September 15, 1945

James Po. Cannon, National Secretary,
Soclalist orkers Party,

116 University Place,

New York, New York

Dear Comradei

Our Political Committee has discussed your letter of August 28 on the question of
the unification of the Socialist Torkers Party and the Workers Party, and wishes
to place before you its views on the matters dealt vith in your communication.

We have taken note, first of all, of your statement that you are in favor of a
discussion on the question of unification of the two parties and will so recommend
to the mext Plenur of your Nati -al Committee., We have no doubt that such a
discussion, carried on with the caidor and seriousness to vhich you refer, and
animated by a mutual desire to reach speedily the solid basis for unity which we
believe exists, can result in the consolidation of a strong ani hsalthy party of
* the Fourth International in the United States, with stimulating effects upon the
movement in’ every other country. The reasons for this conviction have already
been stated in a general way in the Resolution on Unity adopted by our National
Committeé and sent to you on August 22,

. To us, ‘the central question to settle is the basis for unification, which, in the
concroto casé, is the question of the basls for the revolutionary iarxian partye.
You state in your letter that thc Socialist Torkers Party has "always proceeded
from the point of view that programmatic agreemont on the most important and
decisive cuecstions is the only sound basis' for unification.® As we have understood
this conception, which applies not only to the basis for unification between two
revolutionary organizations but in general to the basis for the existence and
functioning of a revolutionary party, we are able to subscridbe to your formula.

In the present casc, however, the concrete mecaning of the formula is not sufficien-
tly cloar to us. The ambiguity to vhich it 'lends itself is heightcned in our
minds precisely becausc of what you call M"the split between us and the formation
of your own organization five ycars ago, and... the dcep diffcreoncos which havo
geparated us sinco."

If, by "programmatic agrcement .on' the most important and decisive caestions," you
refcer to agroement with the fundamental principles of Marzism and the basic
program of the Fourth International as worked out in the vhole poeriod, that is one
matter. In that case, any preliminary discussion betweon us could only establish
the fact that on this plane, thc planc of basic program and principle, the two
parties are close enough in their positions to require and justify immediate
unification, on grounds similar to those vhich made their membership in one party
possible and desirable in the period prior to the split. Ve arc quite prepsred
to cngage in such a discussion, but our knowledge of the similarity of position
of tho two parties on this planc, as revecaled in their public documents, causcs us
to regard such a discussion as a formality.

In other words, we feel, for our part, that an oxtcmsive discussion for the
purposc of establishing "that v arc approaching agrocment" on such basic questions
is not osscntiales On thesc baisc questions, sufficicnt agrocment alroady exists
to warrant unification, and o disscussion could only rccord that facte
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Iif, ‘howover, "p*ogmmmtic egreement® refers to -grocement on thosc theoretical,
political and oven organizationnl questions that have divided us in tho pn.st that
scems to us to be a differont mattor. Tho difforcnces between the two porties on
those questions are not less 7ell-kno'm than the points of agrccment. They relate
to such orostions as the class character of ths Russian state; tho slogan of
funconditional defonso of the Sovict Union", tho application of the Lenirist
thoory on the national question to the world today, in perticular to Europc; aspocts
of the military policy of tho revolutionnry Party; application of the principle of
domocratic centralism and the question of party rogimo; and o number .of questions
- of lesscr prominence and significance, In somo instmcos, thesec are diffcrences
botween our party and yours; in othors, it has not alwys boon clear vhether our
differonces are with positions officinlly taken Yy the Socinlist Workers party or
only by individual party ropresentatives. But cven if in every instance, the
specific difforcncos wore botween the two partice officiclly, that would not, in
our view, rule ouw unification. Our position on this point has already becn sct
forth with sufficient clarity in the Resolution of our National Committee, Te
re:lte rate it here:

The differancos th-t do exist between tho two parties are not, singly or scverally,
of a noturc that is impermissible within the framewérk of ono revolutionary Marxist
party. It is possible for the two parties to unite now into onc, despite these
differences, beconuse, as our Rosolation stated, firststhere is a sufficient funda~
montal agrccment in principle betwoon thom, and socend, the main political
differonco whidh engendcred the originnl separntion into two rartios, namocly, the
question of "unconditional defense of the Soviet Union,® docs not now have thoe
samo acutencss or promincnce that it had at tho boginning of the mr, according to
tho declarations -»f the Socialist fJorkers Porty.

Those facts, too, wo believe, could only be recorded by a more detailed discussion
botween reprosentatives of the two partics, From that standpoint, such a discusse:
jon would be profitable, Ry mecns of a discussion, to be sure, the character,

soope and means of rogulating (evontually, disposing of) those differcnces could

be ostablisked more precisely. But in view of the lengthy period over which these
differonces have developed, and the vast documentary mnterial presonted oa them

.by both sides, it is, of course, most unlikely that thoy could be eliminated in one,
or even two or three such preliminary, meetings, and a completely common point of
view worked out. '

The fact cannot bc ignored that we have the samo firmness and depth of conviction
about the views we hold on a number of theorctical and poltical questions as the
comrades of the S.W.P. have of their vieus. It is not to be denied, either, that
these views relate to significant and important questions. Furthermore, we are
the last to minimize the importance of polifical and thooroticel questions, and of
taking a corrcct position on them.

