ISL _NATIONAL CONVENTION, 1957

- DISCUSSION ON UNITY WITH THE SOCIALIST PARTY

(Following are summaries of the reportc made on this question by the
reporters for the PC majority and minority--Max Shachtman for the majority,

Gordon Haskell for the minority. These summaries are notes taken by a
eonvention delegate.)

Report by Max Shachtman for the Majority

We are a sect, but we must not be sectarian. We must watch 24 hours a day
for a chance to get out of a sectarian existence. When such an opportunity arises,
two dangers arise: from the right and from the left. Some want to dump all our theo-
retical baggage; others, from a sectarian point of view, want guarantees and blue-
prints--the hallmarks of sectarianism.

A few years ago, there was the case of [Irving] Howe and his friends--opport-
unism. Today they are turning to the left in a mild professorial way, talking about
socialist organization. Taday we are faced with the problem of sectarianism.

What is new in the situation? What is new, is the end of the domination of
radicalism by the CP. People want an end to impotent sects; a movement free of dog-
ma and bureaucratic authoritarianism. The larger group is that of the union mili-
tants; we need a policy to win them to socialist organization,

First comes the question of what should be the framework; we must focus on
the SP as the possible framework. It is the only existing possible framework .

What is the program of the SP? Asked that it be circulated among the dele-

gates, We propose to accept it. As ours? No. But accept it as basis for a united
" organization. Comrade Haskell wants a neutral program that isn't objectio-able;

that shows progress is possible--not a Third Camp position now but a diluted pro-
gram. OK, here's the program--nice, mushy generalizations which by and large everyone ;
can interpret as he sees fit., One can say, "Our Socialist Party has differences
within it,.constructive dissent...'" What's wrong with this program?

We have been chided; they say we want unity with the Right Wing [of the SP],
but they wanted unity with the left wing. What's this business about program? Can you =
tell me our comrades can't loyally support the British Labor Party or the German
Social-Democracy? )

From an organizational point of view, the SP is known for the freedom of
tendencies within it. It has a left wing; there is no expuslion for ideas; some-
times they threaten but nothing happens; there is no rigid discipline.

We are better, yes; but the general public believes that the Leninist con-
cept is bad; that "democratic centralism: is bad; and we don't want to spend the rest
of our lives explaining it. We just want the same party rights [in the SP] as the
next man--no more, no less.

The say, "Shachtman will be the policeman of the left" [in the SP]. All right
with me if you want to call me this. I know my left wing, its good points and its
bad points. I don't want the left wing to capture the SP. I don't want to Marxify
Louis Goldberg [of the former SDF] and Sam Friedman [of the SP]. I want to get at
new elements and bring them along. I stopped the Oehlerites in the SP and promise
to do the same in the future. ...

Draper's favorite charge is that our position represents political adapta-
tion to the right wing and to social-democracy. Yes, we want an opening to the right;
where do you want an opening? ...

There are great possibilities; this can open the way to the masses; it can
lift the American proletariat higher than the European--if it rejects its narrow,
sectarian, sterile view. Everything obsolete and sectarian must be rejected before
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Report by Gordon Haskell for the Minority

We have proposed an "all-inclusive party' as our basis for unity. You are
proposing to liquidate the ISL without any political conditions; without regard to
what the program will be, or what the stand on regroupment; without any commitment
from the SP. Your only condition is: take us in without discrimination.

What is this SP into which we want to liquidate as fast as possible? We want
the SP to assert that it wants to be that all-inclusive party, and then agree to
our entry; then we can be loyal members. What makes us so:impossible for them? Why
can't we get their agreement on this?

What's wrong with the Socialist International program rferred to by Shacht-
man? No doubt the French SP agrees with this program too, as it endorses the Al-
gerian war.

' Why do we want an agreement as a precondition? Some say: if you can get the
SP to accept you, isn't that good enough to show signs of a change? But look at the
SP's recent articles: they tell us, "Repent--confess--be quiet for ten years, and
then maybe you'll become first-class citizens of the party..." You deplore it, but
you want to liquidate the organization on the basis of wrong stand. The National
Committee of the SP voted 'mot to enter into negotiations' with us; the majority
voted for it, only four opposed. Then there are the SP's public acts; the articles
in the Call against us.

Now the PC majority is for liquidation while the SP's public actions against
us seem to be growing. Other SP'ers I know say entry isn't possible; if it doesn't
work out, we will have only demoralized and disoriented comrades. You can do this
for nine months, maybe a year or two, but don't know how much longer.

In the SP we should have a right to our own press, to our own ideas, to
equality of membership. The PC majority says our views will be presented along with
others'. But the SP gave the SDF full equality, membership on top committee, etc.

I don't say we must have our own magazine; I say we must have agreement on kind of
movement we want to have, and the rest will flow.

As Shachtman paints it, we have had a hard, tough life and now a bright daz-
zling future lights up before us. A new, easier life is vastly appealing. But there
is no such easy, broad avenue to the Amencan masses. Shachtman's prospect is not
very likely.

Our unity with them will be the unity of two sects; no great things will
happen. A new epoch is starting; we don't have to rush into anything. We are just
beginning to feel the first breath of wind, so why do we have to rush into the first
harbor? Further developments must take place., How long can you focus the organization
on that perspective?

-

SUMMARY Speech by Haskell for the Minority (Excerpts)

I am not claiming that our failure to recruit in the last ten years was due
to foreshadowing of this line. If we can't recruit thousands, then only hundreds,
maybe tens...

I don't want to conceal my differences with Draper. He thinks that the PC
majority's line on political action is one of adaptation--I don't. It is not unusual
that comrades have different motivations but agree on political line.

We have to agree on minimum security before entry. On the one hand, all you
have to do is to get SP to agree to our entry. On the other hand, we propose con-
ditions, becausc this is not a unity of revolutionary tendencies, but the cohabita-
tion of two sects under one roof. '

One SP'er said to me: After 17 years you're in a blind alley, so come right
in, If you [the PC majority] want an all-inclusive party, why aren'y you in favor
of getting them to say so, so they won't say you're just giving up your organiza-
tion? Our Dissent friends feel that way, and it would be disastrous if the SP did too.
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Summary Speech by Shachtman for the Majority

Contrast what we propose with what the Trotskyists did in 1936. Today every-
thing is out in public. In 1936 it was bureaucratically done by Cannon and Shachtman,
with Zam, Altman and Tyler--all secretly. Our {riends were told at the last minute:
follow us, please. Which policy is better? We gave up our press; we crawled into the
SP branches. The SP'ers were unprepared for us in 1936: 'who are these people?' they
asked. We had to have a split in the Trotskyist movement.

I say Haskell is wrong about our morale. Our self-confidence hasn't been this
high in ten years; our comrades have the highest morale. There has been a tremendous
advance: SP leaders are friendly; the youth organization is for us, has an infinitely
friendlier attitude. For the first time we are friendly with CPers, and this is organ-
ically bound up with our SP line. These CPers say to us, "Go to it''--they are dying
to get into SP themselves. They say: you be the guinea pigs. The Cochranites are in-
tensely interessted, though they say they don't think we can make it. The Jewish Bund
comrades, several hundred, are very interested. There has been some breakdown in the
icy coldness with the Dissent-ers. McAvoy was so impressed with our line that he ap-
plied for SP membership. True, he was rejected; they wanted a security check. But
it proves our attractive powers; we have gained new audiences everywhere.

Comrades ask: what if this line fails? You and I both have no alternative;
we'll think about it together...

