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October 16, 1945

TO ALL PARTY EMBERS:

-

0 _TEE QUESTION CF TEE U“II"‘Y H"GOTIATIL_ 3 EETVERN

THE WORKERS PARTY AN TEE SOC I&LIST VVOBKERS PARTY

e are enclosing herewith all the latest documentary material on the
question of the negotiations for the umification of tie forkers Party and the

Socialist Workers Party.

It includes the following: the letter of our Political Committee to the

recent Plenum of #he National Committee of the S.7.P.(you have already
. received this); the resolution presented to this Plenum by Cannon-Stein-Frank,
representing the majority facticn, and adopted by the almost unanimous vote of

the Plenum, the resolution presented to the Plenum by the minority faction,
signed by comrades . Bennet, CGoldmon, lorrow and Williams, and voted for by them
but rejected by the rest of the Plenum; a statement issued by the four leaders
of the minority faction followiag the adoption by the Plemum of te majority
resolution; and finally, the letter sent our Party by the National Secretary of
~the S.W. P., Jamss P. Cannon, to accompany the Plenum resolution which was sent
M8

“As you are aware, our Party initiated the proposal for the unification of
the two organizations into one folloving the presentation of a resolution to
the S.%.P. on the sae subject by the minority gpoup. Our proposal was contained
in the resolution unanimously adopted by our National Committee at its last
Plenary session held in Detroit on the eve of the Active Torkers Conference.
Shortly after receiving our resolution, the §,W.P., througih its Wational
Secretary, sent us 2 letter on the question, dated Avgust 27,1945. Both these
documents have been made available to you in the pages of Labvor Action and the
New International.

Having informed the S.W.P. that we .were ready to open the discussion
between the two parties, two mestinge were held a week apart at which sub-
comnittees represented their respective organizations. At the first meeting,
comrades Coolidge, Erber (acting as deputy for Gates, who was then on tour)
-and Shachtman represented the W.P., and comrades Cannon, Frank and Stein the
S.WP. At the second meeting, we had the same delegation, with the S..; P.
represent»d Yy Cannon, Dumnne, Stein ‘and Jarde.

At the first moe tlno. we opened the chscussion by settmg forth our pomt
of view. It was a summary of the views presented in our National Committee
Resolution on Unity. e cmphasized the follewing two points:

1. In vi.ev of the fact that the slogan of "unconditional defense of the
Soviet Union" has "receded into thec backsiround® for the S.W.P., the main
political dlspute which caused the split between the two groups in 1940 is no
longer as acute as it was then. The two groups therefore have eanough in common
on fundamental program and principles to maxe possible and desuaole their

union 1nto a smg,le party. _ o
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2. fThe differences that exist betwoen the two groups are of such a nature
as makes them compatible with membership 4in & single rcvolutionary party.

To this we add the folloving:

The fact is that therc are two ideological or political tendencies
invclvol in the orojected fusion. W& acknowlcged the neinerical superiority
of the Cannonite tendeacy and declared in acvance that, under the circumstances,
the united party would have a Cannonite majority in the leadership and that,
where different opinicns on .policy or theory existed, the party line would be
that of the majority. The minority would submit to this majority end its
policies, provided it had full freedom to propagate end defend its owm position
inside the party and until such time as it wulc itself become, by democratic
decision of the membership, the majority of the party,

Beceuse of the fact that there arc two tendencies ianvolved, and furthermore
because of the fact that a good deal of suspicion and mistrust still exists,
the %.P. demanded the right to publish an cducational bulletin of its own
tendency, edited and controlled by it, the right to publish suck .a bulletin at
its own discretion, e declared further that, in order to avoid recriminations
and factionnal arzument if and when we decided to issue such a bulletin in the
unitec party, it should be agreed in advance by both sides that any ideological
or political tendency in a Bolshevik party has the right to issue such a
bulletin whenever it thirnks it necessary or advisable. e pointed out, finally,
that this right, like the right to form a group or a faction, had always been
taken for granted in the revolutionary Marxist (Belshevik) movement. :

In coxiclusion, we agked the S.7.P. delegation teo express itself precisely
on the bosic conceptions that we put forward, or else to advance its owmn
conceptions of the basis for unity if they differed from ours.

Thb S.W.P. delegation tock the following positions

It was present at the discussion only for the purpose of exploring the
question. The S.%.P. had not yet decided on the question of unity, had not
even voted on whether or not the unity was desirable. As to cur basic prop-
ositions, they might be granted, as the §.T.P. comrades put it,"in thc "abstrect"
But they were not interestd in the questicnMabstractly,* but %n the cocncrete¥,
That they wanted to establish for themselves first of all was tnin, in the
words of Cannon: "Will it work®® (that is, will the unity work in practise).

