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" AKRON
(Below is published the decision of the March Plenum of the Workers
Party in reg rd to the internal siituation in local Akronm, together

with the reply of the Debs unit refusing to abide by the decision
of the Plenum; and the action of the Political Committee in connec-

tion therewith. ,

It had been the hope and belief of the National Committee that the
internal situation 'in Akror could be résolved without disciplinary
measures, but the utterly unreasoning attitude of the Debs unit has
finally made this impossible. The National Committee wishes to point
out that the Akron situation was a carry-over from the SWP period.
When the Workers Party was formed, only one Branch existed in Akron,
Upon the insistance and demand of some members of the Branch, the
August, 1940 Plenum of the Workers Party permitted the orgenization
of these members into a scparate (Debs) Branch, althoughtthe Plenum
itself was more than dubious as to the wisdom of this course. How-
ever, the Plenum wished to give the members of the Debs unit every
opoortunity to demonstrate that they could function in a positive,
progressive and loyal manner in the Party. The decision of the August
Plenun was that the experiment of two Branches in Akron should be tr
tried out for ®wo months, after which the Political Committee was to
reviern the results. The cexperiment was permitted to be carried out

actually for nearly scven months - up to the March Plenum, a2t which

time the Akron situation came before the Plenum for review and final

disposition. The National Committec fecls it incumbent to make
thc membership as a vhole acquainted with the facts, which -rc set
forth belome—-Ed. )
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P LENUN DECISION ON AKRON SITUATION New ¥ork, N.Y.
, March, 28th, 1941

Debs B r anch

Guy Corbitt, Sec?y.
Box 602

Akron, O hio

Dear C omrades:

The Political Committee received an extended report from C omrade Allen
on his recent visit to Akron in respect to the long-standing internal situa-
tion. The Plenum likewise had this report before it, and also the communi-
cation of the D ebs Branch of March 2lst, addressed to the National Committee.

The Political Committee presented to the Plenum for consideration its
unanimous proposal for the formation of two new branches out of the present
two branches in A kron, together with the proposal of the Debs Branch to main-
t a in the present two branches as they are.. The Plenum, after a thorough
discussion, unanimously accepted the proposal of the Political Committee,
and instructed the National Office to advise the Debs Branch of its decision
and reasons for this decision. : . ‘

As you comrades are awarg, the internal situation in Akron has been
before our P arty for consideration on several occasions. The Plenum of
August, 1940, itself, also considered the A kron situation and passed decisions.
In order better to attempt to settle positively the inexcusable continuation
of a factional situation in Akron, we have again gone through all the letters
and documents prescnted in the past by comrades in the two branches,. and by
the Debs and Trotsky branches themselves, including, particularly, the several
¢ ommunications and declarations of the branches in the past weeks. This has XX
-been done in order to ensure all concerned that consideration was given to
every possible problem or question in arriving at a decisiwe judgment on the
8 ituation. ' - ’ . = e

The comrades in Akron recently had an opportunity once again, in the
presence of the representative of the Nationgl Office, Comr ade Allen, to
r eview in detail and in any manner they saw fit, the situation and problems
before the A kron movement. It is definitely clear that the four days of daily
meetings of both branches, as well as lengthy discussions with the individual
comrades, with the National Office representative, gave the fullest opportun-
ity to all concerned to express themselves, and for the Political Committee
and Plenum, thereafter, to be able to evaluate the situation in 2 sound ob-
jec tive manner. '

We do not fecl that it is really req uired to go into a lengthy review
of mtters, since it is abundantly clear tht, after four days of thorough
discussions with Comrade A llen a nd a further review of all documents and
letters to the Nutional Office during the entire period, nothing fundamentally
new or significant emerged which was not already known to us. Nevertheless,
we set down here our definite views in some detail, with the hope that the
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Akron situation will now be resolved in the mmner that the Plenum proposes,
and that all the Akron comrades will proceed loyally and in a cooperativ
manner to carry through the decision of the Plenum. :

It is the opinion of the Plonum t hat there exists today no poltical or
organizational basis whatsoever, either of a primaty or secondary considera-
tion, which justifies the catinuati-n of the two branches on their pr esent
bas is and outlook. The Political Comwittee and Plenum are aware, in detail,
of all the issues, real or alleged, which presumably form the basis of the
demand of the Debs Branch that it be permitted to continue to func tion on
its present basis, and with a faction approach to the problems before the
Akron movement.Both the Debs Branch and the Trotsky Branch acknowledge that
there are no political differences between them. Both bra nches declare their
c omplete acceptance of and loyalty to the Program and organization of the

Workers Party. But the Debs Branch has contended thd it has differences

now on the Negrok trade union, educational, public activity, and other ques-
"tions, with the Trotsky Branch; and that the differences justify the contin-
uapion of the Branch as it is today, not only as a Branch, but as a faction

to boot. Reviewed, also, were the questions thd, allegedly or in fact, were the
basis of the friction and division in the past between the comrades of the

Debs and Trotsky Branches, asnd which in the eyes of the comrades of the Debs
Branch(though these issues are long over with ahd disposed of) justify the

¢ ontinuation of an indcpendent Branch existence on their part, and a faction-
a 1 outlook and practice in respect to the Trotsky Branch.

. In our opinion there is no basis whatsoever forthe continuation of a
factional branch existence, and it cannot be countenanced any further. A com-
pletely objective review of all the problems of the past years shows that the

q uestions have no relevance to the present situation or relate ir any concrete
way, political or organizational, to the immediate future of the Akron movement.
The questions lave been discussed and rediscussed many tinmes. The National Of-
fice has presented its views theron, and bas no reas>n to change its judgment

in respect to the long past period. On many of the quetions of the disputes of
b ng ago, the Debs Branch has on several occasions stated its postion and, more-
over, acknowledied where they had been wrong, politically and organiz a tionally.
We are of the opinion that its acknowledguments of crror should have put a -
period to those questions, as the Trotsky Bra nch hus done on its part. There
has been since, no genuine cause to reopen the long disposed of questi~ms. Ne-
vertheless, op ortunity was given once again, when Comrade xA llen was in
Akron, for the courades to restate or rehash the past period, as well as prob-
lens of the monent and tonorrow.

The members of the Debs Branch expressed themselves in contradictory
ways on various matters, particularly the astonishingly contradictory views on
specific trade union matters; a s, for instance, in respect to the early
period and experiences of our roveuent in the rubber unicn, the teachers, and
retail clerks. For this reason alone, on the m.st inmportant single problen
that coies before the considerati-n of our members in the living labor move-

‘ment - that is, in the trade union movement - it is clear thut the Debs Branch,
or individuals thercin, were either not aware of the actual facts , or are
confused on the trade union question. -

In respect to the so-called "special organization" issue, it is clear to us
that it had and has today no significance in respect. to the basic attitudes
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of either one branch or another on this subject. V otes on this q uestion

¢ rossed the present Branch lines; also, the bulk of the present Trotsky
Branch voted against the action that wus taken. The matter in any event, bad
only passing episadic significance, and there can be no prejudice on this

q uestion, as, for instancec, tomard those courades among you who voted for

the so-called "specia¥ formation becauso of lack of understanding of the ques-
tion or bec ause of x confusion. The matter deserves to be relegated to the
1imbo of the past, and forgotten.

But it is with the present situation that we are chiefly concerned. On no
single immediate problem of the day, be it the Negro problem, trade union, ed-
ucational, public actifity, etc. does there ap ear to be any differences of
even a secondary importance, which c an justify the demand of the D ebs Branch
to continue to function on its present basis.

C ertainly there was a basis in the long past for misunderstanding be-
tween the members of the prescnt Debs and Trotsky branches, or rather, among
the members today who were members of the organization at tht time. This
refers to the youth vs. adult guestion. We are aware how easily friction and
misunderstanding arise between older courades who have functioned for a period
of time in the movement and ndwer and younger comrades who come into the move-~ .
ment with a desire to carry on what they regard as necessary revolutihonary
activities. But this iusue likewise is now disposed of, and we do not see
anything of a concrete nature which would pose this problem again. Specifically
the mtter could arise, should any comrades propose now the formation of a
youth group or unit. Then everyone could see whether therc is any difference
among the comrades on such a concrete proposition. RBut nobody, upon the in-
quiry of the National Office representative, proposed that there was she basis
for the formation of a youth group or unit at this time in Akron, and certainly
this is a practical matter through which one might, to some extent, observe
whether any differences of a consequence exist betwcen the comrades.

We mve taken serious note of every allegation and opinion .of the com-
rades, particularly of your recent commnication of March £lst. We note that
the signatortes to the communication agaln rehash opinions or allegations of
the past years, and some of the signatories subscribe to allegations and to
past matters whth which they cannot possibly have been acquainted themselves,
since they were not members of the organization at that time. That is not the
way to cducute new members. '

We took particular note of the resumption of the charge that the Trotsky
Branch must be regarded poltically as the "petty-bourgeois opposition'. We
would again advise the comrades to cease the use of such monstrously false
declarations. That approach and the estimate on your part toward your fellow
comrades in the Trotsky Branch is just as false, in all respects, as it was
when it was made by the Cannonites uginst the former Minority and the present
W orkers Party. We suggest that in your own and our common interest s, such
baseless characterizations cease forthwith. :

The Debs Branch acknowledges that there are no solitical differences
between the two Branches., It is also clear from all the evidence - discus-
sions and docunents -~ that there are not even important crga niz ational dif-
ferences. The comrades, though ofter requested, hae never forrmulated a pro-
gram, in order that one might see if tjere are any distinctions. All the com-
rades claim is that there have been differences, and that differences are im-
plied or latent in the attituds of the two branches towards the questions of
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the day. We find it impossible to accept the demand o~f the ° D ebs Branch
for further separate existenc e without proof of a more substantial
character. Statements that there are"differences"; "two different types of
branches"; "two tendencies"; "the twndencies cannot be subnmerged"; "therc is

an antagonism between concepts"; therc are "irreconcilable differences now",
and similar statements made in letter:s and at the neetings with Comrade Allen-
these are just opinions which are not proved at all. Moreover, we are unable
to comprehend an attitude which states, "reunification is possible only on the
basis of a struggle for . . . domination of a tendency" (Corbitt at Akron
branch meeting) ; "rec.nciliation is not possible". This attitude is in strik-
ing contrast to that cxpressed by members of the Trotsky Branch that: "They
are for reconciliation, for unity"; "for fiable fusion"; "the war situation
makes fusion all the more nezessary"; "hight now differences de not exist".

The attitude of the Debs Branch, their approach to political questions, past,
present and future, in such a manner is incouprehensible to anyone who endeavors
to think and act politically. We realize that vestigial remmznts are present
~after an internal struggle. But we cannot understand the attenpt to magnify
them into principles. Again, note nust be teken of the difference in atti-
tude of the Trotsky and Debs Branches towards the Party as a whole.

The Debs branch is entirely wrong when it states that t he Nationa 1 Or-
ganization has not been critical of the Trotsky Branch. This is not the case.
The National Organiz ation has made specific criticisms : of the con-
duct, in several instances of the T rotsky B ranch. The Trotsky Branch has, how -
ever, taken these critieisms objectively, and declared its readiness to make the
necessary changes or corrections in accordance with the criticisms made by the
National orfianizations. It has recognized the validity, on 2ll basic aspects,
of the point of view of the Political Committee, and is prepared to orient its
relations with you comrades and the work of the futurc accordingly.

The " Debs Branch has, in our view, a peculiar approach to the problems
of politics and organization. Presumably it suffices for you that in recent
weeks the Debs Brznch endeavored to carry on some activities. The Ngtional Of-
.fice has recognized the value of these activitices. But it nust be pointed out
that these activities, only recently entered into, cannot possibly ¢ ompensate
for the political and organizational leseses already inc urred by Local organi-
zation as a whole, and vhich would, in our ginion, become accentuated in the
f uture, if ‘the status q uo is maintained. This has been demonstrated in the
main campa ign or issue of our Party nationally - its anti-war work.

. On the one issue in the past seven or eight months, on which a real
and significant diffurence showed itself between the Trotsky and Debs Branch -
the anti-constription campuaign of the Debs Branch - the D ebs Branch was poli-
tically wrong. Its action compromised cur Party, not only in Akron, but had its
negative effects generally. The National Office long ag~ (at the outset) made
its criticisus of the campaign as well as the undisciplined conduct of the Debs
Branch on this questin. Yet only as lde as January 28th, in a letter fram Guy
C orbitt for the Debs Branch, it acknowledged tht it wa s a "very unwise con-
scription campaign". In our view the National Office and all the local comrades
were entitled to a far more complete statement by the Debex Branch on this

q uestion.

We note how the present situation has made it impossible to draw into genuine
activity and into a proper relationship with our movement, the Negro comrade
who was recriited recently into the organization. This comrade has apparently
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has not attended mectings even of your branch, and certainly, as you know was
not present at any of the meetings at which the National Office representative
was present. We have no doubt whatsoever that o new recruit, such as this con-
rade, if in a position to look at the needs of the movement in Akron today,
would unquestionably insist that a new organizational set- up or unification of
our forced was necessary for her own anctivization and the movement as a whole.