A few hundred ex-CPers, like John Gates, would like to enter SP too. I've
told that to SPers. They're opposcd. Do I deliver an ultimatum that they have to
adopt my regroupment line, admit CPers, Gates, Sweezyites, etc.? My line is simple:
to have them adopt the line of unity with the .ISL, to unite with the ISL. ,

I am politically upset at Hal's [Draper's] line inthe current Labor Ac-
tion [July 8, 1957]. If you say: you're a scoundrel, thief, liar and fake, how can
you influence politically? ... Don't stand in the way, like Draper's article on the
eve of the conveation. I consider it unwise factionalism. Don't give our opponents
any weapons.
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ISL NATIONAL CONVENTION, 1957

DISCUSSION ON SOCIALIST POLITICAL ACTION

(Following are excerpts from the reports made on this question by the
reporters for the PC majority and minority, Ben Hall and Hal Draper re-
spectively, from notes taken by a participant.

The majority had withdrawn its own resolution on the question--one
which clearly came out against running socialist candidates against cand-
idates of the Democratic Part supported by the labor movement--in favor of
a more general and less clear amendment sponsored by D. Meier. The back-
ground of the discussion was that the majoritywas not overtly defending
at the convention the position which it publicly supported.)

FROM: Report by Ben Hall for the Majority

What is new in the resoluticn is the section dealing with socialist cand-
idates. We do not propose to support bourgeois candidates: we oppose them. The
question is how and why we put forward this line. We cannot come forward as their riv-
als and opponents. Our policy must be based on the working class and its movement.

We come forward as a loyal left wing in the union movement. ...

This marks a change on political action: under what conditions do we run
socialist candidates? It is not a problem for the ISL but would be a problem for a
united socialist movement. It should oppose bourgeois candidates, but it must look
toward a labor movement which does support them. It must avoid setting itself up as
a sect bersus the labor movement. "Ah," you will say, "this is opportunism; the right
wing wants to support bourgeois candldates you want to say merely that you'don't
want to oppose them." This represents a problem for us who base ourselves on the la-
bor movement. We propose not to run socialist candidates when this pits a tiny social-
ist movement in a head-on collision with the labor movement.

We have accepted the Walsh-Meier amendment, which permits the running of so-
cialist candidates under certain exception conditions. [Reads amendment.] Our former
section on this approached the problem negatively. The criticism was made of it: '"you
look to bureaucrats and porkchoppers; we wé look to workers.'" But look to the so-
cialist community; in its vast majority, it is for bourgeois candidates.

Are you for peaceful coexistence of the two tendencies? How do you propose
to achieve it? Are you for their acceptance only if they adopy policy of no-support
to bourgeois candidates? We do not want to subject one to the other, as in Weinrib's
amendment. We have to have this policy for a‘:united socialist movement.

We have to take union militants as they are. He may say: I agree with you ,
but how about political action? The mass of workers are for bourgeois candidates:
must we demand that they support our line? Can we ask him to join us and therefore
come into head-on collision with other workers in his shop? ...

o Our proposal is not for all time; it is for the first stage of a reunited so-
cialist movement. It facilitates the entry of militants into a reunited socialist
"movement. After we have absorbed them, we can take another look and consider other
tactics. ...

Draper argues for running socialist candidates, but he doesn't take into
account how the "officialdom" feels.
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FROM: Report by Hal Draper for Minority

: The question is: what ideas do WE bring into this united socialist movement?...

. The question has been complicated by this extraordinary thing that the Pol-
itical Committee was driven to do. Under heavy fire, it dumped the heart-passages of
its POlitical Action section, and adopted the Walsh-Meier amendment (which had been
put forward to rejectits line). It has dumped its own "hard" section on the issue
and adopted something which is a queasy hodgepodge. It now offers something for
everybody. For critics, it can say, 'Let's fuzz it up." For its own PC supporters, it
claims that the two are "identical.'" Comrade Hall maintains that the old version and
the new amendment are identical. Yet in the first section of the resolution, the
motivation that the original PC version was based on still remains there. ...

For whom are you writing this resolution? If for others, then why not a clear,
rounded-out resolution? If you are directing yourselves to the 'sectarians,' then how
do you clear them up, how do you enlighten them? You do not enlighten them when you
do not integrate into your resolution our criticisms of the labor bureuacracy.

You say: our policy must be a "wise one," not a '"rash one. Is that our prob-
lem, that we are carrying on a '"rash" policy in the trade unions? or it is rather the
danger of our people adapting to the labor bureaucracy--for example, taking porkchop-
per jobs? If you're for this latter polocy, all right, discuss it} but don't pre-
tend that the danger is that of ''rashness™!

You say, "in the spivit of ultra-left sectarianism they would undermine the
confidence of the working-class not in its leaders but in itself" etc. Who are these
monsters who are "undermining" etc.? The Stalinists? The SWP? To whom are you address-
ing yourselves? And don't you think'it might be necessary to say something in some
way about the fact that we DO‘want to "undermine" confidence in the conservative
leadership? (Note that word "undermine' they use, and get the flavor...) "We never
undermine the labor movement,'" etc. you write: but why not a word about our criticisms
of the labor movement, about our being the best critics of the labor movement, about our
special role? '

You say, '""'Socialist unionists do not aim to graft some special credo of their
own upon the labor movement." Note that word '"graft," "foist," "impose'"... No, but we
socialist unionists do have a credo (something we believe in) that we propose to the
labor movement to adopt, a PROGRAM, a militant progressive socialist program. Our
special role is in proposing a special program for the labor movement.

Your resolution is in part a collection of platitudes, as has been said; but
it is only a onesided collection, only certain platitudes. You set down a certain ap-
proach; it is a distorted, skewed, onesided approach. We need the balanced approach
which is attempted in the minoroty resolution.

The question of whether in a particular case we do or don't run a socialist
candidate is in part an organizational question, in part a political question. Like:
do we have enough forces to get a candidate on the ballot? Is it worth the effort
politically and organizationally? can you expect a big response from the workers in
a particular case? Yeg, political considerations are involved. Can you get to their
minds and ears? It isaquestion of organizational effectiveness and of the political
gains that may be effected thereby.

‘ The new [Walsh-Meier] amendment threw out 90% of the majority's main argu-
ments. It says: we don't want to alienate the advanced workers; it said this consid-
eration must be weighed. But the PC majority had said that this line will alienate
workers; it said that we won't say '"Don't vote for Mr. Democrat." While the new amend-
ment said the consideration must be weighed, the PC majority had already weigh?d
it and had said, no, don't run candidates. The majority says: if we run socialist
candidates we will alienate ourselves from the workers. But it is false to counter-
pose the running of socialist candidates to separating oursclves from the workers.

The pressure on us does not come from the rank-and-file (as the Newark com-
rades point out). The pressure is being put on our leading cadres by the 'progressive
bureaucrats." These progressive bureaucrats tell them, 'You don't have to give up
your convictions--just come to work for us," etc. That's their lipe, ot .
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The Socialist Party did not separate itself from any workers when it used to
run candidates; but today, when it no longer participates in elections, it DROPS
in the estimation of the workers. The crux of the question is: for those workers who
are disillusioned with the old policy of the labor movement, it is our task to put
our alternative before their minds.

There may be broad socialist movements that will attract workers who still
support capitalist candidates. But OIR movement must be based on those who are, or
can be, disillusioned with capitalist politics.,

Ben Hall inveighs against socialists who attack the labor leadership with
the wrong ''tone'"--who just attack contracts and demands and have no answers them-
selves, who are always accusing the leaders of 'betraying the workers,'" who are always
yelling that "everything stinks," that's all. Whom is he talking about? Our comrades
never behaved in such a stupid fashion. ...