- It was acknowledged, particularly by Cannon, that in the past of the Trotskyist
movement, the publication of independent btulletins by an ideological or faction-
al grouping had been permitted without questic:. For example, in the old
Communist Leaguc cf America and later in the old Workers Party, the Oehler
group had been freely permitted to publish an internal bulletin of its gqm
withcut organizational measures being taken against it. Camnon declared that
even the publication of a public organ ty a mizority was not a question of
princivle. Eowever, he added, it is a 8concrete question". It is a question
of "will it workgn

Te asked the S.7.P., vwhat guarantees, in its opinion, were required in
order to assure them that the unity "would work". Shachtman asked Frank:
nSuppose we were to withdraw our pro csal for an internal bulletin of our own,
would that be sufficient guarantee for yout" Frank replied: "That would
remove one of the danger spots.! Shachtman then asked: "All right. ihat other
danger spots are there that have to be removed to assure a heglthy unitys"
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Frank did not answer, nor did any of the other §.%7.P. delegates. The same
silence was observed in answer to our question, "what do you comrades propose
as the basis for unity? VWhat guarantees do you. comraldes propose to us?" The
only thing appreaching an answer was the declaration thzt the S.7.P. had not
yet voted on the question, that the delegation was present only for the purpose
of hearing cur proposals and brinzing them back to to its Comnittee in the
form of a report. It might be added that the §.7.P. delegation professed
itself "ghocked" at our proposal for an .interncl bulletin of our own.

It was fiaally deciied to holii another meeting a week later, the Celega-—
tions wmeanwhile reporting to their respective commitiees and reflecting on the
discussion thszt had already taken place.

At the sencond meeting, which was much shorter than the first, no further
progress was mace. %We simply recapitulated our views on the question of +he
basis for the unific:tion and the question of our own internal orzan. Ve
reported that our Political Commit:iee was disturbed by the apjparant resistance
of the S.%W.P. to our proposal for an internal organ, especially because all the
arguments advaiuced against it could just as easily apply to discussion of po-
litical and theoretical questions in any internal bulletin, even if puhlished
officially by the party, or even ordinary discission in br-nches. e pointed
out euphatically that we rejectec the concept of a "gonolithic" party as alien
to our nrinciples and concepticns, and alien to the whole tradition and struggle
of Trotskyism. The S,w.P. delegation did not commit itself any further. Ais
at the previous mesting, it did not categorically raject our proposal nor
did it accept it. It merely stated that it wovld report our proposals to the
Plenun of tie llational Comnittee of the S¥.r. called especially for the
purpose of discussing the unity question, and that after the Plenum adopted a
. position it would de commmicated to us.

A mumber of secondary questions were briefly discussed - such as practical
xollaboration between the two parties (the S,7.P. and ourseclves substantially
reiterating our respective positions); the perspectives of the movement in this
countryjihe question of the Stalinist partics, etc.--but nothing more was said
or done to acvance us %n the question of the unity.

At the S.W.P. Plenum, we learn, a furious attock was mede on the
Goldman-iforrow group (charges of "disloyalty", "anti-llarxist,” atc.), to vhich
the minority renlied with militancy and frankness. As to the unity questicn
itself, it was clear from the resolution submitted and adopted that the S.W.P.
- intended to take no sericus stejs toward achicoving unity, but merely to stall
the question iddefinitely. The only reason, so far as can bec seen, why they did
not put down on naper just what they think and want, namely a formal breaking
off of the unity negotiations, is that they do not want to come into hoad-on
collision vith the most important groups of the Fourth Internatiocnal abroad,
which favor, with increasing frimness, the unificotion of thd two parties.
Politically, the rcsolution is a step beackward even @s compar 3 with the
unsatisfactory initial lettor sext us by the S.7.P. The first part is an
insulting attack upSn our party, calculated to ceepen thz hostility and
predjudice of the S.V.P. membership toward our Tarty and ocur comrades. The
part dealing with "probing"the political diff::emces to the "depths", is one
of the two things, vwhich in practise, come to thc same thiag: Either it
represents the monolithic conception of a party, namely, one in vhich there
can &nly ve one opini.n on political and theoretical questions; or, it
represents an attempt to stall indefinitely while "probingz" into the diffcrences
whose nature is no less well known to the §.%7.P. than it is to us or oeven to
an interested outsider, ' .
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In general, the resclution of the S.W.P. can be very well characterized
in the words of the straightforward declaration issued on it 4y the Goldman-
Morrow group, copy of which is enclosed to you. Indeed, very little nced be
added by us to this declaration. ’

No proposal has becn received from the S.W .P. to continue the discussion
between delegations of the two parties, or to hold any Joint meeting whatsoever.
We learn, without official confirmation as yet, that the %probing" of the
political differences is to go on for a long, iong time. It is to take the
form of articles in the "Fourth Iaterrationsl® for their side, to be accompanied
by articles in the "YJew Internetiorait for cur side. ODvwously, this means that
the S.%.P.. has taken the question cf unification ofi its agenda.