We do not regard this as a'hindrance to early unification, however. As all of us
in the movement have held, a "monolithic" party is noither possible nor desirable .
In the history of the Fourth International, there have been, an still are,
sections in which the difforoncos on cortain thoorctical and political quostions
wore groater than those which today divide the Socialist Workers Party and tho
Workors Party. It might be added that within tho Torkors Party itsclf, we regard
as entircly permissible the cxistence of difforences in some controvarsial
questions y¥pich are not lcss important than those which, on othor questicns
soparate us from the §.77.P. %We not only believe that our differences with the
S.W.P. today aro of such p naturo as aro quite permissible within the limits of o
united rovolutionary party, but that thay can be fruitfully dcbatod and bost
sot tled by means of comradely ’iscussion, organized anl eonducted in the best
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traditions of democratic centrolism, within the ranks of one party.

These viawus, if we mny repeat, nake up our coaception of the basis for wnification
and the basis for the revolubtionary party in general, If your views arc the sanmc
as .ours on this score, or simil-r to ours, we would consider thot very little
remaing for the achicvement of mity beyond the discussion and settlement of
practical organizational steps. liorcovar, agrecment on this would dispel eny
impression that tho indispensable pro-condition for wnification of two revolution «
ary Marxist groups is an ecgreement oa cvery thocrcticnl, political ard orgnnization
al question. However, if your concoption differs in any important respect from
ours, wc nre prepared to discuss it with the nccessary objectivity. A procise
formulation by you would meke it possible for us to cxpress a, procise opinion.

There rencin three points vhich are dealt with in your loattor,.
To the statement quoted above, you add:"... vhen divore_',émos of opinion occur,

unity can be maintained only by the scrupulous observance of the democtatic principle
of the subordination of the minority to the mojority and strict discipline in

public activity ond action,® To this point of view, too, we subscribe, Ve haowe

maintained this view throughout the cxistcenco of the Torlxers Poarty. wWe would of
course continuc to maintain it within the wited party. To this vicw, we Join the
view, likewise well-sstablished in the revolutionary Marzian movemont,. that a
nminority has the right and even the duty to disscninate and defend 1ts specilal
point of view in the party, and that the nojority - precisely because it is the
najority and thereforc mainly rcsponsible for the leadership and integrity of tho
organization - has the special obligation to preotoct the rights of a mdnority as
a function of its obligation to prescyve the rights and intercsts of the party os
a vhole, :

Having those conceptions, we belicve that a "genuine unification on » firmend long
lasting basish is possible. It goes without saying that we share the view that a
runification followel by a sharp fucticn fight on’ ancther split would be highly
injurious to the party.' No serious comradc could contermplnte a unification of
this kinde. A faction fight of any sort, ruch less a split, following the unifica-
tion, would compromisc bath th: party a.nd thosc rosponsible for such lamentablo
consoquences of the unity.. In any casc} it scoms to us, the unificetion would
have to be followed by & poriod of intensive cormon acitivity in the class strugglo,
during vhich - while the opinions and rights of eny nirority would be respected
ard protectcd - frctionalism, mutual reerimination, and judgema:nts of tho old
division would be abjured.

On thc basis of the foregoing, we have no difficulty in mecting your request that
wo indicate ore precisely ond more cencrotely our viow of how the unification is
to be brought cbout anl vhat form it should teoke,

Once it is agrecd that therc is sufficiont accord in our positions on the fundamonte
al principles of arxisn and to ncko possible ond justify unity; once it is sgrecd
that the differences wo do have (vhich we do not wish to conceal) are of a noture
that moay exist within the ranks of o single revolutionary party - the only irper-
tant point left is the discussion of the proctienl organizational steps for fusing
the two parti:s into onac. :

If tho comrades of the Socialist Torkers Party foel that o preliminary exchange
of opinicns,. especially on controversial questions, would nakL, for o bettor and
nore fruitful wderstanding of the respective vicws among the merbership of the
tvo parties, and vwould contributo to a smoother passzge to a healthy unity, we are
roady to considcr the publication under the Jjoint auspices of the two Committecs




4_
cf a discussion bulletin open to both orpanigntions. If this moasurc is consid-=-
wrod superfluous, end the Socialist Forkeors Party is ¢f the opinion that s
discussion of controvorsial cucstions is, undor-the circumstances, better held
aftor the uaity, the docieioa is i its hands, In that caso, rceprescrtative
Cormitteos cf the twe porsics conld, os is custennry, arrenge the devalls of the
fusion. A Naticnal Cormittoe could bo sct up subjest to review by the first
convention of the wnitod party; siuilarly in the case of officers of the party.
Thoe question of merging the two theorstical and popular orgons could also ve
gecttlod by the two rnegotiating Cormittocs.