The majority says we must make sure we don't run candidates. But a broader
sociali-st movement can be built and strengthened only by running candidates, among
other things. ...

[The following is a section of Draper's report which was written out in
manuseript but never actually delivered in this form for lack of time.
However, its content had figured in the pre-convention discussion.]

There have becn comments in the League on the timing of this new line by
the ISL leadership--such as: "Even if they believed it, why did they have to come
out with it right now? It looks cynical, when they come out with such a line just at
the time as they are applying for admission into the Socialist Party." .

While it cannot be denied that they have a point, such comments are not en-
tirely fair to the Majority. If I were merely interested in denouncing the Majority,

I might be tempted to make use of such criticisms. But, paradoxically, the situation

is far too serious for mere denunciation. At any rate, that is how I feel as I watch .
this PC Majority turning down their new road--and leaving me far behind as I persist in
still believing a number of things which we all believed in only yesterday.

So, without denunciation, but trying to patiently explain, I invite you to
think about what is in the process of happening to the ISL. Unfortunately, we will
scarcely get a chance to discuss this from any wide view: the Majority does not want to
admit openly that a terrific political change of life is in process. Its formal posi-
tion is only that the question of "unity'" with the SP is the only question, plus cer-
tain tactical matters associated therewith. They resent it when I '"politicalize' this
SP question (as they put it)--that is, when I link it up with their politics; but
they try to make sure that their politics does not come out. ‘ )

So what I want to point out is that this new policy of theirs is not simply
a cynical bone thrown to the SP, as if to say, ''See how right-wing we are qurselves!”
This new policy was not simply born as an idea to tickle right-wing SP'ers.

It is rather the consistent political fruit of the new road which leads
Shachtman both to this new policy and to the SP orientation. That is, it dogs n?t
simply grow out of the SP orientation: there is a "New Road" in politics which is
behind it.

That New Road line can be most succinctly labeled as Shachtman's theory of
the "opening to the right." That vague phrase really means: "Turn to the right."

It means: we must dump--get away from--bury--this "too radical' past of ours, that
very "radicalism" which we sought to distinguish as "Independent Socialism" and which
we counterposed to both reformism and Stalinism. It means: we must flee for shelter
from the pressures and difficulties that our exposed position gives us, and we must
flee to the right.

Ever since the ISL was born, we have conceived of the power of Independent So-
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cialist ideas as consisting precisely in the fact that we have an - lternativeto
offer to both rival ideologies: capitalism and Social-Democracy, : 1 Stalinism.
We counterpnsed our ideas to them, ,

The:< was a hard row to hoe. We have hoed it for over 17 years. Perhaps the
miracle is that we have lasted so long, under such difficult pressures, pressures
that have broken the backs and collapsed the gut: of so many, many groups.

Over on the other side, in the Trotskyist movement, on the {politically) pro-
Stalinist side--the Cochranites, there has also developed a reaction against this
difficult stance. Instead of trying to counterpose their own perspective to both
reformism and Stalinism--in their own Cannonite way-- the Cochranites lit out in the
direction of liquidating into the general Stalinoid movement, becoming an amorphous
"non-sectarian'" tendency within it, even without an organization of their own.

And over on our side, we have a bisymmetric phenomenon, one which you can
undef;stand only in the light of this type of pattern: namely, the tendency to give
up these '"sectarian prejudices" of ours that we hold a kind of socialism which must
be counterposed to both reformism and Stalinism, one which must live independently
(as long as there is no mass labor or socialist party)--one which has an attractive
power, however few they be now, to those who are casting around from those two
bankrupt tendencies,

We used to talk about '"raising our banner'"--the 'banner of revolutionary Marx-
ism"--but that was in days now considered days of "jargon." Now we have got to make our-
selves '"respectable,'" acceptable to the right, we must adapt to them, merge into
them... It is a sort of "Cochranism of the right'; that is, it moves in the direction
of the SP just as Cochran moved in the direction of the Stalinoid circles.

This is not only a consequence of changed politics; it also, in turn, gives
impetus to change and adapts politics to suit; there is an interaction.

That is the process that is under way. This resolution is, so far, the brashest
example of it,

The ISL leadership is going through a veritable political paroxysm, triggered
off by Shachtman and the SP orientation.

Some comrades are under the impression that the SP orientation and liquidation
into the SP is simply an "organizational" step which can be taken while keeping
our politics of yesterday intact. Absurd! Shachtman knows that; I know it too.

No; the SP orientation comes out of a political crisis, but the pity of it is that
this PC majority (in particular Shachtman) is, as a result of its crisis itself,
incapable of putting this crisis before the League. It adopts the posture that the
crisis isn't there.

In this light, the present "New Road" with regard to capitalist candidates is
only the corner of the icebe: sticking up out of the waters. To be sure, it is a
wonder that there is even this much to see. For Shachtman doesn't want to discuss the
ISL's politics at this convention, He is interested in only one thing: get liquidated
into the SP, and you'll learn the political accompaniments later!

So the Political Committee majority "suddenly" adopts this New Road line on
capitalist candidates. "Overnight" they raise their hands for it. But it is not real-
ly that sudden. Their politics had already been hollowed out.

itoa



ISL NATIONAL CONVENTION, 1957

(Following are manuscript notes for presentation given by Hal Draper

on the dispute at the convention on "Arms to Hungary." In its issue of
June 24, 1957, Labor Action had printed the Political Committee's draft
resoltion on "he Road for World Socialism and the Anti-Stalinist Revolu-
tion, " drafted by Hal Draper. However, the majority of the PC had voted to
take out or ‘change two sections. Draper therefore submitted two amendments
on these sections, published in the same issue, as follows:

Amendmenfs

- The following amendmenta are submlt- ;of “a Tevolutionary policy té the we

3 ry policy t6 the west of -
ted by Comrade Hal Draper. ~ *° .the Iron Curtain was one of the factors
(1) ON AR - which blocked the extension and victory
Ms 70 HUNGARY. "+ % of the‘Bast European revolution in 1956.

w In Part 11,  8econd paragraph, after ' It 4s therefore the continuing ‘responsi-
Political aid!"—replace the sentence be- 1 Dility of ‘the ‘socialist left in the West
1 * ginning “We do not advocate wzth (“sornething “we :can do’") ‘to ‘transform
| the following : ‘this factor, namely, the complete degen-

i “We do not call for’ snch actions as. . -erdtion -and. theoretical bankruptey of

AP ,
i . L e s T

‘i wquld turn an.anti-Stalinist " revolution ._-the official Social Democratic leaderships i
into an inter-imperialist” war. With this:  in ‘Europe, ‘who represent nothing rore -
in mind, -we do not call : ‘on any of the' | “than -petty-bourgeois socialism in ‘the

‘ lmpenahst powers, mcludmg the U. S., i ~woftkifig-class movement; that is, the pol- -
¢ or on the UN, to intervene in this battle 1 sicy~of reforms ‘within the framework of
nnhtanly or by sending arms.” * ‘maintaining capitalism, at its best, and
’ :social-imperialism, "at ‘the worst. Never-
(2) ON THE socm-nmocncv |“theless, despite the"political character of
In Part I1; section (3), last para 4 | its leadership, we hote our continuing

¢ “of section—replace this ’;mrayﬁphg:::g: "{-view that the place of revolutionary so-'

ythe following: ik 1:cialists is ‘within these ‘mass ‘social-demo-.

f - “In the most concrete wa y not in Yeratic parties in Europe, and not in- sects

’ :

Xtheory but in demonstrated” life, the Tack : butside_them.',: l ;

o
PR -

o
REY T

i.
{
'
t
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Albhopt. Gates gave the presentation for the majomity, and Draper for
nis own amendments. Due to lack of time Draper's presentation con-
centraied solely on the first, dealing with the question of whether the

United States should have sent armed aid to the Humgarian Revolution !
of 1956.