In the next few dags, we shall address a commmunication to the S.7.P.
giving our estimate cf itc Plenum resolution and putting forward what our
Political Committee considers iis finel proposals. This commmication will
be sent to all our members as well. In addition, all the documentary material
will appear in full in the "New International®, and a summary of the negotia-
tions will appear in "Labor Action®. Finally, in the near future, the member-
ship will receive a document containing a complete analysis of the question

of unity and cur opinions on it.

lieanvhile, it go&s without saying, cur main preoccupation is, more than
ever before, with concentrated work to recruit for and bduild up our Party. Thus
far, we have made every offort to adcomplish the unification of the forces of
the Fourth International in this ccuntry. The Cannonites have not only made no
efforts in this direction, but have put eostacles in the road. The responsibil-
ity for the situation, as the declaration of the S.W.P. minority rightly says,
falls entirely on the shoulders of the Csnncnites. This fact should and will
be brought hoine noct only to every member of the DeHoPo but to all the sympath-
izers of the Trotskyist movement in this country. %e dc net exist, however,
solely for the purpose of pursuing indefinitely ndgotisticns with the S.%.P.
Such an aiam would be a trap of our own making., Our maia task remsins: 3uild
and strengthen the Workers Partyi Into the factories, into the unions, into
the moss workl o '

with Party Greetings,

Hax Shachtman,
National Secretary
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SOCIALIST WORKERS PARTY
116 University Place
Wew York City

October 10, 1945

Jjax Shachtijan, National Secretery
Torkers Party

114 Test l4th Stree’

New Yorx, HeY.

Dear Comrade:

Your two letters dated September 15 and C - sber 4, together with the
Resolution of your Achive Workers conference & well as a repert of the oral
discussions between the Subw-Jommittee of our F.C. ard a corresvending Suf
Committee of your ovzanization were gubmitted ané discussed at the Plenum of
our National Gemnittee held October 6 and 7.

.

I am sending you herewith a copy of the Resolution acdopted by the Pleaum.

: ' Yours fraternally,

Je.P. Cannon

JpC:ra , ' ‘ National Secretary
ence '

® * * * # ' * * * * o ox *® L *®

RESOLUTICH ON TEZ UJITY PRO-OSAL OF TEZ VORKERS PARTY
(Acopted by the Plenum, Octoder 6-7, 1245)

1. The bropos:l for unificstion mase by the Workers Party to the Socialist
~“orkers Party comes after more than five years of bitter Lostility and struggle
between the two organizations. ’

2. The split in 1940 was pfeceicd by a protracted factional fi.ht which
‘{avolved not only the position of the Fourth Tnternaticnal oxn the Russain
question but the most fundarental.questions oi owr movement: Marxist X301y,
trajition, political program, wetiods of varty-buildingz, the party regime, etc.
The issues in this nistoric struggle have veen expleined and emply docmented
in the to vooks: " In Defense of Harxism" and tThe Struggle for a Proletarian
Partyt.

2, our charecterization of the pet ty-bourgeois tendency represented by the
facticn which later becams the W.,P. was not predicated solely upon their view

of the noture of the USSR and their atiitude teward its gefence tut upon their
rejection of the theory, methods and traditions of Marxism, a rejection wiich
was rcoted in their social composition ~nd direction. Trotsky wrote: "We, too,
have attempted ebove to prove that the issue concerns not only +he Russian
problems but even rore the oppcsitionts method ol tlougsnt, waich has its social
roots. The opposition is under the sway of petty-bourgecis wmeccds and tendenciese.
. This is the ess-nce of the whole matter.! (In Defens% of Uarxism, p.59, our - - .:

italies).
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4. The 1940 split which gave birth to the W.P. was a heavy blow aimed at the
Protskyist movement in the United States, ond throuchout the world., The petty-
-bourgeois faction split our party at a tinmc of grave scciel tension and crisis
preceding the entry of the United States into the war, when every revolutionist
had the responsibility of remaining at his post and adhering without comriomise
- to the positions of the Fourth Isternaticnal. This split broke away 40 pcrcent
of the membership from our party an.i served to disorient end mis-eduvcatc azamy.
potentially excellent revolutionists. During the ensuing five years the %.P.
hasg pursued the policy of irreconcilable antagonism toward the S.¥.P. with

the object of discrediting, undermining and overthrowing it as the vanguard of
the American worlking class. )
5. Despite this, the §.W.P. has not only recc ed the numerical losses suffered
in the split, but under the adverse conditions of the war has mnde considerable
gains in nymbers, influence end prestige. It has become genuinely preietarian
both in membership and in its predominant leadershin. It is deeply rootad in
the mass labor movement. Its rarks have become idcologically hom ogenaous and
steeled in the fires of the class struggle.