In our case,‘as, wo suppose, in tho cose of the Socialist Uorkors Party, all these
proposals, if agrced upon by the Cormitteos of the two parties, would bo subjec'c
to the prelinminary approval of & National Convention.

One further point, in conclusion. TWe find that wo do not agree with your statemcht
on the possibility or oxpedicncy of practical collaboration in o numbdor of fields,
to bo carried on betweon now and the cventual union of the two parties.

You say that "to attompt to begin with such practicol cooperation, prior to a
dofinite approcch to unificntion, would szem to us to put things upside dowm and
locad to a sharponing of conflict§ over socondary questions rather thon to their
noderation,” ,

We coll your attention, first, to the fact that it is not proetical collaboration
that we are beginring with., Both organizations hnve alrcady bogun with the

quoestion of unification, the Vorlzers Party ty its Rosoluticn in favor of unificats
ion and tho Socialist Workers Party by its decision in favor of discussing urifi-

. cation. The fact that both parties envisage unific~tion as a practical possibil-
- ity ~ ard unless they did, further discussion would be superfluous or deceptive,-

creates, in our view, the basis for considering, now, agrcements for practicel
collaboration in specific, concreto ficlds of work.  Second, it is difficult for us
to see why suck collaboration would necessarily, or at all, lcad to a sharperhg
of conflicts.

On some quostions theore arc, it %3 true, difforcaces in theory, But we have
alvoys hold that it is precisely in those cases where there is o difference in
theory or progran between two proletarian organizotions, and not contrarivisc,

that practical collaboration is necossary and possible - provided, of coursc, that
the tvo organizations have a r“milar standpoint or aim in the practical stop.

Such collaboration is not los: indicated between organizations with a similar .
progran., It is cortainly ten timos moro warrantod in tho case of two organizaticns
vhich havo already commenced to discuss the question of unity between themsclves.

- Naturnlly, vhen therc are specific political disagr@emonts on actual .tasks, trsks

of the day, practical collaboration is not possible botwecn the organizations
involvede For oxarpplo, wo cannot today have practical collaboration between  -tho
parties on the question of the dlcction in Detroit. 3ut the two partics can, oveon
now, wo are coavinced, rcach a high icasuro of fruitful collaboration in such -
mattors as o joint fight, or joint consultation in the fight, for thosc slcgans
oend ains which we put forward in much the same woy in the trade unions., Similar
practical collaboration 1s possible and dcsirable in tho caso of the New York
rmnicipal clcctions; in the casc of united nction ageinst Fascists like Smith and

‘Winrod; in the case of Joint cfforts on behalf of our comrades ‘uf the Fourth

International abroal:igy etec., etc.

For thesce roasons, wo request that you roconsidor your position.
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e have sot forth our views on o nuriber of questions as plainly as wo con, with
tho ain of cloaring all obstacles off the rdaod to unity and without concerling |
our differcnces in general or our diffcereincos, to the cxtent that thoy oxist, on
‘tho question of unity itsclf. 't is quitc possible that we have failed to cxpress
oursclves in all questions wit.. the necessary clerity, or have failed to

deal with all thc questions of importnance. If that provss to be so, in your view,
wo ard proparod upon rcequest to eolaborate our vicws on any poiat germons to the
question of unification. 1i/o are roady to deal with any ehch points in further
correspondonce, or orally in a necting vith the sub-cormittee appointed by your
Bolitical Cormittoe. jicanvhile, wo await your roply to tho present corrmnication.

=

Yours fraternally,

Max Shachtnon,
Wational Sccretary,
vorlors pParty
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SOCIALIST WORKERS PARDY

Avgust 28, 1945

Maz Shachtman, National Secretary
Jiotkers Party

114 vest 14th Street

New York 11, New York

Dear Comrades:

Your letter of August 28 with the enclosed statement of your, National
Committee "0n the Unification of the Jorkers Party and the Socialist Workers
Party'! has been received and discussed by our Political Committes. e
especially note your declaration, ir Point 5 of your statement, that the
Workers Party is fiprepared to discuss the question of unity with the Socialit
Yjorkers Party.ft We are in favor of such a discwssion and will so recommend
to the next Plenum of our Natioral Committeo.

In view of the sharp conflicts which resulted in the split between us
end the formation of your own organization five years ago, and in view of tle
deep differcnces vhich have-soparated us since, we believec that the National
Committee's considoration of the question will be facilitated if you will
indicate mere preciscly and more concretely your view of how the unification
is to be brought about and -hat form it should take.

%e have always procecdod from tho point of view that programmatic agrcc-
ment on tho most important and deecisive questions is the only sound basis for
unification; and that, when diverfences of opinion eccur, unity can be
- maintained only by the scrupulous obsorvance of tho democratic principle of

the subordination of the minority to the majority and strict discipline in
public activity and action.