~ We would like it very mach if the comrades of the Debs Branch would
try to reason without prejudice and subjectivity. In your letter of March Rl1st,

you question the objectivity of the National organization, or its representatives.

in attempting to resolve the A kron situation. This impresses us as opinion
after the fact or reality. In Akron, when comrade Allen was present, several
¢ omrades, including comrade Corbitt, specifically declared themselves con-
vinced that the Na tional Office was entirely objective in its approach to the
Akron situation, and was endeavoring to resolve matters so thi every member in
both branches could be retained and gotten to function. The National Office
representative made it abundantly clear, as has the National Organization in
the past, that it wa s entirely opposed to an attitude that any comrade in

any br anch should be "dumped" or expelled. The National Office criticized,
and in a very sharp manner, comrades in both Branches, who, in the heat of
dispute, voiced such an opinion or uattitude. We confess ourselves unable to
understand the contraductory opinions and espimates offered by the members of
‘'your branch. In the presence of others, before the Natlonal Office represen-
t ative and members of the Trotsky Branch, individual members of the D ebs
branch appeared to express their real views or estimates, and these differed in
a number of respects. But no sooner do the cmrades of the Debs Branch con-
gregate together by themselves, then they revert to their past attitude and de-
clar e themselves soliddy a gainst any change in the status quo, and exhibit a
conservatism and resistance to different hbits, ways, thoughts, and ac tions
‘that is very remarkable, considering that so many of the Debs Branch members
would not ordinarily be so rigid. These contradictory thoughts and actions
are what have led us to declaire that the Debs Branch acts as a cligue and
not as a political unit. In fact, one of your leading corades did xxstate

tha t the Branch ig a clique, but nevertheless thought that the Branch should
continue on its present bas is, apparently not realizing the significance or
conséquences of a clig ue exis tence.

The Debs Branch, instead of exhibiting a cooperative attitude toward
the P arty, continues to speak and write in terus of - demands . W e think
it is high time for the Debs Branch to listen to and anccede to the instruc tinons
or demands of the National Or ganiz ation, based as they are on an objective
review and estimate of the needs of the Organiza tion locally and nationally.
W e are compelled, for instance, to take note that for many nonths after the
A ugust 1940 Plenum, the National Office heard nothing f r om the Debs B ranch
despite repeated interrogations and communications from the National Office.
Only after the Nationzl Office finally asked for a plain statement as to whe-
ther the members mmm of the Debs Branch regarded themselves as responsible
members of the Party, did we at last hear frum the Brunch, and, diplomatic
relationg, so to speak, were resumed by the Debs Branch with the National
Office. However, the National Office has uore than welcomed t he sesumption
of correspondence with, and some of the recent activities of the D ebs Branch.

At the August Plenum the Party made an iuportant concession in granting
the demand of the present nembers of the Debs Branch for a sepa rate B ranch.
Although the Plenun had grave doubts on this propasal, nevertheless, it
yielded and made this cncessiyn, since the Nationd Committee was and is de-

sirous to keep every revolutionary in the organization and to integrate them
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actively in the work of the Party on the same basis as any other member. This
concession, in our opinion, was a big one. A t tbat time the Plenum stated
that there was no political or organiz ational basis for the division into two
Branches, but nevertheless agreed to accept the demand of the Debs Br anch for
independent Br anch existence, in order to t est out if the Akron s ituation
could be resolved thereby. In our view today,. after an experience of nearly
eight months of separate Branch cxisténces, the present relationship in Akron
cannot be montinued if the best interests of the local and national movement
are to be served.

: The organization of two new branches out of the present branches is the
only way still open to endeavor to resolve the present situation. That is to
say through an organic working together. The dissemimation of common
views, proposals for work freely made by any member, genuine collaboration, is
the necessary procedure and step to take today. Fusion in the form of two '
new branches out of the present t wo, gives full opportunity, objectively, for
any and all comrades to put forwmard positive propdsals for the present and
future life and work of the i kroa movewent, with the opportunity for every com-
rade mutually to influence each other. W e believe that by the creation of two
new branches, plus a genuine, loyal collaboration hty all comrades, the past,
" or rather, present situation would quickly dissappear and two genuinely func-
tioning branches would cmerge.

W e are very surprised that the Debs Branch voices fear of " terrorization"

(a very extreme term!) from the members of the Trotsky Branch in such a reor-
ganization. Having observed the attitude of the Trotsky Branch members towards
the proposed reorganization, we think that the Debs Branch's fears are indeed
“groundless. After a short period of functioning togethe, it is our opinion
that none of the menmbers in either Branch would continue to ac t in an organ-
iz ed factional manner, but would endeavor to pur forward propositions in an
objective way. But from an organizational (factional) standpoint the D ebs
Branch members would hwe an unquestioned majority of 8 to 5 in both branches.
. The members of the former Trotsky Branch wald have no choice but to accept the
decisions of the majority of the Branch. While -~ = this is irri-
tating to any minority, nevertheless, through the newly created branches would
be offered the opportunity in life, to test whatever plans or positions or
proposals are put forward. The Trotsky Branch members are willing, in the
Party interests to subordinate their separate organizatimal exi stence, and
presumatly have confidence in their politica 1 beliefs and program of ac tion
to risk collaboration and major ity control by the former - Debs Branch
adherents. What is surprising and incomprehensible is the fear of the Debs
Branch members to i o through experiences and an experiment which would most
fruitfully resolve the Akron internal situation. For our part, we are confi-
dent that the new set-up is the best basis today for the necessary elimination «:
of 0ld factional l%nes and practices. W e cannot accept the assunption of the
Debs Branch that, since therc have been differences of importance, in their
- opinion, there will always be differences that make it necessary to continue
on an independent factional bagis. The Debs Branch should take cogniz ance of
the healthy attitude of the Trotsky Branch, which places the interests of

E?e P arty first in this situation - and not personal or factional considera-

ons.

‘ W e repeat, the Plenum is con vince- that there is no basis whatsoever for
the continuation of the present two branches. If the Plenum were to permit
the continuation of the status quo, and approve the demand of the D ebs Branch,
it could only 1 ead to further in-grown existence, a very narrow politica 1
and organizational lif'e, to cliq ue "activity". This would be the tendency in
: : , 122
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both branches, no matter whether there was a desire te prevent this develop-
ment, or otherwise. Such a development is ingrained in the nature of the sit-
uation, and prticularly so with the Debs Branch, which wishes to continue » ™
8 oparcte bruanch cxistence as & faction without o rogsras. All the activities
vhich 1dpht be g rried on will come to naught under such conditions.

It is time for all members who rofegs adherence to to the program of our
Party, to view matters with sounder perspective, either in the immediate or
historical sence. A major reason which makes it mandatory for the Plenum to
ins iston a new set-up ahd practuc e in Akron is the pre-war and war develop-
mentg 3in thig country. In pre-war and war condttions the preatest pos sible
collaboration as well as political and organizational unity is required. The old
situation cannot possibly be permitted to continue under these ¢ ircums tances .
A continued division of the Branches on the present basis is fraught with too
many dangers for the organization itself, and for the individual members. To
carry on work .under developing war conditions deisands unq uestionably a work-
ing together which is nct possible under the status quo.

We wish to point out further that on the ba sis of communications in re-
cent weeks fron the Debs Branch, the National Office sent a representative to
Akron to attenpt to resolve the Akron situation. Comrade Corbitt's letters
" made it clear that a resolution of the situation was both necessary and ros-
sible now. It wus fron Conrade Corbitt's Communications that wex were first
advised of the prossihility anc necessity of a reunifica tion of our forces
in Akron. The members of the Debs Branch themselves proposed fusion into
one branch on one occasion, as well as later on offering variations, and final-
ly reverting again for a continuation of the status quo. W e felt that the
D ebs Branch was thinking seriously about our organization and movement when it
wrote (letter from Guy C orbitt of Jan. 28th) to the National Office:

"The E.C. recommended reunification of the local P arty, recogni-
tion of Party discipline in case of whatever decision by the P.C.
The main point was subordinatinn of dissident policy on q uestions
of local party broblems to loyal adherence to Party nationally."

We welcomed that declaration with open arms. We still think that it is

the attitude you and every couarade shOuld take. Indeed, we take it for granted
that it is the only attitude a loyal revolutionist can take toward his or her
organization. Until now the National Orgenization hag made all the concessions.
to the comrades of the Debs Branch. Now it is time for the National Organiza-
tion to put its proposals or demands to the Debs Branch and call uron its men-
bers to act as"responsible, disciplined p art of the W orkers P arty by carrying
out the decisions of the Party. It is only way to act; a ny other practice or
action will lead comrades away from the revolutionary movement.

The decision of the Plenw is as fol 1 ows:

"The Plenum accepts the »roposal of the represcntative of the Nation-
al Office and the Political Committee to form two new Branches out
.of the existing two branches.! '

The Plenun further decided tht the formation of the two new branches
shall take place not later than April 10th and instructs the two branches to
proceed to take all the necewsa ry steps to effect this resrganization. The
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actual division of tho members into two new branchesshall be carried out by
agreement between the present two Branches.

We . hope that the members of both btranches will proceed forthwith’
to effec t the reunification of tlie Party in A kron through the formation
of the two new branches. We are cunfident that this will prove a great for-
ward step toward the political and orjoniz ational reunification of our move-
ment in Akron in a progressive uanner and direction.

With comradely grectings,

National Obmmittee
Workers Party

Harry Allen
Organization Secretary
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Aprid 5. 1941
REPLY OF DEBS BRANCH

arry Allen,
ational Org. Seocy.

Workers Party
Dear Comrade,

At its last Tegular meeting (April 2) the
Debs Branch held extended discussion on the general
matters raised in your ngmmunication of March 28,
and in particular on the recent N.C. decision to ee
tablish two "new" branches in Akron.

The branch voted unanimously for the foll-
owing action’ , continued maintenance of the unit on
its present basis.

It takes this step with full awareness of
its significance. While recognizing that such a vio-
lation of discipline, under present cipcumstances,
places in jeopardy our organizational status within
the movement, we stand unanimously convinced of the
following:

8) the war crisis does not allow for"or-
ganic fusions", so called, based gimply on hypo-
critical formalities;

b) the war crisis demands the fullest
exposure and eradication of deep-rooted weak-
nesses in our movement;

¢) the mandate of the National Committee
ig motivated from false premises to false conclusions;

d) the next immediate period will com-
pletely vindicate the irregular procedure to which
we have been forced counter to our will;

¢) and finally, that the interests of the
party are only served by our adherenoe to our prin-
ciples and non-compliance to your demand.

Fraternally,

Debs Branch
Workers Par%y—Akron
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April 28, 1941

Debs Branoh

Guy Corbitt, Secretary
Box €02

Akron, Ohio

Dear Comradec;

The Political Committee received your letter of April
5th, refusing to comply with the decision of the National
Plenum, as contained in the letter of the National Office
of Maroh 28th, in regard to the Internal situation in
Akron. The Political Oommittee has withheld, until now,
final action on your letter, because we desired to give
tho members of your branch a last opportunity to recon-
sider your derision and the conseguences which unavoidably
flow from your attitude and actions. Also, in view of the
fact that Comrade Shactman, National Secretary, was sched-
uled to be in Akron a week later, on April 13th-14th, we
hoped that you comrades would avail yourselves of the
opportunity to have z discussion with the representative
from the National Office, and thereafter to decide to a-
bide by the decision of the Plenum to reorganize the Akron
Branches into two new mixed branches. (Comrade Shactmen
has now reported on his visit to Akron, and it is neccs~
sary to add the following facts in regard to the attitude
of the Debs Branch toward the Party.)

When oomradc Allen was in Akron in early March, it
was agreed by both Branches to cooperate fully in the
arrangements of the public meeting in Akron for comrade
Shactman on higs National Tour. Despitc repeated efforts
on the part of the Trotsky Branch to get together with
your Branch, in order to make joint arrangements for the
public meeting, your Brannh failed to mect gven onco with
the members of the Trotsky Branch for the organization
of this meeting on a city basis. Not once did you com-
rades show up to assist in making the most elementary
arrangements. The Trotsky Branch delaycd final arrangc-
ments for this mecting, until the last possible momcnt,
in order to give you comsades the fullest opportunity to
help a&rrange the Shactman meeting jointly. The Trotsky
Branch finally procecded itself,in the last days, to or—
ganize such a meeting.

However ,: $éu and the Trotuky Bronch were to cooper—
ate for a joint meeting of the two bran-ches, where oom-—
rade Shactman could report on the Plenum procecdings,
as vell as on the Akron situation specifically.. You
comrades sabotaged sush a joint meeting, refusing and
failing to get” together with the Trotsky Branch to make
gsuch arrangements, although the latter‘endeav?rcd to do
so. Henoe there was no joint membership meeting. .

In liew of the failure of the joint membership mect—
~ing to materialize, you comrades wsre to arrange a Branch
meeting of your own for comrade Shactman to address, but
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you called off that meeting! Morceover, you comrades, as
further evidence of your disloyal attitudc towards the Party
failed even to get in touch with Comrade Shaotman whilec he ’
was in Akron, except for a telephone call to Comrade Shact-
man by one of you comrades, advising him that there would

bo no meeting of the Debs Branch, but that you would see

him that evening (Sunday night) in Cleveland.