The following are his manuscript notes for this presentation.




ARMS TO HUNGARY?

The point is not to denounce the Hungarians for wanting arms; nor to denounce
them for getting arms. In fact, the point is not to denounce them at all! We were on
their side. For that matter, we don't denounce the Algerian nationalists for their
terrorism (though we ourselves are not for terrorist methods).

The point is: we do not eall on the U.S. to send arms.

Compare the situation of the Irish revolution in the First World War and the
Kaiser government, which was willing to help them, for its own reasons: would we call
on the Kaiser to send arms? (As distinct from the question of the right of the Irish
revolutionists to take arms from wherever they can get them.)

Why not? Because WE cannot, and do not, take political responsibility for sup-
port to our own imperialist government in IMPLEMENTING this call.

This position was thought out, and discussed out, in regard to the Spanish
Civil War too. (This, of course, was not the only case. There was the issue of the
Italo-Ethiopian war and of economic sanctions (and collective security).)

' Shachtman has suddenly announced that Dan iel Bell was right about the
questions of arms on the Spanish Civil War! He now claims that our slogan "against
the U.S. embargo on arms to Spain'" was just a shamefaced way of being FOR the U.S.
sending arms to Spain (as Bell claimed). This is not so. We were against the U.S.
policy of preventing ANYONE from sending arms to Spain, even private sources, and
rightly against. This is not equivalent to demanding that the U.S. government istelf
send arms to Spain. y

Secondly: Shachtman echoes Bell's ridicule of the demand "independent workers'’
aid to Spain ONLY'"--i.e. we do not demand U.S. government intervention. According
to this line of ridicule, this meant that only "popguns and jackknives'" could be
gotten to the Loyalist government. (a) This is not so. There was a reality: gun-run-
ning from France over the Spanish border to provide arms to Spain, AGAINST the Blum
embargo. The embargo policy (Blum's or Roosevelt's) was designed to prevent this.
(b) In any case, the point was to stress opposition to imperialist intervention.

Compare the '"ridicule'" that could be heaped on the idea of individuals (mere
individuals) going to Spain to fight for the Loyalst side, as compared with sending
the army! (But since Stalinism had a mass movem®, its International Brigade did glay
an important role.)

In any case, the point was: against CALLING ON THE U.S. to send arms.
Remember the international context of the Spanish Civil War, as an international focus
of conflict between the fascist axis and the capitalist democracies. In fact, at that
time, there was a wing of the movement that claimed the war was ALREADY an interna-
tional war and refused to support the Loyalist side on that account. We said no,
that it could BECOME an international imperialist war breaking out around this as a
spark, but that it had not YET become so. But imagine: the U.S. sends a shipload of
arms; the Germans sink the ship; the U.S. waxes belligerent: WHAT DO WE SAY ABOUT
THIS? Do we say simply, "Aw, let it go, send another ship"? Or: "Arm the supply ships
and shoot back'"? or don't we say this?

This issue is even clearer in the case of the Hungarian case. Everybody felt
so. In the U.S., there was much more unahimous sympathy for the Hungarians than there
was for the Spanish Loyalists; yet, from right to left, virtually no one was in
favor of a call to send arms--cxcept the Hungarian Fascist emigres in the U.S. and
the extreme Right in the U.S.

This was so because it was so clear that a call to send arms either HAS TO BE
BACKED UP, or it is hot air, insincere. ,

You want to send arms to Hungary--"realistically," a la Dan Bell? Then take
responsibility for this demand! How are the arms to be sent? Presumably by an air-
drop. The Russians shoot the plane down. Do you call on the U.S. government to shoot
back, or not to shoot back? Do you arm the plane or don't you? Or do you simply
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send a complaint to the UN, pick up your marbles and go away? Or, if you are serious
about taking responsibility, do you next send an armed squadron over, to get the arms
delivered? ,

And if armed conflict, between the U.S. and Russia, breaks out because the
U.S. government is trying to carry out YOUR demand, do you then say "This is not our
war--Third Camp--no political support' etc.? You cannot make a demand whose conse-
quences you are not willing to accept.

Or would the case be any different if it was the UN that sends the arms?
I must patiently remind you: (1) the UN has NO arms to send (except, of course, what
would be provided by the U.S. or any other country). (2) What would it send--old
rifles from the Indian army? And WHOSE planes would deliver them?

Behind this question, and involved in this question, is the issue of the re-
lation of socialists to OUR OWN IMPERIALIST GOVERNMENT.

Let us make a distinction. There used to be heard a pseudo-Marxist formula
which went, '""We make no demands in foreign policy on a capitalist government.'" That
is absurd, and I have been debunking that for two decades. But once a comrade has
learned that that pseudo-Marxst formula is false, maybe he concludes that therefore
all bars are down. No. The Marxist position is: We make no demands on our own im-
perialist government which involves our taking responsibility for ourselves for the
imperialist consequences of the demand. We take no political responsibility for what
THEY do in implementing THEIR imperialist policy. We do not call on our imperialist
government to come to the military aid of a "good cause'--because we know that they will
be carrying out their own imperialist policy, not the "good cause." Both World War
I and II started with an issue of the defense of national freedom., ostensibly.

So, in present-day politics and in our Marxist training and tradition, the
question of '"sending arms to a good cause' is a question which wholly involves our
attitude toward our OWN imperialist government--nothing less than that.

The trend of the PC majority is to feel: our attitude toward our own imper-
ialist government is too '"hard," too "sectarian," too '"radical," too "anti."
Soften up a bit [they feel], tend a bit; the main enemy, after all, is Stalinism;
of course, of course, we're not FOR the Western war camp--we're for the 'Third Camp,"
also for the Father, Son and Holy Ghost; but--can't we just support them a leetle
bit, in order to give it to those Stalinists? Nothing serious, you understand, jusy a
couple of fingers...

No, we can't. We can't just give a couple of fingers...