If, in the course of the discussion, it appears that we are approaching

agrecement on the most important politicel questions, as well as upon the
organizational principle referred to above, and that unification is a rcalist~
ic perspective, then systomatic joint consultation and plans for the cooper—
ation of the two organizations for the carrying out of practical work pending
the fonmfml unification, would follow as o matter of course. But to attempt
to bogin witl such practieal cooperation, prior to a definito approach to
unification, would scem to us to put things upside dowm and lecad to a shorpen=-
ing of conflicts over sccondary questions rather than to their moderation.
In our view, "tho practical possibilities of living ond working togethor
harmoiiously" flow ncturally and inovitably from o basic agreement on the
fundamental questions, not vice versa. Friction and conflict arise from
political disagrcement rather thon from personal incompatibility. In the
long run, the latter is alvays subordinatcd to the former.

554



in our opinion, the cucction of unification must be discussed with
complcete frankness and seriousincst. The ain must be to effect a genuins
unification on a firm nnd leng.dasting bosie. T8, for our part, believe
thot unity would beo a gocd thing if it is firmly bascd and leads to the
strengthoning of the party and the build: =g up of the partye On the other
hand, o unification folluwed by o shorp faction fight and another split would
bec highly injurious to tnc ovarty. :

The wyiows sct forth above arc d3sizned to give a concrete basic to the
roolininary discusgions between us. Neturalily, we are perfectly willing to
hcay and consider any differcent foma of »nreliminary approach vhich you maoy
wish to make, If you think that any explcratory vorbal discuscsion would
faciliitate the preparatiou and orzsmirniion of the agenda for a thorough-
going consideration of the whole problem. of wnification in all its aspects,

a sub-committee of our P.C. is prepcred to meet with you for such a prelimin-
ary discussion. Such a mcetirg con be arranged on short notice by a telephcune
call to Comrnde Stein, Orccmizational Secretary, at the National Office of
the S.W.P. . '

Yours fraternally,

JeC/se _ J.P. Cannon
National & cretary
Sacialist Woirkers Party
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REPLY T0O WORKERS PARRY
(Adopted by Political Committee. August 27, 1945)

Max Shachtman, National Secretary
Workers Party

114 West 14th Street

New York 11, New York

Dear Comrade:

Your letter of August 22 with the enclosed statement of
your National Committee "On the Unification of the Workers Party
and the Socialist Workers Party" has been received and discussed
by our Political Committee. We especially note your declaration,
in Point 5 of your statement, that the Workers Party is "prepared
to discuss the question of unity with the Socialist Workers Party."
We are in favor of such a discussion and will so recommend to the
next Plenum of our Wational Committee.

In view of the sharp conflicts which resulted in the split
‘between us and the formation of your own organization five years
ago, and in view of the deep differences which have separated us
since, we believe that the National Committee's consideration of
the question will be facilitated if you will indicate more precisely
"and more concretely your view of how the unification i1s to be brought
about and what form it should take. »

We have always proceeded from the point of view that program-
matic agreement on the most important and decisive questions is the
only sound basis for unification; and that, when divergences of
opinion occur, unity can be maintained only by the scrupulous
observance of the democratic principle of the subordination of the

minority to the majority and strict discipline in pudblic activity
and action,

If, in the course of the discussion, 1t appears that we are
approaching agrecement on the most important political questions, as
wvell as upon the organizational principle referred to above, and
that unification is a realistic perspective, then systematic Jjoint
consultation and plans for the cooperation of the two organizations
for the carrying out of practical work pending the formal unification
would follow as 4 matter of course., But to attempt to begin with
"such practical cooperation, prior to a definite approach to unifica-
tien, would seem to us to put things upside down and lead to a
sharpening of conflicts over secondary questions rather than to
their moderation. In our view, "the practical possibilities of
living and working together harmoniously" flow naturally and ineve
itably from a basic agreement on the fundamental questions, not
vice versa. PFriction and conflict arise from political disagreement
rather than from personal incompatibility. In the long run, the
latter is always subordinated to the former.
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In our opinion, the question of unification must be
discussed with complete frankness and seriousness. The aim must
be to effect a genuine unification on a firm and long-lasting
basis. We, for our part, believe that unity would be a good
thing if it is firmly based and leads to the strengthening of
the party and the building up of the party. On the other hand,

a unification followed by a sharp faction fight and another split
would be highly injJurious to the party.

The views set forth-above are designed to give a concrete
basis to the preliminary discussions between us. Naturally, we
are perfectly willing to hear and consider any different form of
preliminary approach which you may wish to make. If you think
that an exploratory verbal discussion would facilitate the prepar-
ation and organization of the egenda for a thorough~going consider—
ation of the whole problem of unification in all its aspects, a
sub-committee of our P.C. 1s prepared to meet with you for such a
preliminary discussion, Such a meeting can be arranged on short
notice by a telephone call to Comrade Stein, Organizational Secre-
tary, at the National Office of the S.W.P. s .