6. As a rasult of the seccesses scored and the experiences undergone during
the war, the ranks of the §.W.P. face the coming period with unlimited confi-
dence in the prospects of the party and its eventual development into the mass
revolutionary party of the American workers. The objective conlditions are |
extremely favorable for the rapid growth of our party. The profcund revalsion
of the peonles all over the world against the consequences of the war; the
resultant radicalization of the massesjthe growing militancy of the American
workers expressed in the present national strike wave — are bound to accelerate
the expansion of cur party in all spheres. The recsponse of the workers to The
Militant, the steadily rising rate of recruitment, the estabdlishiteat of nev

" branches, and the extension of our iaflueace ‘in the key unlons are surc signs of
this trend.

7. The Gorkers Party, by contrast, has shown no ability to grow and attr-ct
workers in significant numbers. It has gained no significant influence in the
labor movement. The disproportion in the numerical strength of the two parties
is growing from month to month.

8., After more than five years of warfare against the S.%W.P, in an attempt to
supplant it, the Forkers Party has come forward with the proposal fer uniting
the two organizatir ns. This action merks a significant turn in their policy
and opens a new stage in the relations detween the two tendencies.

9. In view ofl this change in the situation, %i..c Folitical Cormittee of the
S.W.P. expressed its willingness to consider and discuss the question of
unification in all its aspects. Its reply of August 27, 1945 to the lettar of
the W.P. stated that "unity would be a g-od thing if it is firmly based and
leads to the strenrt-xenng of the party ~nd the building up of the party. On
the other hond, a unification followed by a swrp facticen fight and ancther
split would be hizhly injurious to the warty :

10, Unificg tions like splits are the most serious steps in the lifc cf a rev-
olutinrnary »Harty. Neither the one nor the chter should be undertalken light-
miccedly or precipitately, without the most scrupulous survey of all the cir-
cumstnnces and the most careful calculation of the conscquences. The advantages
and disadvantages of such a move rust be carefully aporaised in the light of tho
tasks nnd perspcctives of the party at the -iwen stoge of its development. A
poorly-prepared and ill-considered unificatien could easily po.rol,/zc the work of
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the party, provo_ke a nerw outburst of facticnal aninosity,and iead. toward o new
split.

11. The P.C. pointcd out in its letter:s "We have alwoys procecded from the
- point of view that prograrmatic agreement on the most important and d<s'.ive
questions is the only scund basis for wnification.® That has been ¢ heris of
all previous unifications in the Harxist movement. It is clear taat s .n
basis for unification dces not exist in the present instance. Bouh uii-cs
aclmowledge that the programmatic differences whizh led to the 1947 enlit hrve
not been moderated but that, on the contrary, scme of them have been decpened

and new important points of divergence have developed in the interim,

12. Thus we are confronted by the proposition ~f unitipg into a common organ-
ization two tendencies with sharply divergent litical points of view on many
questions and sharply conflicting theories of party organization., This pro-

- posed wnity without programatic agreement, in foct with aclmewledge disagree-
ments between the two tondencies., las..no. prececent, so far as we kmow, ia the
history of the Internaticnal iiarxist movement. In preliminary discwrssions
between representative svb-comnittees of the tvwo .rgonizations, the delegates
of the Y.P. emphasized their intention to come inte the united party as a
separote and distinct tendency. They stated, furthermore, that they would
insist on the right to publish their own discussiocn bulletin under their owmn
control.

13. Can we contemplate, nevertheless, a unificatioh of the tw0 .organizations
despite the important differences that exist on political and organizational
questions? In other words are the differences compatible inside of cne Leninist
party? ~e have talen the position that this question cannot be dsterained by «
any abstract rule, it can only ve answered coxcretely. Five years ago, the
faction which later became the Torkers Party decided that the diffcrences were
not compatible with remaining insice the §.W.P. - In the five years tha* have
elapscd, life again proved the differences inccmpatible, as the W.P, carried on
unremitting warfare against cur organizaticn, our princirles, cur methods, our
leadepship. Eas the 7,P. sufficiently changed to make these differences :
compativle inside our party today? In other words can a genuine unity ve effec-
ted with the ¥.P., as distinct from a purely formal unity vhichwuld ‘actuelly
mean two parties under one roof with a new split in prospect? This can oaly be
.answered vwith sufficient concreteness after the mest through-zoing discussion
and nrecvinz of all differences to ths bottom.

14, The extraordinary nature of this untiy proposzl makes it all the more
imperative tlmat all the programmatic questions in dispute be thorcughly
clariftied and all the differences tetween the -0 parties probted to the depth
so that nct the sligntest ambiguity remains. This preliminary wwork of ideo-
logical clarification and demarcation is the indispensabvle preccndition for any
definitive disposition of the propesal for unity and a correct settlement of the
relations between the S, .P. and W.P.