Finally, Comrade Shactman had an opportunity to meet
with mcembers of the Decbs Branch in Oleveland, after the
Cleveland public meeting on Sunday night was over.  But
then only with your "top" committee of four or five people.

The foregoing only adde further evidencd to our letter
of March 38th to your Branch, that you comrades have not,
and are not acting in a serious manner whaf®soever toward
the Party, either locally or nationally. Comrade Shactman
digcussed with your few comrades who were on hand, for a
few hours, but apparently without being eable to convince
you comrades to act as disciplined, loyal members of a rev-
olutionaty Party. One is given the impression of children
playing in politiecs.

Your brief sommnination of April 5th, in reply %o the
lengthy National Committee letter of March 28th, which en-
deavored to reason Wwith you comrades and to explain the va-
1idity of the proposal and desision of the Plenum, is hard-
1y worthy of consideration. It is impossible for us any
longer to permit the continuation of the present situation,
since it can only contribute to disintegration of the move-
ment in Akron. Your attitude is without the slightest basis,
as we have more than amply showed, on either political or
organizational grounds, Your approach to problemc 18
fantastio, and can almost be described as follows: That
if you do not like a comrade or group of comrades, you
gimply organize a separate branch, even if there ars no
principled, political or organizational differenocs.

The Party has tolerated too long already your unseri-
ous attitude and practices. Up till now, i% has conceded
to your demands, even though the Political Committec and
the Apgust Plenum were of the opinion that your views and,
proposition were wrong. But i% yielded to your demand in
the hope, proven vain, and the belief that every possibi-
lity must be exhausted to give you comrades an opportunity
to remain and to function in the revolutionary movemont.
After several months of experimentation in accordance with
your proposal, the March Plenum reviewed the Akron gitu~
ation. and decided unanimously for the reorganization of
the Branches into two new mixed branchea, convinoed that
thig was the only way now open to try %o integrate the
local Akron movement, and to save you comrades for the
Party and movement. Your decision, a8 cgntained in yog?
létter of April 5th, together with your 1ntolerabhe anr~
inexcusable condunt since the Plcnun, including the po ‘e
iod of comrade Shactman's vieit to Akron, shows t?at 1§_
no longer possible for the Party to do anything © s: etion—
cept to enforee the decision of the Plenunm byPgrggg z%he
al measurcs. Therefore, by authority of the 112w1né-d0~ )
Palitiaqal Coumittee .unapimously passed tne foll : ‘27
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cisions:

1. The members of the Debs Branch in “Akron who fail
to carry out the Plenum decision are immediatecly suspondcd
from Party membership for one month.

2., Those comrades who formally signify their intontim
to abide by Party disoipline shall be automatically rein-
stated into Party membership-.

3. Thosec comrades Who, at the expiration of one month,
shall have failed to signify such intention, shall be auto-
matically expelled from party membership, and, thercafter,
ghall have any application for rcadmission considered only
as nevw applicants.

4. Mea vhile, the suspended comra’es are formally de-
prived of any right or authority to spect for the Workers
Party, or to represent it in any way, a- well as of the
right to receive bundle orders of the Parcty press or of
the Youth press for sale or distribution.

Fraternally yours,
National Committee,Workers Party

Harry Allen,
Organization Becretary
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(Comrade Macdonald requested publi:iiion of his letter to
the Plenum before which he also appcared personally. The
Plenum was under the impression that the discussion there
disposed of matters to that point., However, in view of
the request to publish the letter, immediately granted by
the Committee, the reply of the Political Committee, in
the name of the Plenum and with the latter's authoriza-
tion, is also printed below--Ed.) :

- LETTER OF DWIGHT MACDONALD TO
o THE PLENUM

Dear Comradcs?

For some time, as is well krown, there has been increasingly
sharp conflict between the undersigned and your representa-
tives, the Political Committee, on questions of both theory
and organization., Up to now, I have hoped that these diff-
erences could be discussed in a rational and comradely way
wlthin the Party. Up to now, I have, therefore, continued
to write for the Party press,to take part in Party activi-
ties, and to conduct nyself generally as a loyal Party mem-
“ber (so far as my extreme ignorance of proper organizational
procedure, as defined by the P.C., would permit).

- It has now become clear to me, however, from recent actions
of the P.C. which I shall later describe, that the P.Ce has
no intention of treating the disagrecments between us as
matters for discussion but rather as matters for organiza-
tional disciplinc, "I want to arouse the Party membership
against the kind of conduct and attltude that Macdonald
represents" writes Shachtman in the last Internal Bulletin.
And he now cheracterizcs an article I wrote last summer in
PARTISAN REVIEW (under the i1llusion I was thereby furthering
revolutionary rcsistance to the war) as "an attack on the
principles and program of the party all along the line - not
Just a misunderstanding of them but an attack on them"., Hold-
ing such views, Shachtman and the other members of the P.C.
would be derelict in their duty to the Party i1f they did not
take the sternest measurcs to immunizec the party against.the
plague of 'Macdonaldism!. This task they can morc casily
perform in that they happen to be in control of the organiza-
tlonal apparatus of the party.

It 1s, accordingly, clear to mec - what perhaps should have
becn ¢lecarer sooncr - that the P.Ce is resolved to continuc
at an accelerated pace 1ts past policy: to usc cvery occasion
to envenom the dispute, to wave the bloody shirt of party
patriotism, to scize cvery pretext for disciplinary action
against me (without bothering with the formality of granting
me a hearing firts), to bar mc from cdltorial responsibilitics
I am clearly compctent to assume and to grant my thcorectical
Views no ressonable spacc in tho Party prcss. In a word, the
P.D. 1s procecding as though I were, at best, a factional
opponent; at worst, a sort of fifth-columnist from the camp
of thc bourgcoisic,
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The present linc of the P.C. prcscnts me with thirce altcrnatives;

(1) to give up my prescnt views; (2) to organize a factional struggle;
(3) to get out of thc party. The first alternative is out of the
question for me, unless the P.C. is able to prescent more convincing
.arguments than it has so far; 1ts rceent actions, in fact, have
greatly confirmed me in my views., The third alternative is not out
of thec question, but I do not want to adopt it, beccausc I am in
ngreement with the politicnl progeam of the party ~nd becuasc. I think
it would bec & loss both to mysclf cnd to the party if I am forced to
ndopt it. The sccond coursc I do not favor for two rcasons: (AQ among
my tclents that of organizing and leading o factional struggle is not
conspicuous; (b) last winter we all went through a long and exhaus-
ting factional struggle on the very same issucs as would now be
raiscd all over agnin. The party should at least be clecar by now on
the nature of thesc issucs, without going through the whole busincss
oncc more.

This document is an attcmpt to find a fourth alternntive. It is a
last appeal to the P.C. and it is an 2ppcnl to the coming plcnum of
the Nntionnl Committece nd to the membership of the party in gencrenl,
I proposc to present my cnsc agnlnst the P.C., to indic~tc the genceral
conclusions I draw from my own expericncecs, nd to ask for certain
ninimum rectificntions of past P.C. nctions. I ~m quite willing to
discuss the issues raiscd in this article as fullf§ as nccessary before
and with the party membership. But I must state quite explicitly thot
1f the party as 2 wholc supparts the kind of organizational procccdurc
‘the present P.C. has adopted, I will fcel obliged to leave the party.
I am not "nd have ncver been in favor of the kind of pnrty which the
P.C. 1s rapidly moking the Workers Party into. The resemblance to the
kind of party regimc we corrcctly rejected last ycar in the SWP (and,
in lesser degree, to Stnlinist practices) is to closc for my comfort,

It ;ﬁ no sccrct thnt cvery since I first cnme into contact with the
Trotskylist movement I hhve been ceritical of its organizational tra-
dition, which has always seemd to mc less democratic and more author-

f - itarian than it should be. My first contribution to tho Party pross

wos 2 long letter, publishced in the NI for June, 1937 togcther with

A similar letter from Victor Scrge, toking issuc with Trotsky's attcenp:
to Justify the action of the Bolshcviks in the Krochstadt ~ffair. Dur—
ing last winter's factionnl fight, I adhcred to the Minority becunsc,
nostly under thc influence of Burnham, it seemd to be making n real
fight for nore democratic organizational methods. During this struggle
I wrote no less than thrce documents - which thc factional leaders did
not sece fit to publish - on various aspccts of this question., I ncn-
tion these facts to whow thot the %"attitude" now so violently objected
to by the P.C. is a matter of long rccord and not any "yielding to
bourgecols pressure! as n rcsult of the blitzkrieg.

Imnediately after the split lnst Spring, I participatced actively in

t cditing the party press. I wrote, with Burnham, the cditorial in the

~ first issuc of the NI and, with Johnson, the editorial in the second
lssue. I also did nll the technical editorial work on thosec tow issuce
With Lund , I cdited the flrst two issucs of BABOR ACTION.

» Then came two cvents (of somewhat unequal historical importance) ! the
I Nazi blitzkrieg of May-June, nnd the defection of Burnhan from the
L party. Burnhnn's descertion -~ nmorally indefensible under the circun-
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stances - threw a great scare into the othcr party lenders. Perhaps
Trotsky hnd been right when he pointed to the 'inevitable! end of the
road Burnhan (and nyself) followed., The blitzkrieg was also alarming
partly becausc our political analysis of the war had left us as un-
prepared for the Nazi's overwhelming success as were thz bourgois
politicians, partly becuasc of thce tremendous tide of pro-war sentiment
thnt imnediately swept over the country. The shock of thosc two cvent:
casucd the party leadership to forget the lessons of the wintcr's fac—
tlon fight and to scramble back to the firm ground of Bolchevik or-
thodoxy as rapldly as dignity would permit (and a bit morc rapidly in
~some cases!) My own position becanc very difficult. Burnhan's ideas
on organization still scemed to ne valld, and in addition the blitz-
krieg had stimlatcd me to do some thinking and reading about the
naturc of fascism. I developed some conceptions which secn to have
stood the test of time quitc well, but which are admittedly " unorth-
- odox". The intcllectual atnosphere which began to develop last sunmer
- in the pdrty (which I described in my "Fraternity" document on John-
- son's extwaordinary cditorial in the N.I.) and which has been getting
i thicker ever since, was one designed to stifle any attenpts at what
£ Cannon used to call "indecpendent thinking'.

l., The Points at Issuc

f;(l) My article, "Nntional Defense: The Case for Socialisn" in PARTISAL
j REVIEW, July-August, 1940, .

¢ There scens to be a gencral impression within the party that ny nain

¢ purposé 1n writing this was to deliver what Shachtman calls "an attack
i on the principles and progran of the party all along the line". Iron-
i 1cally enough, I wrote it preciscly in order to put forward publicly,

f "nong the leftwing intellcctuals who read P.R.,, what I conceive to be
i the revolutionnry progran of the party: no support to elther side in

i the war; the only way to defeat fascism, within and without, 1s o

b workingelass socialist revolution. It is true that the theoretical

- rond by which I rc~ched this progran is different fron that of the

E present P.C. (and, no doubt, of the party in gencral). But that the
eprogran advanced in P.R. differs fronm that advanced in the party press-
i this 1s dnply not true.

It would have heen much casicr for me not to write the article. "My
collengucs on P.R. werc not cnthusinstic about the proposal. I wrote
it, however, bececause I considercd it to be nmy duty as a revolutionary
ot to remain silent in 2 nagazine I help cdit in the face of the pro-
r hysterla which swept through the Ancrican intelligentsia ~fter

i the Nazi blitzkrieg., 1In writing such an atticle, I was compelled, by
gany standards of integrity, to definc ny difference of thecoretical
ginterpretntion with the orthodox Marxists. It is a fact, perhaps hard
1o believe, that when I wrotc the article, I had no idea I was viola-
ting any party discipline. Since I put forward the party progran -and,
udging from the responsc to the articlc, at least ns cffectively as
hat progran has been put forward anywherc clsc since last May - 1t
eened to me I was perforning n neritorious act. Apparcntly the nis-
ake I nmade was in believing thnt we we are trying to do in the Workers
arty 1s to put forwnrd a program of action. The Party's real function
k80 far nos the P.C. is concerned, seens to bec rathcr to defend a doctrinc
fl I shall rcturn to this point later.) Y
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(2) Johnson's cditorinal in the August New Intern-tionnl: ry protcst
nbout the sarie; the reply, by Shnchtman, of thc P.C. to Iy protcst,

In Internal Bulletin #5 I hove ~lrendy delat with the underhanded
attack Johnson nnde in the N.I, on ny P.R. article and so will not
recapitulate the matter here. I want here sinply to point out the
extraordinnry way thnt Shachtnan "nswored! ny conplaint ~gninst
Johnson't methods. I asked th-t soric of this fanous hard-Bolshevik
disciplinc be applied to Johnson. Shachtnan cvaded elther condenning
or supporting Johnson - and then devotcd the bulk of his "reply" to
a4 violent denunciation of ny own sins, As though a judge werc to say
to n nnn who compled that his watch hnd been stolen: "Maybe so., But
the renl point in this case is that you beat your wife," It is an
elenentry rule of orderly procedurc in such matters that the tribunal
of Justice =~ which is what the P.C. was in this case - rust procecd
nccording to sone objective rules, judging ecach ocase on its own nerits,
without considering the gencral 'attitude'of the partics involved,
Let the P.C. take whhtever action it thinks necessary against ny P.R.
article. But this should hnve been kept scrupulously separate fron
the question of the propricty or inpropricty of Johnson's nctions,

Shachtnan, in handling the matter in the disorderly way hc did, pro-
duccd the absurd situntion that if I hnd not protested to the P.C,
nbout the NI cditorial, I would not have beoen officially censurcd

for ny P.R. nrticle. Fron anothuer point of view, of coursc, his pro-
cedurce wns not absurd nt 2ll, but quite skillfully calculated to sidc-
track any serious consideration or pronouncerient on the issuc I raisecd;
“hether the P.C. considers it good party practice for conrades to
tern cach other "countor-revolutionnry" in the party press on the
bisis of the kind of dis~greenents Johnson hrd with rny renarks on the
211 of Paris,

(3) The reorgnnizntion of the cditorinl bonrd of the New Internationa.