Yours frateranally,

Jo P, Cannon, National Secretary
Soclalist Workers Party

. FhbiE

537



-~ -y

October 4, 1945

National Committee,
Socialist ‘Jorkers Party,
116 University Place,
New York, N.Y.

Dear Comrades:

To facilitate the consideration of the question of the unification of the
Socialist Workers Party and the forkers Party at your Plenum, we want to )
summarize here the views we have already set forth in our written commnications
to you and orally at the two discussion meetings already held by your sub-
committee and ours.

The National Committee of the iiorkers Party proceeo.s from the following
premises:

The Socialist florkers Party and the Workers Party represent two tendencies in
the revolutionary liarxist, or Fourth Internationalist, movement. Between the
two Parties, there is, however, sufficient agreement on basic principles and
program to warrant .and make possible their fusion into a united Party. The
differences between the two on a number of theor¢tical, political and organiza-
tional questions, the nature and scope of which are well-known, are permissible
within the framework and in the ranks of a single revolutionary Party. Further-
more, the main political differfence which led to the split in the S,%W.P. and
the formation of the W.P. mo:e¢ than five years ago, namely, the question of
the defense of Stalinist Russia in the war, does not have the same acuteness
and prominence today that it had then, the S.W.P. having declared recently that
its main slogan in this question has receded into the background.

The unification of the two Parties is thereby rendered politically and pract-
ically possible at the present time. Such a unification, accomplished on a
sound and healthy basis, would serve the best int.rests of the working class
and of our common cause. It would give the movement for revolutionary social-
ism a great forward impulsion in this country =nd stimulate the movement of
our co-thinkers and co~fighters throughout the world.

In our discussions, the delegation of the Socialist Vorkers Party pointed out
that its Committee had not yet taken an official position on the question of
the unity of the two Parties and had not yet decided whether or not it wanted °
unification or considered it desirable. The delegation did not, therefore,

make any proposals in the name of the §.i.P. on the gquestion of unity, or on

the basis upon which it could or should be accomplished. It limited itself
largely to obtaining infermation from us with regard to the viewpoint of the
wWorkers Party. .

Nevertheless, we are able to record a point which is important not only from
our standpoint, but from the st-ndpoint of the consideration of the question
of unity itself. As we pointed out in our last letter to you, the reply sent
by your Party to our National Committee Resolution on Unity lent itself to
anmbiguity in the matter of the basis for unification. It could be interpreted
to mean that the §.W.P. took the position that before unity could be accom-
plished between the two Parties, there would first have to be discussion and -
then agreement on the decisive and :unportant political and programmatic
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questions. TWe replicd by saying that the political differences between us .:
were sufficiently well-known on both sides; that they could most probably not

. be composed in one,two or three discussions between sub-committees; and that

in any case, we took the position that these different views could very wcll be
permitted, contained and freely discussed within the ranks of one rcvoivtionary
Party. At the first conferencc between the two delegations, this ambtizuity
seems to us to have been largely dispelled. Two circumstunces give us this
impression. The first is that the political differences vetween tie two Parties
were not raised by your delegation for discussion, were not proposed for
discussion, and no indication was given that such a discussion, and akcve all,
an agreement on the political questions, was considered an indispensab.e pre-
condition of unification. The second is that the National Secretary >f the
S.W.P., in response to our direct question, declared tiat he could grant,
abstractly, in a general way, that the ¢ifferences detwezu the two Parties were
of a character and scope as made possibhic thair co-erigtease within a single
Party; and declered further that the present differsicss between the two groups
~could be considercd “frozen'. A more precise and formal confirmation of this
view, would in our opinion, considerably narrow the fieid of difference between
us on the dquestion of the bas’'s for unity and on the character of the united
Party.

While granting abstractly the poss:.blhty of fruitful co-existence of the two
tendencies within one Party, the delegation of the Socialist Workers Party
repeatedly strecsed the question of the concrete practicability, feasibidity,
of a fusion. It referred several times to tha fact that the §.VW.P. comradecs
had uppermost in their minds the question, "will it work?", that is, will the
unification work out profitably for the movement in practise, in the concrete?
Reiterating the view expressed in the lett.r of the §.W.P. to our Party, the
delegation pointed out that a unification followed immediately by an intense
factional fight and perhaps ancther 3plit, would not be a solid untiy or a
worthwhile unity from eny standpoint.

These consideration were set forth by the S,W.P, delegation with particular
reference, it seems, to one of our proposals. We find it necessary to repeat
and motivate it here, inasmuch as on the one side it has been endorsed by our
Committee both before and after its presentation to the joint conference of the
two Parties, and on the other side, because it became the principal topic cf
discussion at the first joint conference.