15. To this end, this Plenum of the Xational Comaittee convened for thae
special purpose of considering this question thersfore resolvess

a)To endorse the letier and actions of the Political Committece IZIXS
in response to the letter from the 3i.Pe; ‘

%) To authorize the Political Committee to prepare and carry through a
thorough discussicn and clarificetion of the theoretical, pelitical and organ-
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" zational issues in Cispute, and fix the posit! of the party precisely on
every point in preparation for the consideratici and activn of tke rext party
conventiong

: c) Tc reject any anited front fcr propaganda. The S.V.P. must coutinue to
conduct its propageaandistic activities in its own name an. under its c'n banner
and utilize these activities to aid direct recruitment of new mcmtu«" into the
S.W.P. At the same time, the Plenun authorizes the Political Coomitiec to invite
the W.P. to collabvorate with amr porty in practicecl actions in tnoss caseg, vhere
in the judgement of the Political Committee, such collavoraticn wowid be -
alvantazecus in serving practical enc.s without dblurring or comprcmising political
lines.
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PLENUM RTSOLUT ION ON UNITY JITH THE VORKERS PARTY

(Inbmitted by the :viinonty of the Political Committee) ¥ the S

1. The Plenum declares that the Socialist Torkers Party and the Workers Party
- are sufficiently in agreement on basic program to require and justify unity.

The political differences between the two are compat ible with membership in one
revolutionary party.

2. The Jorkers Party resolution and letters on unity constitute a significant
change in the policy of ‘that group. Eitherto it had justified its split and
continued sevaration {roa the 5.W.P. on two grounds: (1) Its cpdcsition to the
S.7.P.ts -defense of the Soviet Union, (2) the bureaucratic regime in the S.W.P.
Recently, as the gquestion of defense of the Soviet Union receded into the
background, the ¥.P. nad based its entire Justification for separate existence
‘on the regime in the §.W.P. Now, however, the W,P, is compelled to adnit that
it cannot continue to defend this position; it states that "the interests of
unitinz the Fourth Internationslists in the United States on a sound foundation
are more important than the regime in the §.W.P." then the W.P. now states that
the political and theoretical differences "do not go beyond what is permissible
within the ranks of a single ravolutionary party," it is al last accepting the
positiin laid down by our party at the time of the split in 1840,

3. In the united party, the present program of the S.W.P. will prevail, by
virtue of the fact that we, as the 7.P. admits, constitute the majority. The
W.P.!s communications to us explicitly recognizé the principle of democratic
centralism, thus pledging that as a minority it will be bound by discipline in
action.

4, These commitments clear the path of pr:ctically all obstacles to unity’
‘except one. The remaining obstacle is a fenr of unity by many of our members
and perhape also by members of the ¥W,P, The factionzl sirife of 1939-40, the
split, and the more than five years of separate existence hsve left deep scars.
It is acdvisable to eradicate this subjective element terore formally consu~
mmating unity. '

5. We believe the necessary spirit of unity can be created by a period of
collaboration and cooperation prior to unific-tion. Faving dsclared ourselves
- for unity, such collabor~tion and cooperation is conceived by us, not as.a
“united front between parties with a perspective of separate erisvence, but as
concrete preparation for unity. Among the preparatiors thore shall be joint
membership meetings, JOlnt discussion bulletins, collabcration in trade union
work andother fields of activity. .

6. The comrades of the ~.P. havc asked recognition of their right to publish

e bulletin of their own within the united party. Such a right of any tendency
in a Trotskyist party is taiken for granted by us. Bt tc recognize such a right
and for comrades to excrcise it, are t® differsat tuin.s. NWormally, where the
party provides a.cquate opportunity for discussion in ballatins and the
theoretical organ, the intercscs of the party as a whola and of the minority are
better served by refraining from publishing a separae ouvllctin.

7. While we explicitly recognize the right of any group within the party to
h-ve its owa tulletin if it so desires, we urge the comrades of the W.P. to
refrain from exercising this right under the given circumstances in order to
_ achieve u1ity on a proper basis. Tic guarantce them ample opportunity to
present their point of view. ‘

* joint public meetings. Y 4 76.
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8. Eowever, both we and the comracdes of the T:.P. will W iz a Let'ar pus

to decide this question at hoend of the perisd ¢f (ooperatio: and ~c.lencration.
fie thercfore propese to leave final decision on it watil vne lzal svege Tor
consummetion of unty, with the understandinrg that ve 40 NoT makd it a condition
of unity that the comrades of the W.P. refrain from issving their om ouiletir,

9. 1In view of the above decisions, *“he plemun considers that %thnere is 2 Desis
for collaboration between the majority and minority in the §.”7.p » 43 effecting
the steps tovard unity with the W.P. The Plerum therefors acceots tae cffor of
the minority to collaboratie in this task and instructs the political Comlittee
to give reprasentation to the minority on the ne:otiating committee. The Plenum
takes note of the statement of the minority that, having formed its Taction on
the issue of uwnity, it will dissolve its faction when unity ic consuumaied,
leaving the remaining differences for discussion on the plane of tendency
articles and lectures in the party organe and branchss.