?’ When Shachtrnan went away on his.tour 1~ t nany, hc delegated his cdi-

torinl n~uthority on the N.I. to four corwradcs: Gatcs, Johnson, Lebru.
nnd nysclf, ¥ .

When Schachtnan returncd fromn his tour, he told inc - and doubtless the
others - that he wag "taking over" the NI 2g1in. A few nonths later,
I was surprised to notc that a new editoril board appearcd on the NI
masthend: Shachtnan, Gates and Johnson. Nothing had becn snid to nic
about this; I wasg given no opportunity cither to protest ny exclusion
or to defend nyseclf agninst whntever charges were responsible for 1it,

E Nor h~ve I to datec been able to find out why I wns dropped. Shachtnnn

cvnded angwering severnl direct questions, pronising to write ne o

i forumnl lctter ~bout it, The letter has not raterialized,

* This was done in the sloppy, anarchistic Way in which the lenders

E of the WiP®, so often act. On thc very day of his departure, Shachtnnn
¢ Csually nentioned to the four above nared comrades that he was turning
E the NI over to them., It was the fitst tiie any of then had know of

b this intcntion, Therc was no discussion of cditorial policy. The

| 1ghzine was sinply duriped into our laps, ~nd Shachtnan nddecd he hoped
b the next issue could be out in a week,
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Since I think I nay say without any lack of nodésty thnat I an at least
as well qualified, fron the vicwpoint of cditorial and journalistic
experionce, to cdit the NI as any of the present cditors, I assunc

ny cxclusion is duc to political considerations. It is cxtrenely
important, however, from the party's standpoint, that these consider-
ntlons be made known, for wh~t is herc involved is a basic organiza-
tional principle: for whnt politictl rcasons docs the party think it
wlsc to prevent nerbers fror contributing to the party preoss their
technical tnlents? A basic question of party rights 1s also involved:
docs o nember in good st~nding h-ve the genernl right to the powers
~nd rcsponsibilitics in the party which his abilitics can handle? Or
does he hnve to be not only n nember in good standing but also one
whoec "attitude" is considcred good by the P.C.? In n word, arc thee
in the W.P., as there were in thc SWP, "sccond-clnss citizens" ¢

(4) My articlc on "the Econonics of Gernan F_scisn'

On Deccenber 24th 1l~st, I save to Shachtnan, for publication in the
New Intcrnntional, thils nanuscript. It wns 90 pasmes long - about
39,00 words. I hoped nll of it could be printed in the NI, but in
nny cnsc, I wantced n reasonable anount of it printced therc: On
Jonuary 29th, I was inforned that the P.C. had pnssed a new rule thot
- In futurc discussion articles could not be noce thon four pages long
- -dn the N.I. My article could be!gronted that ruch space in the NI
(about 4,000 words) , and, as o spceial concession, 20,000 viords in
the Tnbtermal Bulletin.

f 1 “iicuza - and still think - this an unjust nnd unrcasonable decision
rc: tie Tollowing re~sons:

(1) In style nnd treatnent, the article was designed for a wider

Aandicence than is reach by the Intcernal Bulletin, it is a broaéd ahistor--

f. 1on) n~nnlysis and factual survey which there enn be no possible orgar.

| 1lzntionnl renson for keeping within the confines of the Party. The

i subject treated is onc of an importance warranting itore than four
pscs in the NI,

2 %p‘ 7o Print 20,00 words of it in the Intcrnal Bulletin,- cven if )

f tlis lssuc were nade available to the gencral public, ns was proposal’

¢t by the 2.C. - would mean that very fow readers would over get through
1t all. It i1s-hord cnough to read cven short articles in the Bull:ii.

i bccuasc of the nincographed form, and 20,000 words would bc sheer

i optical torturc.

i (c) The NI has nlrendy printecd 19 pnEos devoted to the 'orthocdox!

¢ Vvicwpolnt on Gernan fascisn - Johnson's 16 poge article tast July

L nnd the 3 page nrticle by Robbins in the following issuc (not to

i nention many pazes on the theric by Johnson in othcer articles). An

= article by Shernan which was nt least as conpectent ns thnt by Robbing

§ Wns subnltted last fall and rejected., This scems to rnc an un just

I division of spacc.

- (&) My own views on the subjJect had been publicly criticized by

g Shnchtnan in an article in Labor Action. I hnd not requestcd any

¥ spnce to reply nt the tine beenusc I assuned I would be grantcd recason

i ablc space in the NI lntcer on.

t (c) It wns known to the PC thnt I was working on this article. Ip

> fact, after the appearance of the P.R. article last sunnier, it was

- these comrndes who were rost insistent that I "put down on paper' ny

f Views so therc could be n thorough discussion of ther in the parcty
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press. I think it is unjust to apply o blankect rulc about four-page
discussion articles to an atticle which was submitted before the rule
was passcd. And from the viewpoint of naking usc of the abilitics of
the pnrty conrades, it was stupid to lct mc spend thrcc nonths study-
ing the subject and writing the article forthe NI - nnd then propose
to print onc-sixth of it.

(£) The first ocxcuse nnde wns specc: 3in only 16 pages, how con we
give your article riore than 41 Phousr there werc 16 pages for John-
son's superficial and hasty ~rticle on the subjcct; 11 pages for
Shachtnnn's ncadernie treatment of the Russinn question (also a "dls~
cussion" article, by the way!) and alrost 8 pages for his rehashing
of the argunents against Cannon's war line he had already nmade in
Labor Action. ) Tho next NI, however, is to be 32 pages, and Shacht-
nan hos refused to use any of it for any riorc of ny Gernan plecce.

(g) I understand that Gatcs is preparing an article taking issuc
with the fragnent of ny articlo which has appeared in the NI, What
sort of conception of wither falr play or ihtelligence in discussion
have pcople who organize o "discussion in which onc sidd is prevented
fron kBven noking known five-sixths of his arguncnt?

(B) Tho qucstion of the "symposiun" on fascisn in the ncxt PARTISAN
REVIEW, ‘ A

The remarks hercon by Shachtnan for the PC and o bricf statencat of

' ny own position appear in the current Internal Bulletin. I will not -

o over the issues agnin herc. But since when I wrote ny brief

. staterient, I had not seen the material in the Bullctin (but had only
' been inforned in o brief note about the action of the P.C.) I want
to go into two important points raiscd in the P.C.'s docuncnts:

t (2) On the bais of this allcgzed misdeneanor of minc, the P.C. form-

. ally "reopens®" the whole natter of ny rclations to the party and

£ prints o supcrheated letter by Shachtnan, written scvernl nonths arc

. and doubtless held in rescrve for such an oceasion. I protest agalnsi
t the P,C. tnking this drastic action without first-getting ny side or

- the story. Thls is thc procecdure one adopts with a factional opponcnt
. and not with a comradc. Its object is not to clear up any nisunder-

© standings but to orente nore, not to arrive at.o basis for agrecnent

£ (or at least, understnnding) but to score a point. And cven a fac-

. tional opponent could clainm, ns his right as n neniber of the party.

.. that before he 1s thus fornally conderned by the P+C. he be first

¢ oronted a hearing.® This is undemocratic and burcaucratic procedure.,

E (b) The P.C. complaincs that the party point of view on fasclen lic

¥ not presented in the so-called "symposium®. But what is the "pariy

- point of view"? It it sinply that thls i1s an imperialist war like

3 the 1lact onc and that Gernany is a capitalist state and econony? Thon
. both Beinann and Mattick reprcsent the Party point of view.#¥ Or isit
) norc detailed than that? In thnt case, is it Saachtnan's conceptlons

. We are to take as reprcscntin the "party point of view", or Johnson'st
g;For,there has clearly developcd a decp rift hetween theee two ncmbers
- of the PC 1f the quebtlion of fagclisn be sarried beyond the most general
t level. And even there, althouzh both agree Gernony is capitalist, they
¢ Alsagree shnrply on their definition of  capitalisn, (and,what, pray,

F% This ic normal branch procecdure, Why should P.C. proccedure be
£ less denocratic? :
E ## (see botton of next page for footnoto.)
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15 thc "party point of view" on capitnllsen itsclf - Johnson's? Shacht-

nnn's? Mine? - and if there is such an officlial staterent, where 1s

it to bec found?) The fact is that thesc mntters cannot possibly -

be handled in the organizational way the P.C. 1s trying to handle

thenn, that the problens raised by contenporary history are so conplex 1
- and the evaluation of these problens already so different cven in the

P.C., thot to apply disciplinary mensurcs in a matter like the Pe.R. ,
- Wgynposinn" without first a thorough ¢iccussion of thé natters in | |
- the party, is both unjust and unintelligent. :

2. Somc_General Conclusions = and Recomnendntions
: Fron the above personal cxperiencées, as well as fron observation of ¢

?ithe way the problens raiseé by the Shernan group were handled, I have - |
;_renched.certain conclusions, Let ne indicate then briefly. :

E (1) Theory and Progror.

t It wns a chief contention of the Minority during last winter's fac-
L tional strugsle thet it was possible for a sroup %o agree on 2 B
i cornon political progrui of action even though its riembers held , 45
¢ifferent theoretical conceptions, Concretely, Trotsky and the S
- Mo Jority insistec that the question of support or non-support of

¢ the Soviet Unlon in the Finnish wrr was Gircctly dependent on *the

E theoretiocnl quostion of whether the Soviet Union is a workers' state

L or not. Thus, if onc believed thc Boviet Union to be a wobker: o
‘state, one'had to support it in the war; and vice versa. We replied,

- think correctly, that the theorctical and the programnatic questionrs
f here were quite distinct; that one rust condern the Soviet rule in -
i Findland regarcdless of onc's opinion on the genernl class nature of

f the Soviet stnte. We insisted thot people holding widely different

k views on the theoretical question could come to the same conclusions
t-on the prosrannatic issuec of support or non-support of the Red Arny,

f Yet whon I follow precisely the snme node of reasoning in the cosc of
E-the nature of German fascisn, I an denounced as counter-revolutionary
¥ and I on told by Shachtmnn that I an leading on attack on the "pro- -
|.cren ané princliples of the party". Why? Why an I not told thnt I
I cannot loglcally follow the party's prosran on the war, that I nuct
{ support one side or the other If I insist that in Gernany you have |
! not o capitalist but a new kind of econony and social structure? Wiy
| 'was Bt possible for people who thousht Russia was not a workers' chrc
i.anc. people who thouzht that it was, to agree on a comron political
l progran in relstion to the Soviet-Finnish war, while it is allegcdly
t-inpossible for those who think Gernany is capitalist and those whe
'think 1t is not cnpitalist to agree on a comnnon political progran ..t o
| relation to the seccond worlc war? The line the P.C. has taken re-- :
| 8ently 1s onc which can only be justified by the general approach = - - a
- these natters which Caonnon-Trotsky had last winter; that there is o g
L :direct, one-~to-~one correlation between theory and progran - so that A
f:1t 1s not cnoush to agrec on a.political progran of action, but this ;
Fnsrecricnt neens nothing (is either disin jenous or muddleheaced) unless
f-there 1s also agreenent on natters of gencral thpory like the dlalec~.
t-tic or the ckass nature of the Soviet - Unlon. . ‘ C e _
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There i1s, of course, a connection between theory and program, but it
1s not the immediate, one-to-one sort envisaged by Cannon-Trotsky (or
our own P.C.) It i1s true that in the long run somc one who belicves
the USSR 1s a workers! state will be more anxious to defend it than
some one¢ who does not, that in the long run certain tactical and
programmatic differences will probably dcvelop between revolutionaries
who bellieve German fascism is non-capitalist and those who continuc to
insist that 1t 1s capitalist., But, Just as the thcorctical differ—
ences about Russia did not prevent a conmon progran on the specific
war 1n question, so the thcoretical differences on Gernmany do not now
prevent a conmon program on the war abroad, Later on, it is possiblec
and ceven probable that such programmatic differcnces nay develop, but
for the noment the differcnces exist only 1n the field of theory, not
of action. '

This dilstinction betwecen theory and progran is all-inportant, ecspcc-
lally today. Shachtmnan seens to have become as incapablc of naking
1t as Cannon 1s. At least, I cannot othcrwise understand his charg-
ing that ny P.R. article was an attack on the progran of the party,

522 Should party discipling be ecxtended to matters of

theory?