This brings me to a third point. Shachtman has been thinking this over for
some years now; that is perfectly obvious. He started in connection with the 1951
convention. To my then draft of an international resolution, he added a section which
included: "Even if, at the outset, a labor government should not yet be a socialist
labor government..." still we "defend it" in the next war. The PC had to change this
basically [see the 1951 resolution on this point], a: | Shachtman voted against the
PC's action on this, This episode was followed, latcr, by the notorious article
Shachtman published in the N.I. on "Socialism and War Policy,'" which caused something
of an uproar. Shachtman retreate.). Then there was the article by Robert Magnus, in
which that comrade took a big stride toward social-patriotism, representing the victory
of the Western camp as being the "lesser evil." In the course of this article, he
advocated support in the next war to a BLP-governed England "even though mobilized in
" and subordinated to the American war bloc." In the Political Committee, in the pre-
convention discussion before the 1954 convention, Shachtman indicated more than once
that he agrc d with this. I pointed to this, on the other hand, as a crass example
of the pro-: ¢ danger in the party. But I couldn't get him to take a clear stand on
it. In my di.ft of the international resolution at the 1954 convention, therefore, I
put in a specific repudiation of the Magnus position. I pointed this out specifical-
ly in the Political Committee. Shachtman remained silent on it. At that convention,
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he admltted that he agrees with a formulation like Magnus s. In my summary speech
for the resolution, I specifically and clearly repudiated this view of Shachtman's;
I told the conventlon that the resolution repudiated it. Shachtman said nothing.
A motion was passsed (accepted by Shachtman) which called on the PC, and on Shacht-
man in particular, to present the views on this question and make possible a dis-
cussion. Shachtman postponed and postponed, and never did present his views on it.
(You see, the time was not yet ripe for him to give us the benefits of his thinking...
In the present resolution, before this convention, I have deliberately re-
peated, in the text of the resolution, the passage which repudiates that Magnus pos-
2 ition and also the view which Shachtman admitted holding; and I drew this to the
4 attention of the PC in presenting the draft to them. It is no small point.
3 For an organization that is politically and theoretically alive, it would be
an impossible situation for the lcader of an organization to remain in such a position.
I have challenged Shachtman to speak up and give his views--and I'm talking only of
those views already smoked out of him. An educational discussion should not be
evaded.
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INDEPENDENT SOCIALIST LEAGUE
114 W. 14th Street
New York 11, N.Y.

September 30, 1957
Dear Comrades:

The following 1s the text of the letter sent to the Natlional
Executive Committee of the Soc ialist Party=-Social Democratic Feder-
ation regarding the ISL proposal for unity. The SP=-SDF is holding
a plenum of lts NEC on October 19,

3k Gk % 3 .
September 25, 1957

National Executlive Committee

Soc ialist Party-Social Democratic Federation
303 Fourth Avenus
New York, New York

Attention: Herma:: Singer, Natlonal Secretary

Dear Comrades:

At the July, 1957, natlonal convention of the Independent
Soc 1alist League, the delegatez adopted by unanimous vote a resolution
in favor of unity with the Socislist Party-Scc ial Democratic Feder-
ation., Immedlately prior to our own convention, the national con- ,
vention of the Young Socialist-League, adopted a resolution along tho
same line. I have been Instructed to communicate this decislon to
your Committee amd to call your attention to the most Important
elements of owr viewpoint.

Our resolution on uniflcation takes note of the complete dis-
creditment and collapse of the Communist movement in the Unlted States
and the effcct this has had on stimlatirg a reconsldzration of the
problems of soc ialism and the socialist movement in this country.
It says: '
"What ruined soclalism in the United States was 1ts identificatic:

with Russlan tyrenny Ly a majority of radicals as well as by ncn-
soclaligts. It will not arise from its present state of frage
mentatlion and isolatlon-~-~more, it will not deserve to do so--
unless 1t ©mes forwairrd unambiguously as a democratic movement.

"It takes its position against capitalism, against Stalinlsm, and
for socialism, making clear in its platform and the soclal systar

it proposes to substitute for capitalism in the United States is now
vhat mrevalls in Russia oar other natlions domlnated by the
Communists, ’ :

"It stands for democracy everywhere and glves moral support and
encouragement to those who fight for 1t in every mation. It -
defends democracy in the United States and strives to extend 1t
and in all the capitalist countries of the world. But 1t stands
equally for democracy in Russia and 1ts satellites. It insists

P that the people deserve at least the same democratic rights
there as we demand here." o7
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The Independent Soc ialist League 1s aware of the efforts being
made, some deliberate and others unwittingly, to assemble a movement
in this country out of elements which, while rejecting the Communist
Party, none-the-less support the Communist regimes in the name ef
socialism’ or regard them as some kind of working-class o soclalist

1 states. "Such a coalition," states our resolution, "could hardly
- play a genuinely positive role in the growth of a socialist movement
4 as we concelve of 1t." It is ouwr view, as the resolution continues,

that:

"What 18 required isa clearly democretic soclalist pole of attracte
ion as hn alternative to Stalinism, If 1t can be created and
built, it willl speed up the prosess of rooting out the last vest-

- iges of Stalinist Influence and induce all other groups to shake
off the remants of its 1deology. The first elements of such a
center exist among those already committeed, like the Independent
Soclialist League, to democratic soc ialism, These are all the :
groups and tendencies that clearly oppose Stalinismj; whose soc-~ -
ialism is in no wise identified with it; who declare that soc-
ialism and democracy are inseparable; and who maintain that
soc 1alism cannot be imposed by dictators above but must ©me
from the democratic decision of the people.....

“"of all the groups, one stands out uniquely: the Socialist Party-
Social Democratic Federation. In size, it 1is not larger than
others. 1It, however, is already brcad enough in character to
serve as an inclusive movement embracing a wide range of democrs-
tic-socialist tendenc ies. It represents, to the interested pw 11
soclalism in general; unl’ke the Socialigt Labor Party, it is '
not hostile to the labor movement; it 1s small but 1t 1s not
discredited and enjoys the respect, if not the suppart, of many
militants in the labor mcvement. It can play a special rols in
unifying and rebtuflding s movement.....

%  "The Independent Socialist Isague decides firmly in favor of unity
with the Socialist Party 2s it 1s at present constituted and -
without posing any conditions of an aganizational or political
kind save those that are incontestable for all members en joying
equality of rights and duties."

Our decision in favor of unity recognizes that there are
differences of opinions among us all on many questions of historical,
theoretical and even political chsracter. We are for a unification
that will be honest, healthy and durable, and will be assured by
mutual good will and understanding. Owr resolution states:

"To effectuate unity with the Socialist Party we do not believe
that 1t 1s necessary for elther slde to gloss over or conceal
actual differences or criticisms of their respective positions on
questions of immediste importance. Rather it 1s possible to «
discuss them not in a harsh or hostile manners but in a non=-
polemical, non-factional spirit,

"The Independent Socialist League has neither the intention nor
the desire to unite with the Socil alist Part¥ in order to capture
it, for even 1f this were possible, such a Yvictory! would not
only be meaninglees but, what 1s warse, it would dafeat the very
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"objective of converting the Sociallst Party from its present
position of 1solation and weakness to an effective influential
broad democratic socialist movement in the best traditions of
the Deb: period. Without for a moment abandoning our right to
present our own views on the policles and tactics of the soclal-
ist movament, we favor the exercise of this elementary right in
such a way as to serve the 'alm of bullding the Socialist Party,
of bringing into it new and numerous elemenis from the labor
movement, the Negro rovement, the student youth, the intellect-
uals and professional people, and not in such a way as to sterlle
ize the party by meking 1t a vanishing bdbattle ground for hard
and fast factions or sects.®

‘I call your attention, finally to the position taken by our
resolution on a questlon before the soclallst movement of prime Iim-
. portance in winning for 1t the support of socialist-minded trade-
unionists~-~suppart without which socialism can never become a signi-
ficant moverent 1n this ountry., It 1s the controverslal qusstlon :
of political action policy. Our own stand in favor of independent p .
political action in the form of a Labor Party is probably well known
to you. But we recognize that there are divergenc ies on this question
even among those who share the goal of a Labor Party. The question .
is not an easy one to resolve, Our resolution states: :

"One line of divergency here lies between those on the one hand
who would suppart bouwrgeols candidates on the old party tickets
under certaln conditions, and those, on the other, who propose
to support only the candidates of the labor movement against to 3
old party machines, is difference will probably persist uanti:
labor forms its own party and perhaps even after. & reunited
movement must psrmit the cooperate coexistence of both these
views within the framework of a single organization and provice
suitable political and orgenizational forms for thelr living
together without imposing the 1line of one upon the other. How-
ever, we feel that one of the primary tasks of a sociallst org-
anization is to clearly and unambiguously, as an organizatlon,
oppose suppart to the capitalist parties and candidates end to
dispel 1llusions about the possibilities of working within,
defending o reforming one or the other as the lesser evil. Buh
whille favoring such a policy for the party we feel that for the
reasons described befare, and as on other matters in thils broagd,-
iInclusive party, no discipline should be imposed on thils questic:
What 1s invelved here s not just a formula to suit the conren-
lerce of sm2ll groups with divergant views. It i1s the only
practical way to make % possible to bring all those union milil-
tants vho can be brought into a united socialist movement withcu:
waiting far a drastic change in their views on every question.”