In opening the discussion at the first Conference, our delegation put forward

" orally the views pfesented in our letter to you. In reply to the question as to
how, more concretely, we envisaged the actual unification, we added: For us it
is not a question of amneuvering, bargaining, or deception of any kind. e
recognize the numerical superiority of the §.7.P., which means that unless and
until altered by the majority of the membership of the unity party, the pre-
dominairce in leadership and policy in the united Party would fall to the
comrades now composing the S.W,P., with the comrrdes now composing the W.P.
making up a disciplined minority wilh all the necessary rights and facilities
at its disposal to provide t. : means of changing the policy of the united Parzy
by democratic process. :

However, our delezation added, the Workers Party, representing a distinct and
different "political tendency, or.ideological grovping, from that represented
by the S.W.,P., required and was ,)ustifled in having, inside the united Party,
an internal cducational bulletin of its own in which it could freely defend,
disseminate and develop its particular point of view on a number of theoretical
and politicel problems of the movement. We projiosed that the right of any
mijnority to publish and disseminate such an organ insi.e the party - a right
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fully consonant with the best traditions and principlcs of democratic centralisp-
be recosnized on both sides, thus onviating in a-vance ajy recriminations and
fricticn that might otherwise be preduced if and vhen such an crgan was publish-

. ede We pointed out further that the present party.discussion bulletin, if
published in the same wey in the united Party, cculd not be considered an
adequate substitute for a bulletin of cur own, inasmuch as the comrades of the
W.P. believed that they could not place sufficient confidence in the present
auspices of the §.W.P., bulletin to warrant a withdrawal of our proposal for a
tulletin of ow own and a joint recognition of the rigzht of ourselves, or any
other minority, to publish one at its owa discretion and on its owm responsib--
1lity. :

This preposal, as your delegation will report to you, constituted perhaps the
main burden of our joint Conference, at leadt of its first session. Upon
further consideration by us of Lhe arguments advanced by your delegation, we
find it necessary to reiterate our stmnd. It was our impression thzt most of
the arguments advanced applied not merely to the harm that would allegelly come
to the pParty from the discusfiion of Party problems in a bulletin of our own, but
equally to a free discussion conducte.i in any other form. ‘‘e cre unable to
subscrive to any viewpoint that says or suggests that every ideological group-
ing or tendancy is automatically a faction or must necussarily become onej or
that every political or ideological discussion is avtom-tically a factional
fight or must necessnrily beccme one. In our view, agreemsnt with such a
conception means one of twc things: Y1f every political or theoretical discuss-~
jon is a factional &iscussion and means of a factional fight, the rcvoluti mary
Party must be engaged in permanent factional warfare; anc if this is so, and
factional warfare must be averted at all costs,  then discussion must be dis-—
allowed, and then in place of a living revoluticnary Party freely developing
jts theory, program and political line we will have a monolithic secct. Our
conception of the basis for unification and thorefore the basis of the revolu-
. tionary party, is radically different from thise

Your Natiodal Sccretary pointed cut, in the discussion, that there was no
question of principle involved in ocur nroposal. The publication of a minority
organ inside the Party hod been allored before and even the iissuance of a public .
organ vy a minority cannot be dealt with as a matter of immmtable principle, he-
declnyed. To tnke no more ‘than one example, he added, the QOehlerites in.the
old Communist League of America and in the old Yorkers Party were freely
"permitted to publish an organ of their own inside thec Party. vThat was involved,
in his opinion, however, was thec sigrificance of our proposal coancretely, in the
given case. The question oi unity could not ve solved, he said, by the S.W.P.
rejecting cur proposal or by the W.P. insisting oa it. It should rather be
considerzd as a “symbol", and from this standpoint it appeared to him that tho
~proposal mould or might adverse’y affect or nullify the aspects of the wmity.

For the reasons already set forth in.our conference sessions, we cannot accept
this point of view or share these apprehensions. Ve hava.not taken a position
for unification lightly. e do not contemplate the abondcnment of cur independ-
ent organization, leadersh:.p and press ligntly, but only because of the progress
for the movement that a healthy unity would rcpresent. 7o loolz upon a factisnal
war the morning after unity as an absurdity. But we are compelled to add that
we regard as equally absurd any suggestion that a free cxchange of opinions on
party problems, a free and fruitful and necessary discussion of such problems -
which we look upon as the life-blood of a revolutionary party, and not as a
- Wgpecialt featurc of party life or as a "luxury" accorded from time to time -~ is
the same thing as a factional war or is in contradiction vwith any of the pract-
‘ical nnd daily needs of party work in the class st ruggle. 560
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Finally, even if the publication of a separate organ inside the party by a
minority is coneidercd "abnormal" - a viewpcint we do not share - it must alsco
be said that there are very fevw examples in cur histcry of the union of two
organizations which, for all they have in common, nevertheless have such a
divergence of views, that is, of the union of two such cistinctive. tendencies
as our two Parties now represent. In thnt case, it seems to us utterly unreal-
istic to attempt, in the problem of cur unificatica, to apply "nermal® criteria
(as some comrades consider them to be) to an "abncrmal® (i.e., a more or less
unprecedented) situation. If some comrades find it necessary, we can establish
ocur own"precedent" in this matter.