In all nmatters involving pollitical action - Do we support either side
In the war? What is our attitude to conscription? Arc we in favoe
of the fornmation of a labor party today? - I agree it is neccssory
~nd desirable to have party discipline, that 1s, to requirc “het
nenbers stick to the perty line in public unless specifically other-
wise provided for. But in matters of general theory, I think such
discépline is not practical, not necessary, and, above all, nct de-
sirable.

. Not practical because, oncec such qucstions are taken beyond the nost

. clenentary level, it becornes inpossiblec to decide which individual

- theorist cxpresses the "officinl" line and which is a "devhationist!

I have alrcady indicated this difficulty in thc mattcr of the party

"line" on fascisn. Tho St¢alinists and the Cannonitcs, of coursc,

- 80lve the problen by rceducing theooretical discussion to the level of
nonotonous recpetition of orthodoz platitudes. Even they have trouble

- 1n dealing with the nore abstruse matters, such as the dialectic.

; (By tho way, has the Workers Party a "line" on the aialectic?)

¥ Not nccessnry, becuase, while the expression of conflicting views in

F nntters of action would be confusing to thosc who listcen to the poriy.
. such disagrecnent in theoretical matters need not at all intorforc

- With unity of action. I quite agree with the excellent points nade

- by "Vox" in his article in the last Internal Bulletin, on this arc
,,rclatcd,matters.. ‘

- Not desirable, above all, because (1) people outside the party will

. be much nore intercsted in a prrty press - which freely discusses such
notters; (2) far fronm such thinking being regarded as a nececssary

- cvil to be tolerated (and kept down to the mininun possible spacc
-under the apologetic heading "discussion Apticle") it should be greatly
- cncouraged, s the only way we can keep our thecorctical weapons up to
date and rendy for use; (3) the tradition of a party "line" on matters
- of gencral theory is one which is always used unfairly by thosc who
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hanpen to be in control of the porty apparatus, the criterin for "or—
thodoxy" being so nccessarily vaguc as to nmake it cnsy for the in-grou
to brand dissenters as heretics nnd cven - as in the cnsc of the P°R.
8synposiun" noted above - to take quite unjustificd organlzationnl
rensures 2grinst then.

(3) The Second—Class Citinen

During last winter's factionnl strusgle, Cannon's line of attack ag-
ainst the Minority, c¢specilnlly 3urnhar, was thnt we were "pad® cone-
rades, thnt our politicnl outlook wns Ceterriined by our petty-bour=-
geois origin and thnt we were loolin; around for a way to yleld to
the war pressure and desert the revolutionary rioverient. Hence he
logically enough proposcd to treat us as "sccond-closs citizcns".

Now as it turncd out, Burnhnm {id descrt the riovenent. Do the prescnt
lenders of the party think thnat means that Cannon was right? Iy s0,
then I can understand the way they have been iritating Cannon's neth-
ods of late. But if not, if they still bclicve want they snld last
‘wintcr, then they arc behaving very queerly. For they scen to anve
revived the catesory of sccond-class conrendes and to have place there
in nll vho criticise their orjaniznationnl nethods.*

I. can sce how, .in rnatters involving earrying out of ~ssizgnnents nnd
practical activity, soie conradces can be considercd better than others
and hence ~iven nore responsibility. But I cannot scc how, in nattcers
of theory and of genernl 'nttitude!, ticre can be 'zood' ~nc 'bad!
conrndes, For speecific failures to earry out tasks, or specifilc
breaches of prrty discipline, there nust be specific punishrients -
censure, suspcnsion, expulsion, cte. But these punisinents rust be
the end of it. Ag lonj; as a corracde accopts the pslitical linc of

the party — as I do - and is willing to work for it - g I nii - he
rust be given whatever responsibilitics he can carry out. If such
vasjue eriteria ns 'attitude! ("So~and-go won't be in tic party nuch
lonsere.o ") nd 'relinbility'! ~re used, thcn the sroup in control of
the party apparatus can obviously interpret these voue teriis to sult
thenselves and can render it impossible - as with the casc withi Shor-
rian ancé his friends and as is rapidly becoming the case with nc - fob
the second-class citizen to function within the party. ' :

(4) The choice now before the party

The basic issuec involved here i1s how to Genl crganizntionally with
the existence of theoretical disazrecerients within the party. There

#It i1s nan interesting point that it is prinmarily the organizationnl
rather than theorctical heterdoxy which nakes a sccond-class citlzen,
Thus Johnson, riost inteuperatc in his onslaughts on dlssenters, is
now in the comic position of having hinsclf developecd sonc theorics
which, from the vicwpoint of orthodox Marxisn, arc not at all kosher.
Yect, nlthouzh this should losieally causc hin to be Cropped fron the
cditorinl board of the NI just ns I wns dropped, this Cocsn't scen
to have happened. In fnact, unless ny cye for style decelves ne, ao
“wrotc the cCitorial in the last issuc. Of course, the difference 1s
that Johnson ~ccompnnics his ticoreticnl peceadillecs with the most
nrdent cexpressions of fidelity to Bolshevisn.
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1s now a cholcec before the party. It can follow the present policics
of the P.C., which ~rc the traditional orz~nizational nethods we re-
! Jected in the SWP 1l~st ycar; or it can rejcct these necthods and cnll
the PC to orcer.

The policy of the PC is to mnke crude and demasoglc corrclations of
the thcory nanc progran, andc on the basis of this false identification
to take organizationnl neasurcs aninst Clssident theorists. (Conrade
X hollCs to tihils thcory; vhether he realizes it or not, his theory
leads to social patriotisii; X nust therefo ¢ be regarded with susplc—
ion, the corrades nust be warned ngninst hi:, his thories rust not be
"Ciscussel but gxposcd, X himself rnust be assited in every way either
to secc the loslc of his theory - i.e., to 3et out of the party - or
to sec 1ts faleity.) This approach, besides beins unjust to conrade
X (and this injustice, if we hnd state power, nizsht be sonewhat
serious for X), nlso damn.es the functioning of the party. Shachtnan
~nd Johnson talk big about o party of action and cxpress unbounded
contenpt for a 'debatin; society'! like the SP. This, in fact, is
their chicef rotivation for the 'icdeolojical firr.messg with which they
try to rcpress any unorthodox thinkini. Yet the actual effect of
‘this nttifude 1s that the PC spencs vast anounts of tine and cencriles
conCucting these Coctrinal witeh hunts, that corracdes like nysclf
who can nake a contribution to the noverent arc driven into inactivity
and the encrgies of the nembershlp in generacl arc dissipated in theo-
logical discussions not as to the proper course of netion, but as to
how 'orthodox' thie or thnt conrade's idens are.

|
{
|

The rccently concluded Shernan cpisode should be ~ warning to the
party. I was not a ierber of the Shernan 'faction! and I had no

. part in wrlting its st~tement. Nor ean I ~t all approve of the rcthoc.
e they used 1in their struz;le: issuing an ostensible factional Cocunient,
2 thus 1implyins; they were launchin; o fisht within the porty elther to
ecucnte it or to tnke over control, when they hnd nlrency definitely
deeided to enter the SP. (As I told Shernan, 1t seened to me he used
the kind of nethods he objected to in the Trotskylst rovenent, and
with even less Justificntion, since his group baseé its whole politi-
cal rationale precisely on o rejection of such rethods.) But 2ll this
does not alter the fact that the fifteen or twenty youh coiraces who
left the noverent with Shernan to enter the SP dic so because they
honestly saw no other way to continuc o strugsle for socialist revo-
~lutlonary alms. The loss of so rclatively larse n sroud of corracdes
cannot be lightly passec off., The rezire in the youth, from all I

can gather, is even worse than it 1s in the mrty - that is, nore re-
pressive of any theoretical disarrcement. The questions raised by
Shernan in the surner,- and I hardly need to state thnt I was in
ajgreenent with him on nost of them =were sharpencd anc envenored to
such a point by the youth leadership thnt Shernan and his sroup ac-
tually came to the conclusion thnt they could fizht better for our
cornon alrns inside the SP, We should nsk oursclves rost seriously how
this could have corne about.

g Nor shoulc it be nassurcd thnt the Shernan incicent is the end of such
. episodes. The present appronch of the PC to thcoretical disagreenents

f  1ls the trnditional one, that is to say, an orjanizational approach

¢+ Which produces endless factional strusiles and splits. Disajsrcerent

= 1s treafleC not as nornal and desirable in a 1iving3 party, but as the

source of wenkness nncd confusion, as o ¢nncerous growth that nust be
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cut out. Points rniscd by those who question whnt the in-;roup (the
PC) thinks is orthodox lMarxisn are not discussed in a rational, frienc
ly way, bub are r»nthee Cenouncec, This appronch rieans thnt every
theoretlicnl disasrcedient quickly tnkes on an organizational character
go th~t, to ench side, it seens to be a matter of the very political
1life and death of the p-rty tiint his view should conquer. Such is the
future perspective of this nnrty unless a rencical change is rinde.
Yoobudny it was Shewron, todny it is Macconnld, toriorrow it nny very
wels be Johnson,

Fer the ool of the rovor.ont, therefore, I propose the followin.;
changes in nethod and action:

(1) The Workers Party gioulc be concelvec of an o sroup which cxists
to work for a common progran of political action, rather than as a
sroup organized to defend sonc theoretical coctrine. The only rc-
quirerient for nenbership, therefore, shoulc be acceptance of the
party's progran of ~ction, resnrdless of acceptance of either "Marx-
isn" or "Bolshevisn". (I put the woris in quotes beccause therc is at
present, even anong those who consider themselves orthodox in such
natters, 2ittle agrecnent as to Jjust what is meant by these teris.)

(2) Likewise, the criterion by which the nienbership (in the ense of
clective posts) ~nd the PC (in the case of appointive posts) deter—
rnine how much power and responsibility n comrades shall be entrusted
with should be, not his or her alleged "orthocoxy" or "non-orthodoxy"
in relation to some body of doctrine, but rather his or her enersy,
ability and devotion in cnrryin; out the party's politicnl progran,

(3) A clear line should be crawn between Clsngreenients within the
party on progran and disagreenents on theory. In respect to the for-
rer, nerbers shoulcl be subject to the nresent disciplinnry controls
bytghe party. There shoulcl be no party control over theoreticnl
n~tters,

(4) Concretely, this Cistingtion woull riean thnt the party press
would be open to articles expressing nll theoretical tencCencies, the
Cecislon as to whether any particular article should be printec or |
not resting on the judsernent of the editors of its rerits. t would
also iean thnt shen Shachtnan annlyses German fascisn in a lecture

anc. the floor is thrown open for ¢isgussion, corr~ces (like Shernan
anc._Macconnlé on one recent occnsion) who took the floor to Gisagrec
woulc be considered to have further illuninnted the sub ject instedd

of to have struck n blow ot the party. And thnt the corrades who

took part in the Marxist School in future woull bec able to discuss
freely the theoreticnl problens raised in the courses, instead of
being bound by "party ciscipline" to keep silent on any controversial
natters. (I was really cunfounced to lean, fron Vox's article, that
in the 1lost sessions of the School - which exists presunably to clari-
t fy such qucstions of theury - no theoreticnl cdiscussisn was pernitted)
- Most of 21l the change I propese would affect the New International.

- At present, therc is o four-page linitation on "Ciscussion" articles,
f and also o limit~tion of cight pases in any sini;le 32 ponse issue to be
. Cevoted to such articles. The effect of the proposeC. chanse would

L. be to nake the NI larsely into what whould now be terned a "Ciscussiorn
t orsan', This I would consicer all to the ;00¢, since, if, as is the

¢ case, nost of the party's theoreticians are Ceveloping conceptions '
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which Co not fit into the "line", it will nerely cranp the theorctiecal
eCucation of the party to sinit such articles to onc-quarter of the
nagnzine. The notoriously low levcl of the NI since the split - 1littl
if any better than the Fourth Intcrnntional -is Cue larcly to the
absence of such discussion in its nes.

5. Sorie Modest Bropoasals

Tiicre is no agreenent between nyself and the PC on these questions.
Probably nost of the party at present would agree with the PC's ;en—
crnl approach rather than with nmine. I don't expect this document
by itself to work any sudden anc niraculous conversion. Thesc natters
rust be fully Ciscussel in the party. I ar quite willing to take
parc in such a discussion, But the nethods used by the PC in earry-
ins; out 1ts general orientation - 28 asalnst the orientation itself-
are such ns to make it inpossible for the discussion to be frultful,
Morc important, they scer to ne to be the nethods not of n revolu-
tlonnry socinlist party, but of a bureaucratic apparatus tending to-
wards Stolinisn.