-

BFANET
GOLNLS
. : MCRRUY
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STATEMENT OF PLENUM MINOKITY ON THE
~ CANNON=-STEIN-FRANK RESOLUTION

1. The resolution is designed to prevent unity. Opposition to unity is
the privilege of any comrade. What is reprehemsible in the Cannon-Stein-Frank
- resolution is its refusal to answer any of the questions which are central to
the unity preposal: its evasion of en answer to the question whether or net
the two parties ere sufficiently in agreement on basic program to required and
Justify unity; its evasion of an emswer to the question whether or not the po-
litical differences between the two parties are compatible with membership in
one party;-its. evasion of an answer to the question whether or not the eaim of
the discussions with the Workers Party is to ascertain more accurately the
political positions of the WP or the aim is to attempt to get the WP to abandon
some of its political positions as a precondition for unity; its evasion of an
answer t¢ the question whether the WP's proposal for a tendency bulletin in the
united party is or is not a right of any tendency in a Trotskyist party.

In their speeches the supporters of the resolution pretend that the differ-
ence between them and the minority is that the minority wants to rush speedily
- into unity whereas the majority wishes to move more slowly. This is completely
untrue. As the minority plenum resolution mekes clear, we insist on & consi-
derable period of preparation for unity by means of coopera:ion between the two
parties after a decision by our party in favor of unity. This period of pre-
paration is made necessary above all becasuse the majority leaders have preju-
diced the membership ageinst unity.

On the other hand the position of theYCannon-Steiﬁ-Frank resolution is not
one of moving more slowly toward unity, but not to move at all towards unity.

. 2. In paragraph 11 the resolution repeats the formula of previous majority
documents that programmatic agreement is the. basis for unificstion. We of the
minority heve vainly attempted to get the majority to stete unambiguously what
it means by this: (1) that the WP aust sbandon one or more of the politieel
positions on which it differs from us -- en ebsurd demend since it is incon-
ceiveble that the WP will ebendon its position on. the Russien question, the .
principal disputed issue; or (2) the legitimote proposition that the WP, as an
edmitted minority, must ebide by the discipline of the majority progrem —
which the WP has slreedy cgreed to do.

It was brd enough that the majority insisted on using this embiguous formnla
in its first letter of August 27 answering the unity propossl -- bed since the
minority had veinly ettempted to cmend the letter to stcte thoet the politicel
differences &are compatible with membership in ome party. It wes worse still,
thot, in his speech of September 1, Comreade Connon, despite a direct question
from Comrade Goldmcn, refused to specify what the mejority meent by its embi-
guous formule, It is nothing less thon outregeous that the me jority repeets
this patently-dishonest smbiguity egcin now, after the WP negotiating committee
has repeatedly asked for clarificatlon.

Comrede N. hes reiterated the minority position that: ™A thouscnd times
more importent (than the question of defense of the USSK) is unifiention, rather
than the existence of two independent groups who in the fundamentals warch under
the one end the scme benner. The program of the minority (i.e. WP) is known to
the mejority from the former's literature; there is no necessity to discuss it."
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If the authors of the resolution disagree with thet position, let them say
80 in their resolution: let them say either thet they do not know the program
of the WP and must now study it, or that they know the program of the WP and it
is in agreement with us on fundanentals or thet it is not; let them ssy whether
they agree or do not agree that unification is more important than the question
of the slogan of the defense of the USSR. '

Anyone who assumes t0 play any role as a leader in our party certainly knews
what the pelitical differences are between our party and the WP. Are these
differences compatible,with unity? Anyone who thinks they are not compatible
should have voted against unity discussions with the WP. Conversely, anyone
who voted for unity discussions should hsve been ready to say that the political
differences are compatible with unity. We are confronted with a monstrous para-
dox. In 1940 and thereafter we of the SWP elveys maintained that the political
differences were compatible with perty unity. Now the P.C. majority refuses
to affirm our 1940 position. The argument justifying this refusal is sbsurd:
"Five yeers ago, the faction which beceme the WP decided that the differences
were not compatible with remaining inside the SWP. In the five yeers thet have
elapsed, life cgain proved the differences incompztitk...® The WP was wrong
when it considered thet the differences were not compatible with remaining in
the seme party, end we end Trotsky said they were wrong, end we did not ebandon
this pesition simply because "life" i.e., the misteke of the WP, led it te

- leave the party. S \

Why does the P.C. majority cling to its ambiguous formula sbout program-
metic egreement? Is it possible thet, after & -period, the P.C. aajority is
going to confront us with "proof"” that the politiccl differences make unity im~
possible? But such "proof" .iust already exist, since we all know what the
politicel differences sre. In that case, in all honesty the P.C. Aejority
. should have saeid to begin with that it does not believe that the political pre-
mises exist for unity - more accurately, it should have continued to say this
after the WP proposal for unity es it had said this previously.