¥e do not wish to dwell at length on our proposals for practical collaborotion
betveen the to Parties now. Naturally, the area of collaboration 'and its -
tharacter ahd limitations will -differ’in,nccordancélwith tho. position taken by
your Plexum on the basic and prinary question, the question of un:ity. Ve are
prepared for collaboraticn in either case. If you find that unity is either un-
desirable or unfeasible at the present time, e nre nevertheless prepared to
enter into practical o2greements with the S.W.P., for united activity in all
indicated fields. The nature of itie agreementé-would then be of cne kind. If,
however, your Plenum decides th t unity 1is not only desirable but feasible and
' goon realizable, the practical collaboration we should then engage in would be
of another -~ a closer and morc harmonious - kind. It would then also represent
both a practical preparation for the unity of the tvo Partics and a realistic
test of its workabilitye. :

Finally, we point out, the question of cur views on the stage of development and
the perspectives cf the revoluticnary Party in the United States, ~nd of our
views on the Stolinist Party, nlso arose tomard the end of our second joint
session. 7Te find no need to reiterate vhat was said on thexe questicns from cur
side or to elaborate ¢un it. Scme of vhat vas sald represcnts our Party!s viewss
scme, howewer, represents only individual views, as vas mnde clear in the
discussion, .

Those members who find it necessary to exa:ine our views on these or other
questicns, will find them stated with sufficient clarity and amplitude in the
volumes of our theoretical organ and in the files of our Party bulletin, both of
which were supplied to your cdelegation in the most complete possible fcrme Our
views on the stagze of development of the movement in this ccuntry tcday, of

its tasks (in the general scnse) and perspectigcs, on the guestion of a party
cadre, of tendencies in the revolutionary Party, of porty democracy and related
questions, are best and mest recently set forth in the documents presented to
and cdopted by our Active Workers Conference a little thile ago.

In-.view of the forcgoing, we reiterate the position that our Party has taken
on the question of wnification, and maze the following requests of your 7 lomom:

That the Naticnel Committee of the S.%.P., upo:. exomining the rolevant documents
~ and discussing the renorts befors it, adopt an cfficial position cn the question

© of unity to be commmunicr-ted to us for our immediate coasiderdidmn. It is

difficult for us to see how any further progress can be mrde in the discussion
and realization of unity bvetween the two Parties if y:iur sub-committee designoted
to mect with us continucs to be in a position vherc it cannot angd does ot

make any proposals of its ewn on the questicn of wunity, where it camnot express
itself definitely on proposals made by us, aad whers it is even unable ta
~declare that the §.17.P. has decided in faver or in opposition to unity itself,
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Thot the Nationel Committee cf the §.7.P., in cdopting an cfficial positicn,
expressce itself ot the same time on the serics of nropcsals made hy us for
the bpasis on thich thie unificaticn sheouwld be achieved and for the method to
Tollow in achieving it.

Lastly, that the Naticnal Committce c¢f the S.%W.P., in its deliverations on
unity, censider again the questinn cf practicel cellaborntion between the two
crganizaticins and adopt concrete proposals, either in dgreement with our owm or
else as a substitute of cur own for us to consider.

Any relevant questions that remain unelucidated, or that require amplification,
we arc prepared to deal with during your deliberati:ns, either by letter or

orally hefore you Committee. For bhhat purpese, cur C-mmittecl s delegrticn is
being held at your dispos:l upon your reguest at any time cduriang your secssions.

Fraternally yours,

Max Shachtman,
. National Secretary,
' Workers Party

562



November 15, 1945

Max Siachtmen, National Secretary
Workers Party

114 W. 14 St.

New York City, N,Y.

Decr Cojxade:

The SWP plenum resolution on unity, in referring to the
proposal of the WP negotiating committee on a tendency bulletin
in the united party, merely states the following: the WP "would
insist on the right to publish their own discussion bulletin
under their own control." Ostensibly, therefore, the SWP
majority does not teke a position on this question. However, in
. the actual life of the party it has become clear that -the majority
advances the tenderncy tulletin proposal as & great stumbling block
to unity. -

For our part, we do not believe that this is the real :
stumbling block to unity. Nevertheless we believe that it should
be removed. The plenum reftised te take note in its resolutizn of
our distinction between the right to a tendency bulletin and the
exercise of that right. We believe that the WP saould make that
-distinction and pledge itself not te exercise the right in the
united party under the following cond1t10ns~ .

, (1) That the SWP cooperate closely with the WP for the
purpose of preparing the membership ef both parties for umity,
and that after unity there will be real cooperation of the SWP
and the WP; o
(2) That the SWP recognize the right of a‘minority to
issue its own bulletin for the purpose ef convincing the membership
_of the correctness of its views. .

. ‘Needless to say, nobedy could demand nor eould the WP
coarades agree, to refrain forever from exercising the right of

a minority tq issue its own bulletin. No responsible minority

would exercise that right without great justification, but ne

respensible majority would ever prohibit it from exercising it.