We are well aware, comades, that there are many questions in yo
mind with regard to the ISL uniting with the SP-SDF. There are sus-
plcions and even antagenisms, They have their roots in old conflicts,
in difference in origin, and in the murse of political developmens:
that have brought us to the position of proposing this unification.
We, for our part, are ready to discuss all questions that may be In
your mind, eand to discuss them earnedtly and frankdy with the desire
to remove all obstacles that exist in the path of bullding a united
and effectlive democratic socialist movement in this country as a liv-
ing part of the world-wide movement. We are not concerned with narrot

noyp



m4-

factional or secta rian a dvantage. Tho day of the sects has certain-
ly come to an end. We are not concerned witlh negotiating over nost
and position, but only with sharing the revivsad opportunities to
build the Socialist Party-Social Democratic Faderations. We are pro-
foundly convinced that these opportunities are here and must be
1 utilized to the full by all of us looking to the future rather than
W  to the paste Our resolution says:

"Socialism is on the eve of a new beginning. When it first

emerged in this country from a sectarian existence at the

turn of the century, 1t had to break out of the hard shell of

the old Socialist Labor Party which rigidly and mechanically
subjected all the activities of its members }o organizational
censo rships and controls., To free the movement from stult=-
ification, to unleash the initiative of its supporters and to
win over nsw elements among workers, farmers, intellectuals,

1t was necessary to found a new party, to make a new start:

the Socialist Party. In many respects the task today is sinilar,"

Wle welcome the opportunlty to joiln with you in performing
the taske _

The Independent Socialist League understands that the Soclalist
Party-Social Democratic Federation cannot take official action on
our proposal to unite iInto 1ts ra nks except by decision of 1ts
next national convention., Similarly, final action on terms of Join-
ing the ranks of the Soclalist Party=-Social Democratlic Federation
would have to be ta ken by a national convention of the Independent
Socialist Leaguee. For this very reason, however, 1t seems to us
that the membership of the organizations and therewith the conventlon
delegates would be in the best position to arrive at a decision if
preliminary exploration of our proposal has been undertakenes We
therefore suggest that you designate representatives of your Nat-
lonal Executive Committee who are authorized to meet with repre-~
senatives of our Committee for the purpose of informal considerat-
lon of our proposa 1 and of any questions or proposals you may have
to present to use. . \

As T have already indicated, the Young Soclallst League is in
substantial agreement with the Independent Socialist League on the
question of unity with the Soclalist Party-Social Democratic Feder-
ation, and therewith the Young People's Soclalist league.

With Socialist greetings,
For the National Committee of the
Independent Soclalist League,

lMax Shachtman,
National Chalrman,

o




INDEPELDENT SOCIALIST IEAGUE
114 West 14 Stroct
New York 11, N,Y,

September 30, 1957

TO ALL DRANCHES:
Dear Comrades;

Through an inadvertancs the National Office falled to in=-
form you that the discussion on political action which the
Convention referred to the incoming Nationel Comnittee to
organize and which was to begin on September 15 has to be poste
poned becavse no contributions for publication have been re-
ceived, We are therefore edvising you that the discussion will
begin on October 15, Thls should allow sufficlent time for all
those who wish to participate to prepafs their contributions
for publication in the Forum.

You will be happy to hear that the new parmphlet for the
ISL on Spcialist Unity with an introduction by Comrade Shacht-
man, bringing the question up to date, 1s alresady set and ready
for the press. We expect that we shall have 1t ready for sale
in a week or ten days.

This is an extremely important political pamphéet for the
ISLe In carrying the convantLon resolution on Socialist Unity
and Ifax Shachtman's introduction, the pamphlet should serve as
an lnval uable aid In the genaral discussions taliing place thre-
oughout the country and more particularly in the execution of
the policy of the ISIL. ‘

We are asking the branches to send in thelr orders now,
not only that we nmay be in a position to begin its circulation,
but so that you nay prepare now its circulation in an organized
way, directing your activities in the profitable directions. We
want to treat tle circulation of this pamphlet in the same way
we did the pamphlet by Benson, with the added reminder, that
this pamphlet is directed more s pecifically to the major pol-
itical decision taken by the recent convention and should Dbe
placed in the hands of every Socilalist Farty member, and every
soclalist, organized or not.

Fraternally,

Albert Gates,
National Secretary
Sam Bottone,
Adiministrative Secretary
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INDEPLNDELT SOCIA LIST IEAGUR
114 West 14 Strect
New York ll, NeYe

October 3, 1957

Dear Comrades;

The following exchange of correspondence betwsen Max Shachtman
and Norman Thomas 1s belng made available for informational purposes
only. It is not expected that it will be used other than under dise
creet circumstances. The letter from Nyrman Thomas came after an
attempt to get him to speak at a mesting of the ISL in New York City.

. The questions which were raised are without doubt thoge in the mind

of every SP-SDFer. We feel that the letter represents a sincere
effort for clarification, clearing the way for a further stage in
the ISL's propesal for unity with the SP~SDF.

Following dre the relevant sections from Norman Thomas! lebtter
and lax Shachimant®s reply.

Fraternally,

Sam Bottone,
Adminictrative Secretary

Max Shachtman

Independent Socialist League

114 West 14 Street September 20, 1957
New York, NeYe

Dear Max:

. From owr former conversations, you know that I w uld llke-
unity on a proper basis. I am aware that, especlally in Detrolt,
you have so™me valuable people, I think, however, that 1t is necess-
ary, as far as I am concerned to get a clarification that does not
now exizt on such points as these:

Would the ISL explicitly and honestly abandon existence as an
organized caucus, open or secret, 'In the Party?

Where do you stand on Leninism?

I would not want to impose on a democratic soclallst party

absolute identity of opinicn about Lenin but it 1s of primary Importe-
ance to say that Leninism is not democratlic soclallsm. Out of Lenin-
1sm grew by natural processes the Stalinism which we repudiate.
This & lthough I personally believe that if Lenin had lived, he
might repudiated Stalinism or been repudiated by ite. You see, I an
more and more of the opinion that communism as it developed wasn't

a mistaken form of soclallsm but a betrayal of soclalism." seecese

Sincerely yours,

Norman Thomas :
$0872.
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October 1, 1957

Dear Normanj;

: I want to do all I can to rebuild a democratic soclalist nove=-

), 3 ment in thils country that 1s capable of dealing with the political
probleris of our time, To me, this means a healthy union of all soc-
1alists under the banner of the Sociallst Party-doclal Denccratic
Federation so thet there may be a maximum concentration of efforts
to utilize the growing possibilities now offered us., The Independent
Socialist League has, I believe, a worthwhile contribution to make
to this union if 1t 1s achleved, as you put it In your letter of
September 20th, on a proper basis, Past relationships have created
difficulties for unity between us. I welcome your request for clar-
ification that will remove remaining obstacles. I do not want unity
attained by force, by stratagem ' or in the dark of the moon, I

.want it by intelligent understanding of what 21l of us really want

+ and of how me hope to resolve our comion problems.