- In .is September 1 speech "explaining" the P.C. letter's sabiguity on this
question, Ccmrade Cannon claimed he was amswering this question when he stated:
"Ii is up to the WP to demonstrate that the political differences are compa-
tible with unity." Aabsolutely false: we have to determine this question for
ourselves, independently of what the WP does nor does not do.

Ccarade Ceaniion went on to identify this question with the question, "wuill
the WPters be loyal this time?", .i.e., Will they abide by party discipline.
Tuls is a different question. It is a legitimate question. -In view of the
attitude of the WP leaders in the split of 1940, it was necessary to put the
question to them, -An affirmative answer to that question assures unity and the
WP has ansvered it satisfactorily. But, before we asked the WP leaders to
answer that question, our party should have answered for itself the question
whether the politicel differences are compatible with membership in one party.
Otherwise, it is pointless to ask the WP leaders whether they will abide by
party diseipline =~ or indeed to ask them any questions or conduct any dis-
cussions. . '
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Until the P.C. majority adopts the position that the political differences
are compatible with party membership, the danger will continue to exist that
the P.C. majority will, on the basis of facts already known to all of us,
suddenly "discover" that the political differences bar unity. In that case it

. would be clear to all that its agreement to discuss with the WP was nothing but
a maneuver designed to confuse the party emd the International.

We demand an answer to this quesiion. 1Is there sufficient agreement on the
fundamentals of program to meke unity possible end desirable? One can honestly
‘answer yes or no; but to refuse to answer the question, after ell that has 4. .ae-
transpired, is clearly a subterfuge.

3.- The result of this subterfuge is that we are asked to vote on the ab-
surd propossl of discussions with the WP without eny principles laid down as
to what shall be the basis for unity. &hell our discussion sub-committee tell
‘the WP negotiators that the latter's position on the Russian question is or is
not a bar to unity? - No answer in the resolution. Shall our discussers tell
the WP negotiators that the aim of the discussions is to ascertain the differ—
‘ences,. or that the aim is to get the WP to abandon its positions? No answer
in the resolution. gShall our discussers sey that the differences on organiza-
tionel questions are or ere not & bar to unity? No cnswer. In a word, dis-
cussions are to be carried on without indiceting to our discussers the basis
on which they ere to discuss. What is the difference, then, between the pre-
vious meetings of the Cennon-Stein-~Frenk committee with the WP cemmittee, eand
those which presumsbly will follow the plenum? The previous meetings were
cheracterized by the Cennon-Stein-Frenk committee eas not negotiations but dis-
cussions sinece, they steted, they had no tuthority to negotiate and no in-
structions on wheat busis to negoticte. Future meetings, on the bzsis of their
resolution, will be no different then the previous ones. In thet case, wWhy
cell a plenum and cdopt & plenum resolution? Why, indeed; except to go through
the ‘motions of pretending to consider the unity propos~l serieusly.

4. The WP negotiators have asked a series of key qusstions concerning the
besis #nd purpose of the discussions. They summarize these in their letter of
October 4 to the plenum ~nd request of the plenumnthat it ensver these questias.
They ask thet -n end be put by the plenum to the situztion vwherein the SWP

~’comnittee is "in & position where it ‘cannot ~nd does not make any proposcls of
its own on the question of unity, where it crnnot express itself definitely on
proposcls made by us, snd where it is even uncble to declcre thet the SWP has
decided in frvor or in opposition to unity itself." They further ask the ple—-
nun to taoke e position-"on the series of proposals mede by us for the besis on-
~vhich the unification should be achisved..."  These requests cre not only
reasoncble but one exn hordly imagine how discussions ecn continue without
enswering them. Yet the resolution evades them. It will be en evesion of its
duty, if this plenum closes without ensvwering these proposals of the WP. One
ccn accept them, one ¢in reject them, but to evcde them is politically

indefensible.