If the right is used unjustifiably, a mejority should easily be

able to discredit a minority for doing so. But & united Trotskyist

party is so all-important today that for the sake of it we appeal

to the comrades of the WP to pledge themselves not to exercise

this right, subject to the conditions indicated above.

Fraternally yours,

Felix Morrow
for the SWP Minority
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November 27, 1945

Felix Morrow

SWP Mincrity Group
214 Viest 16th St.
New York, N. Y.

Dear Comrade Morrow:

Our Political Committee has agreed to the proposals on the question
of the tendency bulletin made by the Minority Group of the Socielist
Yorkers Party in your letter of November 15, Your proposals afford
us still another occasion for reiterating snd amplifying our position.
It has been stated with sufficient clarity in our written communica-
tions to the Socialist Workers Party and at the two oral discussions _
that took place between the delegations of the tvio Pzrties prior to the
recent Plenum of the L.P. \

What was involved from the very beginning of the discussion on the
unity of the two organizetions was not a determination of the Workers
Party comrades to issue a tendency bulletin of their own on the very
first deay of the existence of the projected unity Party, regardless of
circumstances. For example, so far as our Politicel Committee was
concerned, this was mede cleer in the first report mcde by its repre-
sentative to & general membership meeting of the Nci York Lceal of our
Party, a report substentielly repeated to most of the other Locgls of
our organizetion several months cgo.

As you know, the question involved in reolity wes the right of the
minority in the united Perty to issue such a tendency bulletin. The
SWP Plenum Resolution is literelly correct in stcting our position
as an insistence "on the right to publish their own discussion bulletin
‘under their own control®™., In the orel discussions between the delege-
tions of the two Parties, it wes not we but the principal representative
of the S.W.P. who called attention to the fact thet, for exemple, the
leadership of the American Trotskyist movement, himself included, had
freely permitted the Ochler group to publish and interncl bulletin of
its own inside the organizetion in 1934-1935. Therefore, he cdded, it
was not a question of the "right" to such a bulletin "in the abstract®,
a right which could presumcbly be granted; but rather & question of our
"ettitude”. We could not then end cennot today construe this otherwise
than as & reference to our opinions about the present majority faction
of the SWP. These opinions we expressed ezndidly to the SWP delegution.
We pointed to whct is generelly know, nimely, the fact thct our comredes
do not hcve sufficient confidence in the present lcadership of the SWP,
particulerly with ref-<rence to its record toward inner-pcrty opponents
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end critics, and ere therefore concerncd with assuring their democrctic
rights in the united Perty by hoving the minority's right to its

own bulletin jointly eccknowledged by both sides. We &re perfectly ready
to cdmit that obstrectly considered this lack of confidence megy prove

to be exaggerated, or even groundless, In like manner, we cdmit that
common work end common experiences in the united Porty mcy ccuse the
comrcdes of the Vorkers Perty to abanden their opinions on this score.
They are not ready, hovever, to abendon them merely on demcnd. Vhot
they cre prepired to cbendon in the interests of unity, hcs already been
made cmply cleer cnd precise. We consider it enough.

We con go futher and sny that even tho question of the right to issue
a tendency bulletin is, in a scnse, only the formcl side of the mutter.
Ordinarily, it would not occupy the plzce of importance it hecs been
given in the discussien on unisy. As you so rightly put it, "we do
not believe thet this is tho recl stumbling block to unity." The
"stumbling block" is' the conception of the SWP Mecjority Group of the
kind of Pcrty revolutionary Marxists should have end build. Our Party
shcres with the Minority Group of the SWP the conception of the
Bolsheviks which wes fought for with such emphosis end clerity, espec-
iglly since 1923-1924, by Trotsky end his supporters. The SWP
Me jority, in practise cond often in words es well, holds the conception
of a "monolithie" Party, which flies in the fcce of our whole tredition.
We are compelled to sey now thsot unity of the two organiz:tions is
possible only if this conception is abrndoned. It is primerily in this
sense thct the quesiion of the tendency bulletin is so importent. It
serves as the concrete test, nt the present junction, of the conceptions
held on the kind of Perty we must build --a sterile "monolithic" fection,
or a united democretically-centrolized party of sction in vhich there is
freedom of opinion end grouping, znd the assurance or dcmocrctic rights
for cll views compatible with the fundesmentzl progr:m of revolutionecry
Marxism, : ’

This is how the recl issue stands. To it, the other considerztions
cen well be subordinated, including the motter of whether & minority would
issue & tendency bulletin the morning atter the unification, o year
aftervard, or et ell, It is in this sense thet we cre prepcred to
accept the proposcls of the SWP Minority.

Fraternally yours,

Ms/Cw * Max Shechtman
' - Netionel Secretary,
Vorkers Porty

Copy to:

J. P. Cannon,.National Secretary

Soci«list Workers Party .

116 University Pl. . ‘ -

New York, N.Y. : : 5"5