I co not want to leave the party. I agree with its nresent politieal
proiran, and I think I hnve talents and encr;les which can be uscd to
further such & prosrar, But I an not in favor of the kinc of party
. Sheohtrman and the present PC are rapidly crentins. I would 1like to
nsk, therefore, for sorie ex ression of opinion from the National
Committee, and fron the nembership as & shole (in the forn of
branch rcsolutions or indivicdual protests) on thelr reaction to the
specific issucs between nyself anc the P.C. Regardless of afrecrent
with ny views in .jeneral, for cxample, do they approve of the actions
of the PC cetailed sbove? Do they think 1t 1s the ri-ht, for exarple,
of any nenber of the party to be 3iven an opportunity to present any
~¢efenge he rmay have, before the PC takes action as~inst hir: for
nllesec brenches of discipline? Is it, for exanple, a ri-ht of o
corrnce who hns worked, with the full knowlec e of the porty lenler-
ship ané even with their cneouraerient, for several ronths on o lons
~ theoreticnl study - 1s it his risht to have 2 reasonable anomat of
k. thls study printed in the NI, assuning no seriosus objections ~re raige
i to 1ts quality? Is it, for examnple, the risht of a nenber of this
Cor3anization to participnatc in the editing of the party orzans to the
extent of his abilities, rec3nrdless of his Cisasrecrients on theorect-—
i lcal matters with the PC? Is it, for example, sennially considercd
g ood party practice for one rember to usc the kinc o7 nethods (pol-
E cnical attack, without nmerntionin the viciin's nare, in an clitorial
i 1n the party press) anc lansuage ("counter-revolutionary", "setty
1 §§Ergeois", etc.) conrace Johnson used azalnst ne last surrmer in the

i If the N-~tional Corrittece and the party meribership ajrec with e at
- lenst on thesc specific issucs, they will support re in inissiting
that the PC nake the followin:; rectifications of its past actions:

4 (1) stntec its unaribluous lanjuase its concemnation of the iethod and
f lansunse of Johnson's attack in the Aujust NI on ny PR articls.

(2) Restore ne to the editorial board of the New Intcrnati.nal.
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(3) Provice for the publication in the earliest practicnble issue of
the NI of at least 8 printed pages orc of ny article, "The Econonics

of Gernan Fascisn'.

e we
g oo

If these rectifications are mace by the PC? as the regult of pressure
frorn the N~tionnl Conrittee and fron the party nembersnin, T will con-
clude that 1t will be possible to have ~» frubitful discussion in the
party of thc more general lssues ralsed in Section 2 of thie Cocunent.
Anc o2bove all, it will be possible to hope that there is sone possi-
bility of arrestin; the present rapilc dejeneration of the Workers
Party into the kind of undesirable burecaucratic-conservative regine

- we rejected 1last year in the Socialkst Workers Party.

Sunchtman, in his Hebate with Sherman, stnted that he worridd nuch
nore about how to take power than about whot nisht happen afterward.
For nyself, with the spectncle of the Stnlinist cdejeneration in Russ?i:
before my eyes (oand, closer to hone, of the Trotsky-Cannon nethods &n
last year's factional .struzsle), I am extrenely concerned about "what
nay happen afterwards". I hope thetparty nembership shares this con-
cern., :

Dwizht Macconald
New York City
March 22. 1941
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STATEMENT OF THE POLITICAL COMMITTEE, ON BEHALP
OF THE PLENUM, IN REPLY TO DWIGHT HACDONALD

THE FLENUIL: REJECTS COI:RADE 1LnCDONALD'S ULTILL:TUL

Conrace Macdonald has prescnted the Party with an ultinatun,
Either put ric on the editorinl bonrd of The Néw Internationcl,
condenn Johnson, publish cihit iorc pages of ny article...or clse.
"The very fnact that lMnclonald is capable of present the Party with
an ultinntun, denanding rectification of scveral personal (rievances,
clsc he will be compelled to take unstatec action, indlcates the
differcnces between Macdonald aad the Party. Thesc differences are
not episodic or trivial, They relate to the fundariental question
of thce kinc of Party we want to bulld,

Macconnlcd writes his cocunient, so lic says, nercly to rcctify
thosce injurics which he fancics hic hos guffercdéds But the docunent
itself 1s ansgwer to his complaint, for in that Cocunent he states
his views as to the naturc of tlie Party, its relntion to Marxlan
theory, etc.. Given other circunstances, the qucstion as to whether
Macconald should or should not be on the editorial board could bo
Cisposed of easily and simply. In thesce circunsttnces, thcy cannot
be ‘Aivorced, nas even Maclonnld realizel by wreiting; tic Cocunent as
he ¢éid, from hils genceral opinions of the Party as they conflict with
ourse .

The Workers Party nins at bein: o denoerntically~contralized
Party of action, with ri13i¢ indivicunl ~nd collcctive responsibility,
a Bolshevik organization asggressively defending, extonding and apply-
ing the 1dens of Marxisn., MacConnlé, on the otacr hand, states, "I
an not and have never becn in favor of the kind of Party wiilch the
P.Ce 1s rapicly nakin; the Workers Party into. "Bolshevisn! and
"Marxisr" he places in quotes "Becausc there is at present, oven
aron:; thosc viio consider therigsclves orthocdox on such matters, little
asreenent s to vhat is nieant by those teris®, Whatever uay be the
opinlon of others as to whnat these are, Macdonnld's 1s clear and
Geelded: the Marxian conception of the Party is wron:; Jjudgenient
on virtually nll other panses of llarxism and. Bolshevisn is to be
susponded, pending; critical annlysis and rejection -- Surin:; which
tiric they are no longer to constitute the political frame-work of
the Party. Macdmonald adds: "Of the questions roiscd by Shernan in
the sunwier -~ I nced hardly state thot I was in agrecenent with nost
of then,.." Shernan not only recjects Bolshevisn and Marxisn pending
criticnl revision, but consilers Marxisn and Bolshevisn as cnenles
of the rovenent. Whether liacdonnlc, asrecins with Shernan on "nost
of then", is of the same opinion is neot nonentarily clear.

Beenuse linedonnld fails to uncerstand the relation of theory to
rcevolutionnry practice, he denands conplete freedon of action. So
lon3 as there is agreenent on what he enlls the "progran" -~ there
rnust be no control on thecorcticnl rntters, At hone and abroad he
wants the ri-ht to denounce linrxisn (since 1917) ~né Bolshevisn. He

= hopes for a looscly constructed party which is actunlly a scrics of

united fronts based on a "prosran of action" at any siven noment, and
vhosc constitucnt clenents arc not united by acceptance of and ad-
herence to the funéanentnl principles of Marxisn nnd Bolshevisn: in
fact, they connot be, he explalns, becuasc nobody knows whnt these
are -- or, in his own words -~ ther 1s "little agrcenient as to what
18 neant by thosc ternms", 142
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Nacdonnle presunably writes his cocunent with the intontion, in
part, of upholding the di-nity of theory. In actunlity, howewver, by
prunins; the theoretical structure of the Party fron its proactical
application, and by assisnin; to the theory of the novenent a nerc
"Cebative" inportance, IMaclonnld betroys o carcless, Cilletantish
anC cven cynical attitude towards the very theorctical questions
which he wants so rueh to ¢iscuss. Our :iovenent is besed precolscly
on Marxian thcory -~ the naturc of enpitalist socicty, tihc role of
the workin:; class, the proletarian revolution, nnd so forth - with-
out vhich we would have no renson to oxist as a Party, anl without
which we coull not draw up what Macconnld refers to as the "prosran
of action". .lfacconald, deeply concernel. with theorctical questlons,
wants a%theoryless" novenent in which everything ~moes ané nothinn
natters ... except the "progran of action whicl: is drawn out of the
«'J.iI‘- A '

This, and kis spocific views, so far as thecy are known, on the
principles of the riovenent are tic major sources of conflict with
Ilncconalé. These fundamental ciffcerences explain it, anc not mlice
or personal ~ricvance on oneg slce, nor bureaucratisn on thc other.
Waint further accentuntes tlhe nanifestntion of tliicse Cifferences 1is
thnt IHNaccdonnld sinply Coes not understand our conceptlion, wherens
we uncerstanc his only too well, As an "inCependent thinker" ho is
only too heavily Cepencent on those who have sone before hin -~ and
by "sone" we ne~n just that. ~ - :

THE PARTY AND ITS PROGRAI?

We have always wanted, and <o so now, to make of Hacconnld @
conpletely intesrated conrace in the Party. We wnant not a "united
front", but his complete intesration in the resnonsibilities and
privilescs of the Party. So far, lincConald has exercisec nore of
the 1attoer than the former. Conceivin: his relation to the Barty
as tint of one "orsanization" to another in o united front basce
on a "prosrar of action", lineconnld pyoperly rescrves for hinsclf
the ri~ht not to sisn a "non-ar;raseion pact" with the Party. In
2 "mroper" united front, cach orsanizntion naintains and reserves
the risht to criticizc publiciy tac other rieizber or ricnbers on
natters of theorctical or politicnal disagsrecnent; ~nd, as is knovm,
1t 1s not always nccessary to eonsult the othor party as to time,
nanner, or plree of public criticisn or/separation.  Henee lacdonaldd c
behavior; hence our conflicts, !

MacConal hos nisuncerstool our fisht with tlhe Cannonites. Docs
he imagine it meant a rore "liberal" attitudc towarcs larxian prin-
ciples? BEor Burnhan, perhaps; for us, no., Wh~t ¢ now writes about
the fisht, shows that he is still confusel, Hec thinks ke is actin~
now as we Cid then. By no neans]! Cannon ond Trotsky told the
Party in effect: Y-u cannot liscuss the conerctec questions of war
policy without discussing the class nature of tlhic Soviet Union. We
repliels You can. But we adfed: We arc not raisines tho fundancental
quecstion of tiic maturc of tho Sovict Unlon. We aro not proposing
to change the Party linc on that question. We wnnt to le~ve tlmt for
o, sclentific Ciscussion ~- onc which we hope the rParty will soon
haves Thnt ¢iscussion isg inportent and neccessnry becausc the Party
{s a Party, must have a Position on the class naturc of the Sovict

Union, But it 1s not a part of tiho particulnr Ciscussionwe are now
holdin=, : : ‘ 14.3
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Macdonnlé turns this procedure upside cown 1n tlic coursc he
has ncopted. He takes our fundamental principles (anc¢ the nnturc
of the Party is one of the most important)--nakes fun of then,
Clstorts thern, rcjects ther cavalierly anc calls upon his audience
(in public as well as hrivate) to Co likewise. Noboly knows what
"arxisn" or "Bolsghevisn" is; whatever is neant by then, his readers
and listeners should be skeptical. But thesce "unknown" principles
constitute the basis of thc Party. No matter, "I put forward the
Party progran"., That takes carce of lls united front oblizations.
But, wc have an altonether Gifferent conception of what constitutes
the progran of a revolutionary larxian Party. And in this progran
of ours are includcd precisely those instrunents (principles) which
are lndispensable for analyzing such questions as the nature of
fasclan, anc the class nature of the Soviet Union. Thot is why
we arc now engsaged in dlscussion the latter questiont: so that our
projsran nay be clear on this thcoretical point, so that our politics
anc practicec nay follow suit,

" That progran is rcflcected in the political resolutions of the
Party and in the :sreat literaturc of Marxisn., It i1s sonetines
necessary to reconsider anc chanie political and theoretical opinions
We ¢o this not in "liberal" skepticisn, but in serious ninced
Giscussion - well orjanized, well thou;ht out, Sonetines we rc-—
Ject a previously helcd belief; sometines we amplify it, or site it

o new interpretation. This we do within the framnework of Marxian
- theory, anc with a view to achievins the maximun clarity in our

- theory anc our progran., Oncc chanzed, the new theoretical or
political line further clarifies our progran. On thke bnsis of thls
fundanental progran we devise na practical prosran for participation
in the dally class strugsle. :

. laecdonall seenms to think thnt he is naking 2 Cevastatin~ critic—
isn of our Party by assertin; that noboly knows what the thcories
ané principles not only of Marxismn, but of Bolshevisn arc. There
1s here a very elenentary nisconception of both thourht and orgoni-
zation, When and where was the revolutionnry orranization, or any
orjzanization for that matter, wilch ¢id not periodically {iscuss the
valicity or the proper interpretation of its princinlcs in not only
a specific, but also in their eneral 2pplication.  The history of
the Bolshevik Party is, from one point of view, nothin- norc than
a rccorc of precisely such {iscussions. Within the Second Inter-
national, Rosa Luxenbur:; and Lenin had serious divisions on the
character of capitalist accurulation, on the role of thc perty, on
sclf-Ccternination, etc.. But cCespitc these differcnces, they
botlir would have repudinted any nenber of the Sccond International
who attenptced to teach scepticisn about the principles of Iarxisn
"becausc noboly knewe what they were'. Wint would be the corrcct
Bolshevik procelurc ah any particular period, in Russia, the Trace
Union Qucstion, N.E.P., ctc., sove risc to shorp and often acrinon-
lous Cisputes in the Bolshevik Party. In such {iscussions, prin-—
cipled questions would nnturally be raised. But to think that
¢ becnuse of the Ciscussion of principles, no principles cxisted
- walch anyboly knew, is o perverse absurdity, The “iscussion could
take plaee precisely becausc tlierc was o body of principles, of
Coctrine, of theory, which forned the basis of thc Party. 4
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Bolshevik discussion also take place in a certain manncr. W
discuss our doctrines or certain of them which need clarification
or, 1f necessary, alteration. The Party is karty is carrying on
such a discussion now on one field, and as is necessary with a
subject of such importance, in an orderly, systematic, organized
manner; in other words, according to the principles of Bolshevism,
The coming convention will arrive at a position wvhich willl then be
the position of the PFarty. Historical circumstances may later
compel a reconsideration, the impulse for which can come wither
from the membership or the I.C. Party members are expected to
conform in public to the position of the Party. This applies to
all members without exception. We have stated that for general
theoretical discussions our discussion organs are always open.
Recently the I'.C. passed a motion recommending the institution of
a purely theoretlical discussion Journal, in which the members
could raise any theoretical question with the utmost freedom. What
more does lacdonald want? There are principles which he misses
no opportunity of sneerins at, and flouts in practice. These
presumably are, in his opinion, the principles which lead to the
degeneration of a revolutionary rarty, or, more concretely, which
led Bolshevism to Stalinism. The Party will struggle with lMac-
donald, to teach him to sece the crror of his conceptions; but, as
he was informed at the clenum, the Party as a whole is convinced
that 1t 1s only along ilarxist lines that the victorious Party of
the proletariat will be built. I!lacdonald must understand this
and éonform to procedurc so long as such procedurc is endorsed
by a majority of the mcmbership.