First: the Independent Socialiit league does not want or in-
tend to form or maintain "an organized caucus, open or secret, in
the Party." I would not want you to take this statement, which I
make emphatically as the general view of our comrades, merely as a
matter of personal assurance. It represents above all good comion
Benses The Party 1s todd y exceedingly weak. We do not want to
unite with it in order to make .1t weaker. As the Independent Soc-
1alist Ieaguets convention resolution put it, we do not want to
convert the Socilalist-Party-Social Democratic Federation into a

- "panishing battleground" of dispute among factlions and sects, but
into a broad movement including all sociallsts who are ready, to
cooperate earnestly and responsibly despite the differences among
individuals or even tendencles. :

Any Independent Sociallst ILeague ‘caucus would automatically
establish walls between Party members., What we want is to break
down such walls which generate and stimulate prejudlces, antagon-

- 1sms and artificial or outdated factional aligmments, and prevent
the Party from deciding the urgent problems of tie movement in an.:
atmosphere of m utual influencing of comrades by the free exchange !
of opinions and free thinking about them. We do not want a loose
federation of hard factions under the common name of the Party,
threatening 1t with bitter Internal battles, interminagbbhe dlspute
and new splits., We wank a durable unity and a broad sociallst move-
mente e must learn to live together in a single political home,
where regard for the unity and progress of the Party determines the
respect we have for zeach other's views and the relationship we
maintain in discussihg them. That is why I oppose the formation of
& ny open or secret Independent Soclallst League caucuse Dy the
same token I would regret the formation of a caucus by anyone else.

Naturally, we would not like to see any attempt to introduce
or enforce rigid intellectual conformity or polltical coniormity.
Many of us know from bitter experience the result of "monolithlsm,"
and we abhor it as alien to soclalism, either as an organized pol=-
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ical movement or as a soclal order, Our generation knows only too
. well the crimes committed in the name of "democratic centralism',
In your preface to "The Aims and Tasks of Democratic Socialism,”
it is pointed out that'many soclalist tendencies helped to form
the whole." That is true. The comrades of the Independent Socialist
League generally represent In the broad soclalist movement a tend=-
ency whose counterparts are to be found in many of the sections of
the Socialist International, As their special obligation, so to say,
all tendencies owe loyalty to the Party as a whole. Vle are ready to
assume that obligation in full and in all sincer ity, with conscious
regard to the speclal tsskas we share in bullding the Party in this
countryes We are not asking for specisl considerzilon or apecial
¥ rights. We do wert exacitly ths same rights as all other members of
. - the Party, not more and aizo not less. We do act balleve a smocth
i and fruitful unity can be baesd on approaching o» dealing with any
. comrade, or group of comrade3, in such a way as leavec them with
the feeling of "second-class citizenship" or"trial membership" or
' any other klnd of speciel status = that of iInferiority or that of
i superiority.

-

I mean e¢rery word of 1t - and I am sure I speak for all our
‘comrades =~ when I say: we are prepared to lean over back ard to
‘prove in deeds that.any concept of a "raid" on the Party or the
Meapture" of the Party 1s utterly alien to our views and intent. Ve
‘regard all the party comrades as our equals in the work of rebuild-
‘ing SOCl“l“Bm not as a narrow or slightly refurbished sect, but as
-an effective * ° in this country, In turn, we want to be regarded
:by all others as thelr equals. That would be one of the best assur=-
ances of a sound basls for the uniflication.

Second: the Independent Socialist League does not subscribe to
any doctrine called Leninism, It does not have an official position
on the subject and I em pretty certain that nobody could get the
Ieague to commit itself officlally on a term which has been so vary-
ingly and conflictingly defined as to make discussion of it more often
semantic than ideological or political, v

To me, and surely to most of our comrades, Leninism 1is a
question primarily of historical importance in our time. lMost cften
what is in people's minds 1s the Russian Revolution and democracy
.a8 the road and aim of socialisms In our view the Russian revolution
has long ago been crushed. What is .the fundamental and urgent pole
1tical question 1s the relgd tion between democracy and socialism,
These questions concern soclalists today and I want to outline my
views on thems

-~

We regard the Russian revolution of 1917, which Lenin led as
a soclalist revolution that established a genuine worker!'s novern—
mente I have al ways defended this proposition and so have our come
rades. You yourself have often in the past taken a similar view, I
think 1t worth while here to note the fact that four years after
the revolution, Morris Hillquit, a pretty severe critic of the Bolche-
viks, - wrote these interesting words: "It 1s pretty 1ldle caviling
to dispute the Soclalist character of the Russian revolution....The
Russian revolution has taken poszesslion of the government in the
name of the workers. It has effectively expropriated capitalist
owne rs and nationalized the greater part of the industries. It has
- also written into its program the socialization of the land. lMeasured
# movement g
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by all practical tests it 1is therefore a Sociallst revolution in
character as well s intent. If it has not come as a result of the
course of historic and economic development outlined by lawrx, 1t
has occured through the working of another set of soclal conditions
and forces, which have proved potent enough to creats and maintain
F  1t. Its continued exlstence, year after year, In the face of almost
i  Incredible domestic diffigulties and embittered foreign attacks,
proves that we a~re not dealing with a mere freakish . eplsode, but
with a monumental historic event. This will remain true even if the
Soviet government should not prove able to maintain 1tself indcfine
1tely and should yleld to another and substantially dilferent fora
of government,"

Now, I believe that the Soviet government finally ylelded to
"another and substantially different form of government" under the
rise and consolidation of Stalin's power. I belisesve 1t to be as
different as counter-revolution is from revolution, as different as
the destruction of soclalism is from the movement toward socialism,
When you say that one grew out of the other "by natural processes,"
I would agree with that i1f i1t means "as a result of objective mater-
ial forces." To that, I belleve it important to add that Stalinism
based ltself to a considerable extent upon some of the ideas and in-
stitutions defended by Lenin. These 1t explolited or distorted to
serve 1ts own totallitarlan and anti-socilalist ends. MHainly, they
were put forth originally In the desperate, groping attempt to
geh out of the blind alley formed around the revolution by the
‘wa1ls of %2 terrible backwardness of the country and the 1solation
of the republice. .

I have in mind, most particularly, the decislon of the Tenth
Bolshevik Congress to prohibit factions inside the party, which
_played an enormous role in facilitating the rise of totalitarianism;
and the point of view which became a principle defended by all the
Bolshevik le™aders that all parties must be outlawed and kept oute
lawels I must say that I unthinkingly accepted this proposition for
years in the Communist and Trotskyist movements. But the grim real=-
ities of Stalinism forced a reconsideration of many questionse This
one was not the least important. Fourteen years ago, I tried to re-
examine thias vit question, and I hope you will bear with a quobt=
ation from iy artlcle of 1943: ’

"The 1dea of one party in power is one thing, and not at all in
violation of either bourgeoils or worker's democracye. The idea that
all other parties must be, not in opposition, with the rights of
pppositions, but in prison, violates both bourgeols and worker's
democracy, and it is with the latter that we are concerned here.
Even if every non-Bolshevik group, without exception, had resorted
to armed struggle agalnst the Soviet power, 1t was a disasterous
mistake to outlaw them in perpetultyeso

"The whole Bolshevik party was politically miseducated and ideo=-
logically intimidated against the very 1dea of more than one party
in the country, and for this miseducation none of 1ts leaders can
escap e his share of the responsibilitysee.

