~ the branch. There may be some nuance or shading of differ-
.ent estimates of where they are going, as is only natural, on
- the part of one or two comrades, but no substantial differences.

So far as Grace Simon is concerned, she is not a spokes-
man for the party in her Natlonal Guardian artlcles or any-
where else. A

I can;understand your misgivings when you received the

'H.P. article. But as I explained in a previous letter, I

did not see the article before it was mailed and I do not
know if any of the other leading comrades did. At any rate,
H.P. was conv1nced that ‘his evaluatlon was wrong. e

I would like to answer some of: your questions point by
p01nt . First, did the L.A. conferénce. represent a signifi--
cant break from the politics of class collaboration?” On the
face of it, it 4id not. It would be more accurate to say
that the refusal to support Brown revealed that many people
were looking for a new answer. Not everyone, but'a signifi-
cant number. The fact that they were unw1111ng to “support
the Democrats in the face of a strong Republican challenge
led by a Goldwater leader (Reagan was Southern Calif. -Chair-
man for Goldwater in 1964) was important. The fact that ‘the
overwhelming majority did not support a candidate of their
own or try to form a new party is not necessarily negative.
It may have indicated that they were taking a sober look at
the situation and that. they decided, for one reason or an-
other not to go that route at this time. However, even if
we take the position that the conference took no real steps
towards breaking with class collaborationism, we must also
see. that certain possibilities are now open to us that did

not exist prev1ously Under the actual circumstances, their

rejection of Brown is a step away from lesser-evil politics
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and permits us to bring our ideas on political action into
the picture under better conditions than if they did support
Brown no matter how reluctantly.
Second, you ask what were the dominant political tenden-
cies represented. At the conference you could find every po-
litical tendency to the left of the absolute center in Amer-
ican politics with the exception of the SLP. There were the
dead center liberals, the left-liberals, the CP, all the
smaller groups like Spartacists, PL, CFFI, etc., and ourselves.
As T have written previously, it was a wide open forum for
all kinds of views rather than a controlled conference under
the domination of any single political tendency. It must
also be said that the majoPity of those attending were not
particularly identified with any of the established political
tendencies; they were the young antiwar elements looking for
some answers. We must conclude from the composition of the
conference, as well as the results, that no single political
tendency dominated the conference. The fact that-the only
meaningful decision, not to support Brown or Reagan, in other
words, to do nothlng, was all that came“dut of fthe conference
( in addition to calling another meeting™in the spring of" 1937)
testifies to the formlessneéss of the whole thing and to the-
fact that nothlng has been settled yet by these people

l

Next, you ask if they constitute: a v1able~socwal forma-
tlon méving in'the direction of a break with capitalist pol=
i%iés and what do we consider their probable development. If
there is one thing that is sure, in my opinion, they do not
represent a viable social formation moving towards a break
with capitalist politics or anywhere else. I think the po-
litical tides and storms will wash them away in timen I -doiw
not think there is room in our time for a viable formation of
a pétty bourgeois character to play an independent role in
polltlcs._ Eventually, thls grouplng must break apart and go
in dlfferent directions. -

It is at this p01nt that our tactlcs towards them be-
come invested with a great importance, especially since we
do ‘not have favorable circumstances and conditions in other
arenas of work. If we intervene in a meaningful’way, peda-
gégically, with patience, we can win over those“who can be
convinced of acting in a principled way in politics. The -
others-will, in one way or another move towards capitalist
polltios.

. I do not think that we here in L.A. have any different
principled approach to this problem than you have or even the
Bay Area comrades have. That is not the area in which we
have a disagreement. It is over tactical questions that we
do not see eye to eye with the comrades up north. This is
clear from' the letter of Bob Himmel to us and from the state-
ment of the NC'ers there. Their policy seems to turn away
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from those who are now- questlonlng lesser evil politics and
those who have rejected Brown in the face of a right wing
Republican threat. We, on the other hand, see this develop-
ment as an opportunlty : . :

In connection with this point, I hope the plenum eval-
uates our work in the antiwar movement and projects some
ideas for future developments. We must, I think, conclude
that the kinds of activities that the movement has engaged in
up to now are becoming less attractive. Recent nationwide
"~ ‘and local mobilizations, days of protest, etc., are not draw-
ing as well as they did. In California, north and south, a
considerable number of antiwar people are looking for other,
more effective ways to act. Most of them seek some kind. of
politieal solution to the problem. I heard part of a speech
by Stokely Carmichael last night on the radio in which he
stated in the strongest way that the moral approach to the
solution of the Negro question was all wrong and should be
abandoned. He -advocated a political solutlon, although he . is
not clear on what kind of politics. : .