llacdonald cannot claim, any morc than Sherman could, that he
wastricked" in any way. On the eve of the split, we had it out
with Burnham in lacdonald's prescnee, when we were writing the
Resolution on the Aims, Tasks and Structurc of the Workers Trarty.
Hacdonald says he agrecd with Burnham. That for him is unfortunate.
But we are¢ not saying anything diffcercent now than we said to
Burnham then. The latter's views werc rejected unanimously by our
stecering committce. We wrote our llarxian and Bolshevik "orthodoxy"
into that Folitical Resolution; therec was no peed for us to "re-
. trecat" as liacdonald mow says to an "orthodoxy which we never
i abandoncd or intended to abandon, ' -

HOW W& _COME INTO CONFLICT

Now liacdonald disagrccs with the principles of liarxism, that
1s, the rFarty program, in our conccption of this program. We arc
g not referring to certain "abstract! questions of thecory and phil-
i osophy (c.g. dialectics, the controversy over the accumulation of
L capital) which do not have a dircct bearing on our program ¢xcept
l in the most general and distant way. llacdonald disagrecs with us
f on fasclsm, on thc naturc of the Party, cte.. Hc 1s frce, in fact
k hc 1s obliced, to present his differcnces to the Party —— to formu~—
g latc a platform, to state his opinions, prcscnt resolutions for
. conslderation and vote in the manncr provided for by Tarty statutcs.
¢ Docs ilacdonald do this? No. Without c¢ven notifying the Party that
f hc Intconds to write an article in a non-party publication, he
b -suddenly springs into the public, in "his own" pcriodical, with his
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owmn views. His "intellectual integrity" compels hi~<, you scc, to
st~te wherc he disagrces with the "orthodox ilarxists". Hec doesn't
mince words, for his is in = united front »nd h-sn't si~ncd n non-
~gression pact. Besides, th-t united Tront does nc* and 8annot have
an opinion on fascism. It h~sn't been discusscd, - 1 everybody s-~ve

hc is confucsed, he =rgucs, hence it ce~nnot be ..~rt of the pro-
gram. lincdon~ld crrs, -nd crrs scriously. Our novcnent docs not beg:
with thec split in 1940. :onths =and ycars werc spent discussing the
natwic of fascisih, ~nd the fruite of this discussion ~rc in the
writings of Trotsky, thc docuwments of our international confercnces -
and in t7o political rcsolutions =adopted ~t vlenums of thce "new!
Party. :

If ilacdon~1ld rosc in the Party to say thnt hc considercd its pro-
gram in~dcqu~te and nroposed the following swecific chmnpcs, no onc
would hrve any complaint. Provision would bc nde to discuss his
views. In fact th~t is exactly what the Party h-s donc —-- both in
membership discussions 'nd in The New Internationzl. But ifacdonald
mocs further. Sallineg at hi~h journ-listic spced, he nublicly dunps
ovcrboard the Party's position on fascism, inforimms the —rorld th-t it
is the duty of the'radical intcllectuals" (who simply stink with
skepticiem nlrendy) to be skeptical of the idces of Harxism.

We lcarn that it is not our t~sk to "decfocnd o doctrinc® or to
"dcfend instruments". In ¥orxian lanru~~c, this moans that while ho
defends his anti-Marxian orcjudiccs we must not, ~s a Party, defend
our tested principles ~nd ide~e--th-~t is to say, our main instrumcnts
~nd we~pons--for acdonnld proposcs th~t =r¢ write these off the boowe
of the Party. Our ideas ~rc our swords. :acdonnld tclls us to put
them in the scabb-rd "for the duration" whilc we dehote the gualisy
of the blnde. In the ncantime we will fizht with our thecorylcss
WProgram of actiont,

2 We also learn th~t hc disagrces with"both Trotskyist ~aroups! -
¥ ¥cs, includinz the onc in thc united front. And n11l this hc sums up
E in his stntcment to the Plenum in these words: "It scoied to me I

¢ Was performing 2 meritorious act". In tre~tins th.osc ide~s the 7-y
i hc docs, in performin~ such "meritorious ncts", as ~ member of the

2 Party, Mncdonald disercdits himsclf as o Party ncmber, and thcoreby

. thc wholce Party.

3 How far Macdonnld is from our conception is nroved by his attck
£ on thc Party position on f-scisa at ~ public cAuc~tional lccturc by
f Shachtman. How could he permit himself this luxury? Becnusc he is
t. A second class citizen, a2s he laments? No. Bec~usc he is, or w-nts
i to bc rccommized, as 2 privilered naristocrat in the Party -vho can

kE do as hce plenscs, ~nd vhen ~nd whoerc hc plcascs. He t-kcs overy

f occasion he considers valid to st~tc his inAdcpendense from the Party
f. 2\nd 1t prosram. Then he makes 2 fow bad, jokes ~bout it —— ~sgkinm
¥ Just wh~t is thc position of the Party. Is it this comradc!s or is

i 1t another comrade!s? Mnacdonald knows or ousht to know. But

¢ "burcaucrntic" g thc Party is it mave, and hns rcoecatedly -iven,

L Mocdonald the benefit of the doubt: perhaps he docen't xnow what

i Party proccdurc isy we will rncrely call it to his attention. Yet,

k¥ when the Party informs him of its proccdurc ~n” his oblis-~tions under
i -th~t proccdurc which has been dcmooratically dceided, for better or

g Vorsc, by the Party membership in convention assembled —- when the
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Party docs this,Macdonald rcpl cs indim=antly th-t hc docs not ~grec
7ith the naturc of the Party. Does he ro to the Party, oresent a
rcsolution for adoption ~t the next national convention? No. MNMaé-
donald Aisagreces, Macdonald, thercfore, acts.

Hc asks for, =nd is pranted, adcequate space in our theroetical
orzn. But that is not enoush for ifacdonald., He writes his ~rticle
in Partisan Review; hec spcaks out of turn at the public lecturc; he
ormanizes a synposiwi in his own orsen and cxcludes from it the Party
7ith which he disagrecs; 2and cnds with the demand that his right to
continuc alon~ this 11nc bec recomized formally by thc Party as proper
procedurcl In order to complcte the confusion, he acks that he be
nllowed to act as he does on thecorctical questione—--beccausc these
thcoreticnl qucstions ~re withdrawn from thc Party prosranm. And this,
thc hish road to thecoretical (and thercforc or~~niz~tional) demcnera-
tion, Uacdonald PINPOSCS 28 the road to s~vc Bolshcvisn, or whatever
he thinks the P~rty is, from cenencration,

It is now time for idacdonald to realize what our conception of tho
Party is. Also, that the F.C. intends, 7ith the cooperation of thc
menmbership, nd doins all it can to kecep and make use of cach comrnde:
talents, to le~d the Farty in accordance with its dcclared principlces.

THZ DISCUSSION ARTICLES

A B G S iy 1 PG e

Macdonnld is not »rotcstinm am~inst "sccond clags citizenship'.
Hec is protesting amainst our refusal to ~rant him cztraordinary priv-
ilcmes. Nobody ever told hinm we wouls print a 50,000 word ~rticlc
in The New International., Th-at is cntircly untruc, and fantastic.
We s~id we woulc print his views as Aiscussion material. But he iu
impaticnt. He has discovercd a new world, ~n? nothin~ clsc is of
impmortance. Other comrades nay have to sufifer nlone within tho liaitz
provided by thc Party, but not he.

Wh~t is the situ~tion with rew~rd to Thc New Intcrn~tion-l? Tho
New Intcrn~tional was at the time n 16 pane mamazine; today it is o
33 p~orere The New International is the quty's thcorctlcwl OT AN,
Thnt is, ites function is to wrescnt the theory ~nd the pro-ram of tre
221ty 28 it rclates 1o voarious suestions. Becuasc the Party con-
sidcrs discussion of its thcorics and of its pro~ram » vital ncccssit:
so th~t they will alwyas be up to d-tc, "nd able to withstand the
tcst of cvents, it scts aside 2 certnin pcreentnre of its thecorcticndi
mazazine for that purposc. Whether th-t is four p-~~ce, or six p~rcs
or ci~ht is o tcchnical problenm. Whnt is import-nt is th~t the chnr-.
2¢ter of the mnamazine be nredoninantly ~n cxposition of the Party's ;
pronTony that it be a 100% Party orsan. Overly lon~ discuscion 3
ﬂrticlcs inke this impossible. liorc than th-t, however, lons -~rticles
on any subjcct make impossible a bnlenced and intercstin~ issuc vhick
takce | up a host ~nd vmrlcty of intercsting questions. - The P.Ce thore-
forc decifed to linit discussion to ei~ht par CB, ~nd to 1linit 211
tTﬁlClCS, of any kind, to four pnrcs -~ cxccnt by request to, ~nd vicr-

°elon of, thc P.C,

. M“GHOnmld wants all of his article publiuhod thon rraciously reo-
i ducce his demnnd to 12 pomes. But, in the first pl-ce, therc ~re

: Ouh\ subjccts under d1u0u381on' and in the sccond pl-ce there ~re

E otnher conradces who w~nt their nodost Aiscussion ~rticles printed -

t "nd they t~ke their ovn contributions ns scriously ns does lincdonnld,
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In the coursc of tine, asepace ~nd other discussions permit, Iincdonald
c n h~vd nll the space he wants., What arc we to do with these other
comracics? Th~t isn't incdonald's concern. Chanre the charn~cter of
the mannzine, or kecp othcr contributions out - so lon~ as his
morld-sh~kin~ document is published. Indeced, he spent no lcss th-n
threc months studyinm) But wh-~t about a1l thosc others who hrve

spent years in studyin~ vorious gquestions (yes, comrade ifacdon~ld, the:
are conr~dcs who h~ve spent ycars, nst nmonths, studying rovslutioncry
thoory -nd social development.) Arc they to be excluded because lac—
donald considers their work to be = "rehash" or "academic" or "super-
ficial ~ncd hasty"? Democcracy, however, is based on the rirhts of all
members, even the "rchashers" - and not on the privileres of ~n indiv:
Aual. lacdonald has had space in The New Internntional; he has been
“1lotted 20,000 words in the Intornal Bullctin (not to sve~k of his
¢vn priv~te space in Parti.an R,vicw). These, hc complains, are in-.
rafficient; he rnust have speciaf privileres, But the Party cannot ler
“tself be intinid-ted or swaye” by this anayghistic and ultinntistic
nonscnscl '

- THE NEW INTERNATIONAL

Maccdon~ld wns put on n provisionnal editorial bo-~rd of Thc Ncw
.Intern~tional curin~ Shachtnan's abscnce on the first n~tion~l tour.
< (He writes th t Shnchtunn "delew ted his cditorial ~uthority on The
New Irtcrn~tional to four comr~des"; docs he think thnt we ~ct like
the lLo~rd of Partisan Re¥icw, or didn't he cver he~r of A P.Ce?)e
When Shnachtiman returned, thce provisionnl bosrd wes Aroppcd and later
rcconstituted. Iiacdonnlcd 7ns nct included on the necw bo-rd, nor
should hc h-ve been. He asks now: "for vh~t politioal rc~sons cocs
that Party think it wisc to prevent members from contributin~ to the
P~rty prcss their tcechnic-~l tnlents"j Non-ncembershiv on the borrd iv
i no may prevents Macdonnld from contributine his "tcchnical" t-lcnts,

- Irom _viriting articles ond havin~— then published. But norc than
"tochnical® or cven liter-ry tolents ~rc rc~uired for membership on
the editorinl board of The New Intcrn-~tional. The New Intcrn~ticnal
proudly c¢~lls itsclf =n ormnn of rcvolutinn~ry lnrxism. It is not
prinmnarily a discussion bulletin; it is not the orren of a unitcd
front of ilarxists ~nd non-Marxists. Its .rinnry vurposc is thc adve.
cacy ~nd defensz of the princioles of iinrxism, thosc s~mc principles
k.  71.ich :laccer-L.l treats with such contempt ~nd ~bout somc of which, =~
F. 2c.~st, hc has thec esamc opinions ngs Shermon. o