"The revolutionary Marxists must learn, and then must teach,
that the struggle for democratic rights is not Jjust a clever device
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for embarrassing the undemccratic-bourgeolise, that the struzsle is

not confined to the days of cg italism. On the contrary, it is pre-
cisely when the new revolutlonary power iu se% up that the strugile for
democratic rights and democracy acquires its fullest meaning and its
first opportunity for complete realization,

"?The revolutionists after the overturn of capitallsm differ from
revolutionists before that overturn not in that they no longer
demand thei, but In the fact that they are for the first time really
and fully able to promulgate them and to see to it that they are
preservad from all irfringement, including infringement by the .: new
state ¢ r the bureaucrats in *t. The right of free speech, pres: and

| assembly, the right to organize and the right to strike, are not less

necessary under the dictatorship of the proletariat, but more nece
essary and more posgible.

"Socialism can and will be attained by only the fullest realiz-
ation of democracy e.. That 1s what the revolutionary Marxists
should teache DBut first of all they must learn it, and thoroughly.
It 1s one of the most 1mportant 1essons of the Russian revolution
and its decaye"

In the past fourteen years, I have expressed these views W1Lh
increesing insistance and emphasis. I consider them today to be of
fundamental importance to the coexistence ancd cooperation of all
sc cialists, whatever other matters they may differ on. It is from
this soclalist standp ‘oint that I want to fight against the Stalinist
regime, the Communist movement, thelr supporters, defenders and ~
epologistse I am completely agreed that the regime is not just a
“mistaken form of soclialism" or any kind of socialism, but its
betrayal and negation., And as you know, for years I defended the ¢
view that far from being some kind of socialism, the Russian regime
represents a new form of totalltarian exploitation dominated by a
new ruling class.

But I cannot see the political wisdom, or the factual foundat=
ion, for considering suclr an anti~social ist regime as the logical,
Inevitable and authentic contlnuation of a soclalist revolutions
This is precisely the main claim to socialist justification and leg-
itimacy made by the Stalinists. I want to be able to say In any
polemic it is necessary to conduct against them: You have not carrled
out the ideal and principles of the socilalist revolution to a logical
conclusion = you have betrayed and destroyed it. And I belleve that
the basic and relevant facts enable me to make tha assertion honestly
and sincerely, By defending everr-thing that was sald and done by
Lenin or the other leaders of tI revolution? Certainly notl Iut by
emphasizing the radical differences between the revolution and the
present regime. :

I have looked back on some of . your own writings of falrly
recent times and find them highly relevent to my point. You have
- written:"In Lenin's time the Communist Party was itself democratic."
And: "Everybody knows that Lenin started with .an extreme approach
to equglitarianism," And: "It 1s true that in the very early days
of the revolution the degree of worker's control in the factories
wa s very great." And - more along similar lines.
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Now .:T want to bs able to say, in such debates as I have men-
tloned, that the Stalinlst regimes have wipad out and betrayed all of
thate To me, this i1s dictated ty good politicei seu.e anc is juste-
1’led . ! by ascertalnable facts. I consider 1t cf nigh ool;ulcal
va ue and s “ignifcance to say, as you do in your letter to ne:"eseif
Lenin had lived, he might have repudiated Stalinlsm or been repud-
1ated by ite" If anything, I would put it more emphatically, for it
1s my deep conviction, I say this without any thought of absolving
Lenin or any other Bolshevik leader from their own responsibilities,
execesses in the revolution, or of mistakes afterward. But also - " th-

E  out any thought of masking .. mandatory upon all members of a de ocr-
- atlc so"clalist party what you called "absolute identity of_ ojinion"
. on a subject that is primarily of historical importance, and on
which a pretty wide diversity of view exists - as 1t should -~ in
every part of the Sociallst international with which I am familar,
Only a sterile sect demands wniformity of opinion on all questions:
historical, theoretical, philosophical, political and tacticals, A
political movement should and can be built only upon the degree of
agreement that is necessary for it to carry out 1its political )
tasks of the day effectively. Organizations like. the Soclalist Iabor
Party or the Soclallist Workers Party are sorry examples of the
formere. I would llke to see the SP-SDF as an encouraging model of
the latter.

From my standpoint, an adequate and acceptable basls for the
necessary degree of agreement is offered (I was pleased to note this
upon re-reading the document in recent times) by the declaration of
the Socialist Ipternational, "The Aims and Tasks of Democratic Soc-
dalism," as presented with the prefatory statement by the Soclalist :
Party in this country, In the wor@s and spirit of that preface, I
pubscribe to the declaration as a: sound basis for the unification of
.21l democratic socialists in this country today. I will not say that
I agree with every word in 1t or with every omission from ite But
I accept it as adequate for our problem. I accept the prefatory
statement that: "Some will be disappointed that the atatements are
80 generale, Others will recall that Socialists themselves differ
‘widely on important immediate idsues. A few will look in vain for a
complete blueprint of a socialist socliety. The American Socialist.
Party, too, has some differences with the sentiments expressed, and
this is doubtles s true of every party affiliated or otherwise con-
nected with the International. In the Sociallst International, there
s room for constructive dissente" - ;

T cannot hope that even ‘this long lotter has dealt with the
questions you and other comrades have in thelr minds exhaustively
or with the fullest satisfa ction. But I hope it suffices to thorw a
E  clearer light on these questions than now exists. And I hope that
¥ 1t will bring a  little closer the day of unification toward which
i The ISL is euger to make its contribution in our common causes

" The views I have.set forth are necessarily my own and in nmy
words, But I feel sure that they are fairly and honestly the con-
census of our comrades, even 1f others might put forth subaud\ntlally
the same views In different words. :
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I think I can say the same about the consensus among the com=
rades of the Young Soclalist Leaguee Thsey are naturally less invole
ved in dlrect association with old and outlived doctrinal disnutes: -
and orga nizational or factional conflicts. So much the better for
our time and our task, I say. I know you have exmressed goie dise
trust about one of their members, I assume you have your reasonss
I must say, however, that this 1s a personal case which cannot have
political importance and that, so far as my own experience goes, I
have found no grounds for questioning his loyalty to the movements, I
would doubt that the YSL 1s composed of angels. But I ha ve no
doubt about this, that in almost fourty years of soclalist activity,
which began in the youth movement and was never divorced from it, I
have not seen or worked with a better or more devoted and enthaus-
lastic group of young soclalists than these comrades. They would be
a pillar snd a credit to any movement they supported. I am espece
1ally appreclative of their work and their importance because I am
highly aware that a soclalist movement that does not make its great-
est headway among the new generation will never succeed in really
breaking out of the isolation that afflicts us all,.

I ought to -at any rate - I want to . say one closing word
about yourselfs It is to express my esteem for the part you have
been playing in the work of a ‘new besginning for socialis m in this
country to enable it to face foward with some real confidencee. I
think I know that it has not been an easy Jjob.; I do know that it
has not brought everybody's approval., I would like to see the job
done. To restore socialist comradeship between us is one of nyy hopes.
Your help in reallzing it, in putting many of the old conflicts
that divided us into the old lumber room, has been precious, and not
to me & lonee I look foward with frank impstience to the time when
you and I, and all our comrades, can appear on the same platform,
not in order to debate or to tear each other down, but to build up
a socialist movement that will make us happy and proud.

Sincerely yours,

Max Shachtman
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