At the same time he attacks Brown, Reagan, Johnson, Rusk
McNamara, etc., in the most unrestrained manner. Doesn't he
represent a tendency among the younger Negroes to find some
other answers in the struggle for Black Power not unlike the
tendency in the antiwar (white) movement? I think both ten-
dencies are groping for political solutions. Doesn‘t this
offer opportunities to us that have been absent up to now?
For some time the Negro movement was dominated by demonstra-
tions, marches, protests of wvarious kinds de31gned to show. .
the 1mmora1 aspects of discrimination and segregation. S1m1-
larly, the antiwar movement demonstratlons stressed the im- .
moral character of the intervention in Vietnam. In both.
cases, of course,: certain political overtones, slogans, etc.
were also present. .

I think we have to try to estimate 1f there is not a
change taking place, both in the antiwar and Negro move-
ments, that calls for a change in our tactics. As I see it,
considerably larger numbers of people are looking to polit-
ical activity as the only road to the solution of current pro
blems. This is what we must orient to in an educational man-
ner, bearing in mind the background of the elements that make
up these movements. It would be a mistake on our part, as I
indicated in a prev1ous letter, to confine ourselves to
building a single issue antlwar movement as the answer to
all questions.

Since we are opposed in principle to advocating the for-
mation of a new party of a petty bourge01s type, we must find
a bridge between the present consciousness of those in motion
and our program. This does not lend itself to easy solutions.
But, as a friend of mine advised me in connection with another



matter there is no such thlng as a problem only an op- -
portunlty’, That is why I suggested that the Bay Area com- (;/
~rades, who are in the second largest antiwar:center, mount

a campaigh to unify the movement. whlch is now:split.  This,

at least, will put them into closer contact with others that

we should reach. .. It will -also: helpito’ ‘dispel the: 1mage of
seotarlanlsm that they seen to thlnk nothlng can help

If you agree with me that we are pa551ng through ‘a

‘ changlng situatlon, and I hope you do, and that there is a
certain groping and flux in .the direction of political action,
on the part both of the Negro and antiwar movements, doesn't
this requlre that we adgust ourselves to the ‘new situation?

Undoubtedly the current stage of ‘the motlon that is
faklng place revolves “around discussibn, of possible lines of:
political action ratker than action itself. What is impor-
tant in the’ 31tuat10n is that involved here are young people,
from the campuses, SNCC and CORE, who have not gone: througn .
any kind of political experlences, who are not identified. or:
tied to existing political tendencies. Our experience is that
they are w1111ng to give us a hearlng In. many cases their
response 1s friendly to our ideas. ' .

One of the Bay Area comrades told me,thatAWhatjscaresq
these ‘people off is the YSA's Leninist: organizational prin-
ciples. Can it be that the YSA is not attractive tO'some of (:;
the youth because it is too t1ght7 My impression is that it .
is harder for. one to join the YSA than the party.

- If we see the present 51tuatlon as one in which we
should ‘intervene in a broad discussion of politics with the
antiwar and Negro movements, if we project this from the
starting point that they themselves see political solutions
as the necessary ones, if we take the- election results as the
best proof that there is ho .hope in the capitalist parties
or any sections. of. them, “then. we must take steps to make it
easier for us to reach all who will: glVe us a. hearing.-’ In
other words, we must loosen up: thlngs ‘'sothat the atmosphere e
of a full and free discussion takes place._ I think:it would -
be well to start.among our own youth, to convince them that
they should carry a.campaign of education into the movements -
“where they are already 1nvolved and to make it easy to JOln
the YSA. ,

Comradely,fi
Milton Alv1n e

P.S. I have no. obaectlon to’ publlshlng our correspondence

I suggest that if. you do; the L.A. statement on the

New Politics Conference, the Bay Area NC statement and the ‘
letter to'us from Bob Himmel should be included to round (;/
out the picture..