Macdonald discunlifics himsclf from membership on the cditorinl
board by his conccption of thc rel-tion of thecory to the Party, qn@
also by his spccific vicws as to the ch-r~cter of The New Intcrn-tion.
Consider the imvossibility of it: facdonald want tc exclude thc theco.
of tac P~rty from its prosran; yet he wonts to be -n c’itor of tho
wacsmetical orman of the Party. lincdon-1lé dis~~rccs with the princin
E  and ororram of the Farty; yct he w-nts tc be an cditor of ~n orpan
L vhi~a post prescnt thesc princivles. liacdonnld believes th-~t The N
- Intorn~tional shoul” be 2 Adiscussinn corman nublishcd by the Party,

i - rother thon - 100% Party orz~n; yct hc w-nts to bc ~n cditor of this
k. Poriy orgman. ,

- #urther, the main ~ualificntions of ncmbership én the bo-rd of

t ouch o marazine ~re ri~id loyalty to the Party ~nd above nll, the

¢« ability ~nd willinmmcss tc ~dvocnte ~n2 defeond its princ:.plcs.‘4-8
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<ncdon-ld's docunent (not to spe~k of his articlc in Pnrtisan Review)
mnkes it clear th-~t {ncdonald is not rcady tc do ~ny such thin~. He
h~e the 2bility to writc on a number of subjccts; thercfore he h-s
bcen =anc is invited to contribute on thesc Bubjccts, He is recady to
attack the principlcs cf darxism; within certain limite he may cven
do that, but under the headin- of discussion -~ prccisely becu~ec the

- board and the Party do nct take responsibility fo. his articles so
publishcd, but print thom ncvertheless bee- .sc he hns cortain rirhts
a8 2 Party mcmber,

That is why he is not on the board of The New Intornntional, and
cannot be. He thinks he ourht to be, ~nd he ean think so only becnause
his vicw of what the Party should be, ~nd vhat Marxiem is, is not ours.
4g for our beins "sloppy" ~nd 2rarchistic--rc~1ly, in vicw of ac-
donald's own sloppy and thorourhly ararchistic manner, espcecially with
relation to his article in Partisan Review ~n” his cditori~l conduct
of that mapnzine, his charre cnn only be lsbecled impudent,

ON JOHNSON

Macdonald demands 4 repudi-~tion of Johnson's ~rticle. The P.C.
has scveral times ~cted on this., Its ~nswer is contained in full in g
lctter sent by Shathtman to a comr~dec ~nd which appearcd in Intcrnal
Bulletin #7. Briefly, the P.0. took the position, =nd thc Flenum re-
iterated it, that Johnson, adeouately or inadequatcly, took upon hin-
sclf the rcsponsibility of defendin- the Party from nttack. Iacdonald,
7ho attacke? the Party in a non-part ublication? Dares ask condemna-
tion of =~ corade who rose to dcfend it. What a sense of valucs! As
the Shnchtman letter st -tes: M"Johnson wrote to dcfend the Party =nd
i1ts principles, whereas ifncdonald “rote and wbites, and in ~eneral
conducts himsclf, as if there werc no Party, or if therc is onc, thot
he owes no particular allemiance to it.

Aacdonald roes further . He trics to identify himsclf with the
"case" of Johnson., Is he jokins or docs he rcally belicve we arc
dopes? We do not say to Macdonald . (or Johnson): cu nmust henceforth
have a different opinieon on frscism (or on Russiay. ¢ say to becth
of them (and to every othcr Farty wmember): Conduct yrur Aiscussicns,
present your views or oriticisms in i certain way, in conformity
Tith Party proccdurc., That is what Johnson docs; :inc’onald cocsn't.
Macdonnld is, arain, st~néin;: everything on its hc~d. He writes: "The
basic issuc involved herc is how to de~1 orsanizationally with the
existance of theoreticnal disanrecments within tho party". Very weclljlr
We hnave theoretical disssrcements with dncdon=ld. Wc invite him to
prescnt his vicws in a normnl ormanizntionnl manner. The. P.C. pro-
vides him with an claborate forwa: ~rticlecs in The New Intern-ticnal,
Lons articles in the Bullctin, spccial Br-nch discussions, dcbatc be—
fore the New Ynrk membership., How doce HE =~ct when he has 2 theorcticn.
disagreemcnt? HE PROMFTLY TAKES ORGANIZATION.L MEASURES! Tho minuto
he disagrees with the Party, he rocs OUTSIBE 1te ormanizaticnal ranks!
He plunges into a public ntt~ck on ug in a non-Party or~in; hc "isasso-
ciates himeclf from the Party, ctc., ctc.. 4And he is so convinced thnt
., this is the way any normal person would act th~t he scems to take it

for pranted that Johnson will ~ct exaotly s he docs, if not today,
then tomorrow —- anead misconception, -
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THE SYMPOSIUM AND PARTISAN REVIEW

The F.Ce acknowlcdArmes th-t it crred in acdoptin~ and printing its
statcment on the Partisan Review symposium before a discussion with
Macdonald. Having done so, it must ~4d that it recjcots ifaccdonald's
cxplanation in toto, His political cditorial participation in Par-
tisan Revicw is, or should be, congidercd as his Party work, at lcast
in part. Hc h-s never consulted the Party about this workl] He con-
ducts it indcpendently — it is his own private sphere, and the united
front has no control over it, nothin~ to say nbout it., Hec never in-
formcd thec proper Party bodies about the plan for a symposiun, 80
that tho Party misht makec somec su-—cstions about it (yes, it is poss-
ible th-t 7e mirht have been intelliment enourh to make scmel) He
62ys 1t 1s not a symposiuml He can only mean th~t it is o peor and
unrcpresent~tive symposium. Tr say th~t no onc in the Party is couanl

to the scholarly t=sk, or to s~y that #attick or =ecimann reprcscnt
"orthodox Harxism " (hence the c-uivalent of the Party) is = miscrablc
jokec which would undoubted bec apprccinicd by the ciditorial bozxmd of
Partisnn Revicw - but not by us. Hacdonald does not cven congider it
inport~nt cnourh to comment -on why he failed to consult the P-riy
about the wholec busincss. Th-t is more revealins: than cverything
clsc he says about thc cpisode.

8o far as his work on Partisan Review is concerned, thc Party is
not even a sccond c¢lass citizen; it hae no citizenship ri~hts ~t ~11,
Up to now, the Farty h~s lcancd over backward in its rcluctonce to
intervence in the work of « comrads en~~med in cfitin~ ~ scmi-cultural.
scmi-political periodieal, prim-rily beceausc it hns no Acsirc to cxci-
clsc any "“isciplince® or advance any "line' in the cultural or cstheti
ficld, We realizc wh~t harm has been “onc by such atterpts in the

i 9 past, ecespecially be the St-~linistse But in vicw of ilncdonald's coursc
- in Partisan Review ~nd in vicw above all of thc political dercenera-

tion of the periodicnl, whosc CHIEF job in the prescnt period should
be, ~t ler~st so for <5 politics is concerned, to tcar the hicd cff the
renernde and backslidingg "radical intecllectu-~1ls", the P.Cs h-s de-
cided to ~erin applyins, in Oaocdonnldt's casce, the rulc ~lrc-~dy under-
stoo? by every cther Party member, th-t the political activity of all
Party mcembers, in any ficld, must be un-cr the supcrvision and control
of the Party. We ~rc a little late, but we hopc wec shall not m~ke

the some mistake amnin,

WE SHALL NOT ACCEPT ANY ULTIMATU.iS

Hacdonald tells us th~t there is now a choice before the Farty.
In roality there is A choice before Hacdonald, bee~use the Party has
n~1: its choice, clearly ~nd definitely, in the coursc of the year of
its cxistence. ilncdonald hng not yet nnde his. ¢ hopc he will m-kc
1t in linc with t-~kinm his place in the Party. iHrc”on~1ld spc-ks
of "my cxtreme irmornncc of propcr ormanizational proccdurc, ns defir:
' by the I'eCe". He is, mc fe~r, no less i~mor-nt of the temper of the
. £arty ~n? of the import-nt development it hrs under~onc in the p-st
ye~r - in the form of ~re~ter scriousncss, morc cohosivencss, lcss
P tolernncc for dillet~ntism, cte.,. Odmr-de Hacdon-ld pres:nts the
¢ P~rty with an ultim~tua - no lessy It is interestin~ to note th-t
upon rc~cin~ the P.Ce dooision on the Partisan Revicy symposiwm, prior
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to thc rlenum, Ud~cfon~14 sinply broke cff Aiplom~tic rcl-tions with
the Party ~nd decl-rc” th-t until his demands werc nct he would no
lon~cr write or spc~k for the Barty and would not "lcnd his nomet

to it. In wiltnesc vhercef, ho promptly held up completion of an
article for the Currcent New Intcrn~ticnal which he hnad been invited
to write. (After the plenum, he rosumed Aiplomntic relations with

the Party, acknowled~ed his error, and did complcte the article,)

And 7hat is the naturc of lLiacdon-ldl's ultim~tum? He speaks ~ mreat
deal ~bout our terrible burcaucratic resinme ~nd the wonderful orpani-
zational linc of the l-te Burnham ~nd the cqually 1l-te Sherman. And
how docs he propose to wipe out that remsime and introducc o democratic
onc in its place? Onc cxpccts some fundanent~-l propositions, some-
thin~ st~rtling. But e ~re doomed to disappointment. All theec
proposals he nmakes ~rc concerned exclusively with his personal com-—
ploints. It would be utterly unbelicvable if it werc not therc, black
on whitc., Jondemn Johnson, put iiacdonald on The Ncw Intcrn~rtional
board, =nd ~ive him anothcr eisht pames in the marnzine - ~nd the
rarty ic oncec amain on the road to salv-~tion! Str-ishten out these
tance world-historical crimes, and there will be = subst-ntial assur-
viue thnt after we t~ke power, we will not de~cner~tc into St~linien.
Aad if not? If the F~rty docs not treomble and bow to the ultimntum?
Tacn lacdonnld w7ill leave the united front!

The Party has not the sli~htest intention of bein~ tre~ted to such
ultim~tums, nmuch less of =acceptin~ them, R-~ther, it puts 2 choice
gsouarcly beforec iH~cdonald. Hc must ~bandon his absurd conccpt of the
Party ~s 2 unite? front -ncd assimil-tc the i“e~ th-~t it is 2 decomer . %..
ically ccntralize? revolution-~ry Farty., The F-Tty knows *he vnluce
of intcllecetunls, with their specinl t-~lents ~nd ~bilitic , provie
they ~rmree to function in the movgrent in 2 norm~l way. LVCTY meikbex
knows thc cxtremes thc Party went to in order teo make possiblce the
continuc” functionin~ of Burnham in the movement. He was determined,
¢ however, to escaperthe disociplinc of the revolution~Ty Party ~nd its
. prorr~m, for that is what his desertion mcant. Th-~t is also mh~t the
f dcscrtion of the Shermanites meant. The P.C., individually and
. collcctively, has madce every cffort to focilifatc the assinmil-tion
t "nd fruitful functionin~ of comr~de Hfacionald in the Party. Virtually
§ cvery mcember of the P.C, - as well as others - hrve spent hours nnd
' hours of ccmrnadcly discussion with Macdonald in an cffort to improve
. rclations, in an cffort to h~ve him understand thosc clementary con-

}j ocpts of the functionins of a revolutionnry Party rhich almost oany
t comr~cdc lc-~rns ~fter a month or two in the movencnt.

1 Ycs, comr~de Macdonnld has many t-lents vhich the P.C. is ~nxiocus
t for hinm to put ~t the disposal of thc movenent., There is n placc for
f rcfolution~ry intellcctuals in the movenent, and =we¢ will do 21l we

i con, bc ns p~ticnt s poseible, to win thesc revelution~ry intcllecs

b tuals over, and to kcep them in the Party. e h-~ve cvery intcrest ~nd
g desire net enly to keep lnedonald nand comr~des like him in the Party.
E but to make their work and Aevelopment, =2s well ns the work and devel-
¢ oprient of the Party as 2 whole, the mest fruttful possible. To this

f cnd we will on cvery occasicn try to plon with comr~cde fac’nnald his

b work, assin him tasks which he is ~bly suited to hendlc. 411 ox-

i pcricnce te~nches, indeed, th~t it is only in thc Party ~n? in the

p collcctive contribution to its advancement thnt the work and develop-
 ment of ony comr~de ¢~n be fruitful, But for th-t the cocper~tion of
j cvery comrece is nlso rcmuired, ~nd in the spccific cn~sc, the cooper-
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~tion of cvery comrade is ~lso rc-uired, =nd in the spcecific c-sc,
the cooper-tion of comr~de Macdonald, e will do cur utmest to coop-
cr-te with I~edonnld. As for the rest of us, so for him: it is ncc-
cess~ry tr scttle down firmly to the tremendeus tnsks -t hand. Cur
rmoverient is youn-, but not so wounr: th~t it con be fri~htcned by
ultim~tums or shoken by resim-~tions. It is our sincerely cxpresscd
mish th~t comr~de lincdon~ld will t-~kc¢ his pl-ce in cur P~rty -8 a

loyal ~nd disciplincd and active member, workin~ torcther in 3 revo-

lution~xry Party.

rolitic~l Cormmittce

Vorkcrs rarty

| ifay 9th, 1941
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