5. The August 27 letter of our P.C., in rejecting the WP proposal for
cooperction between the two parties, stcted it would cgree to cooperction at a
lster dcte only "if, in the course of the discussions, it appecrs th:t vie ere
approaching zgreement on the most importcnt politicel questions,.«But to
attempt to begin with such preetiecl cooperction, prior to & definite approach
to unifiention, woild seem to us to put things upside down cnd lecd to &
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eherpening of conflict over secondary questic ~ rather than to their moderatiemt

What, then, is the purpose of the resolution in proposing now nto invite
the WP to collsborate with our perty in practical actions in those cases where
such collsboration would be advantageous in serving practicel ends without
blurring or compromising politicel lines." According to the August 27 letter
of the P.C. such cooperation would lead to e sharpening of conflicts unless the
fact was first established that we are approaching unification definitely. Now
without establishing this fact, -the P.C. proposes cooperetion. Here is confu-
sion worse confounded. ‘ ' :

We bluntly warn the perty and the International: Cooperation after a de~-
clarstion for unity would prepare the memberships of both parties for unity,
but the so-called limited cooperation without & previous'declaration for unity
can very well serve the aim of preventing unity. Under the given circumstances
it is necessery for those who sincerely desire cooperstion es preperetion for
unity to vote egainst the formula of cooperation without a decluration in fevor
of unity.

6. Anyone who understands the ABC of politics knows thet the hugust 27
letter of the P.C. egreeing to discuss unity with the WP vas a political vic-
tory for the P.C. minority whose initietiative hed led to this development.
Quite epart from the principle of minority representetion, those who initiated
the unity propossl were entitled to participete in the unity discussions. Yet
the very seme P.C. aeeting which sent the leiter to the WP also barred the
minority from the P.C. sub-committec which met with the WP, o

And this was merely the forerunnér of & rencwed barrege ageinst the minority
which hed dzred to fight for unity. : ‘

Y4 In"his September 1 speech explaining the r.C. letter on unity, Comrade *
Cennon eccused the minority: "Perheps their new ides is unity first ¢nd then
a bigger split." The nyerhaps™ does not seve-this from being an outregeous
esccusation. Outraégeous not merely because it is not true, but because if the
».C. e jority were to zct on it, unity would be put off to the Greek Kelends.
For if one does not eccept the propositions of both the minority end the WP
1mporégﬁg;the'political differences cre competible uwith unity; thet unity is more
“then thé rcgime; that unity cen be cchieved on & lcsting besis -- then nc®

‘politie:l criteric remein for determining the gims of both the minority end the
%P. Tucre rcmeins then only the cepricous end erbitraryApsychologizing of the
P.C. a jority comcsrning vhut is going on in the minds of the minority cnd the

WP* Tzis epprocch hes nothing in common with M:Trxist polities.

Superficiclly more politicel wes Cemrcde C nnon's further declerction thet
before wnity cen tcke plice, the pirty must first wetrmp out disloyalty in the
renks end restore discipline in the party." Certainly this would be true, were
there disloyalty and indiscipline. But Comrade C.nnon falsely apvlies these
terms to the minority's fraternization snd discussion with WP leeders nd
members. We of the minority declare that no emount of such threets and ebuse
will swerve us from our politicelly correct and organizationally loyeal policy
of continuing to urge the WP to persist in its course toward unity despite all

- obstacles placed in the way. To put off unity until efier "stamping out™ the
pro-unity minority is scarcely the prelude which would usher in unity! It 3s
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clear thet the attack on the minoriiy ss "disloysl" is in reality an etteck on
unity. ,

T.is attack continues &t the plenum. It is "cleverly" left out of the
resolution, which tries to assume a svatesmanlikKe tone, but it is the main bur-
den so far of all the speeches of the majority spokesmen. Cn this ques:ion,
too, we demend sn end to ambiguity. If the majority recally means whet it seys,
then let it adopt en unembiguous rule governing the situation: one which would

- forbid the minority from dicussing with the WP ieaders. In that cese we vould
have to submit to: ihe dccision or leave the party. Such & ruling would be
proof ‘conclusive of the deep-going degeneretion of the party leedership. But
its verbsl esscrticn to the same effect is also such & proof. '

7. 1t should be obvious to any politicel person that thée sbsurd basis on
twhich the discussions are left -- on no besis except the vwhims of the SVWP
discussers to drag out the talks endlessly -- may soon prove unacceptable to
the WP. With none of their propossals accepted, with no slternative proposals
offered, with notning decided by the plenum, the WP w.y very vwell conclude that
there is no point in continuing such formless discussions. The resolution
appeers aimed to test the petiecnce of the WP uegotietors to the bresking point
by en endless series of pointless meetings. In & word, it'is cslculated to-
throw responsibility for disruption of discuseions on the WP, whereas the.
reality is that the course set by thc resolution must insvitebly leed to dis-
ruption of discussions. We brand this as trickery and declsre that if this
resolution becomes party policy the responsit.lity for disruption %ill be on
the shoulders of tn.s plenun.

‘Bennett
Gcldman

Morrow
Williems

October 7, 1945.
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