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The Chase-Meseke-Barzman-Sherrill Resolution

By Lew Jones

The Vietnam war's central importance to world and national
politics and our leading role in the antiwar movement make the
antiwar discussion and decisions at the coming convention
crucial for our work in the next period.

The submission of the Chase-Meseke-Barzman-Sherrill reso-
lution underscores the importance of the discussion. The YSA
is now presented with what the authors contend is an opposing
general line for our central arena of activity.

We will first reiterate briefly the general line which has
guided our activity in the antiwar movement since its inception
and which is embodied in the NEC draft resolution. Second, we
will deal with the CMBS version of the history of the antiwar
movement. Third, we will examine the altermative course for
our antiwar work implied by the CMBS resolution.

I. Our Line

From the beginning our attitude toward the antiwar movement
has been based on the characteristic which makes it unique com-
pared to past pacifist movements. Classical pacifism opposed
war in time of peace, but when war broke out, used its authority
to mobilize patriotic support for "this particular war." That
is, classical pacifism always voiced its opposition to war in
general but always found an "exceptional reason" for supporting
its "own" government after the outbreak of armed conflict. The
crime of the pacifist leaders was that they used their authority
as advocates of peace, to turn the wholly progressive pacifism
of the masses, who are opposed to war, into its chauvinist
opposite when war broke out.

The present antiwar movement is distinguished from classical
pacifism above all by the fact that it has developed and grown
in explicit opposition to the shooting war being waged now against
the Vietnamese. This is the first time in American history that
such a movement has developed during a war. This fact dictated
from the beginning the necessity not only of our participation
but a willingness to shoulder leadership responsibility in this
movement. It precluded intervening by simply condemning the
movement as pacifist and "making the record” as to where we
stand.

Proceeding from this premise, and from the knowledge that
the movement was made up of conflicting tendencies, we have
from the beginning fought for a policy of non-exclusion. Non-
exclusion is the basis of our participation in the broad united
front type coalition that makes up the antiwar movement.

As we interpret the concept of non-exclusion it embodies,
not only the principle that no tendency shall be excluded because
of non-conformist ideas, views ahd opinions, but that we reserve
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the right, for ourselves--and others--to advance such slogans
and demands within the movement that we feel can best advance
the struggle in opposition to the war. US.da-nab jssue ulbdmatyms
to others to accept our views as a condition for Jjoint action

in the struggle against the war. Nor do we tolg;aﬁg_such
ulti from other We are confiden given a demo-~

cratic milieu our views will prevail among substantlal numbers
of young militants and antiwar activists., - Tis basic
framework of non-exclusion and a serious attitude toward working
out specific agreement for Jjoint action dictates the necessity
of arriving, within strictly defined limits, and whereever
possible at decision by consensus. United action would other-
wise become impossible. It is within this general concept that
we have, from the beginning, advanced and vigorously promoted
our central slogan, Bring the Troops Home, Now!

Our insistence on a "single issue" antiwar movement has been
grossly misunderstood in some quarters. The "single issue"”
around which the coalition has been built was never intended
to be the single slogan of withdrawal of U.S. troops but joint
struggle in action to end the war. It is around this issue that
the widest possible unity in action has been mobilized against
the irperialist war in Vietnam and against the capitalist class
that is waging that war.

We never considered, and we do not now view the antiwar
movement as a united front of propaganda with a general pro-
gram. It is a united front of action. Opposition to imperial-
ist war is tested not in words, which come easy, but in deeds,
in marches, and in periodic mass demonstrations. It was around
this axis that we concentrated our efforts to keep the movement
from being channeled into class collaborationist politics,
community organizing projects, individual anti-draft gimmicks,
research projects, etc.

It is this that has characterized our 'single issuej'approach
to the antiwar movement.

Within the broad united front type coalition organized
around struggle against the war, we have been able to build and
maintain to this point a working bloc with the radical pacifists.
The bloc has rested upon agreement on the follow1ng points:

1) The most important questlon of the day is opposition to the
war, and it is around this issue that the broadest coalition of
diverse tendencies can be formed. The movement must be non-
exclusive. 2) The movement should engage in mass actions, and
not subordinate such actions to the so-called "multi-issue"
projects of particular tendencies. 3) The movement's propaganda
should reach out to the labor movement the civil rights move-
ment, and the G.I.'s. 4) Within the broader coalition, we seek
to convince as many as possible to demand immediate withdrawal
of U.S. troops. This demand is a concretization of the right

of the Vietnamese to self-determination and links up the immediate
interests of the G.I.'s in Vietram with the antiwar sentiment

at home.



-3

This is our political line, embodied in resolutions of past
conventions and national committee plenums, conferences,-articles,
and editorials in our press, in pamphlets, brochures, speaking
tours, etc. From this general line flows our tasks, as outlined
on Page 16 of the NEC draft resolution.

Chase, Meseke, Barzman and Sherrill contend that they
represent a tendency with a contrary line which they present in
the form of a minority resolution for convention decision as
a substitute for the line of the majority. Unfortunately, no-
where in their document is their alleged "line" clearly set
forth.

Except for some casual, ~unsubstantiated '"criticisms"
in their first few paragraphs, they do not critically examine
the line of the NEC draft resoélution. Instead, we are presented
with an "indictment" of the leadership for being derelict in
carrying out the line adopted by previous YSA conventions. Yet,
although not explicitly stated, the logic of the views expressed
does lead to a contrary political conclusion from which flows
their charge of tactical "adaptation," unwarranted concessions,
deviations, etc., etc. Let us examine these views,

II. A Review of the Last Year

The analysis of the antiwar movement which tortuously
emerges from the Chase-Meseke-Barzman-Sherrill resolution runs
along the following lines: There was a "...change in the
relationship of forces which began to show itself toward the
end of the summer. The emergence of the liberals and pacifists
in the leadership at this point..." (Page 10-11). "The March
Days of Protest marked the high point of the independent thrust
of the antiwar movement, the weight of the CEWV's, and our
influence through them." (Page 3). The authors have found
each succeeding demonstration since the March 25-26 protest
inadequate, at best. The liberals and pacifists have taken over
the movement and it has lost its "independent thrust.”

Our analysis of the antiwar movement over the past year
is quite different. We have not seen a downturn of the movement
or takeover by reformist forces. On the contrary, the antiwar
movement has reflected the general deepening of antiwar sentiment
in the United States by growing in numbers and broadening in
forces on a united front type basis. Moreover, this growth over
the last year has occurred as other major peace and political
groups have been forced to pay lip service to the concept of
self-determination.

The growth of the movement on a militant basis has occurred
with YSAers playing leading roles, both on a national and local
level. Far from just "occupying positions," our members have
utilized their well-earned positions to play vanguard roles
in educating and leading the movement.
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Our estimate of the situation in underlined by the fact that
some leaders of the labor movement and the civil rights move-
ment have made and continue to make steps toward the organized
antiwar movement.

The Past Year

The summer period was chiefly characterized on the one hand
by a deepening of popular sentiment against the war and on the
other by a division in the organized movement over reformist
community organizing versus mass demonstrations which reflected
the more general debate over the November 1966 elections.

In this period the National Coordinatimg Committee to End
the War in Vietnam (NCC) launched its summer project which was
to be a base for supporting "peace" candidates in the autumn.
At the same time the New York Parade Committee had become the
de facto leadership of the antiwar movement, representing on
a local New York basis a broad united front grouping.

In the eyes of antiwar activists these two groupings represented
in organized form the division in the movement. The NCC, dominated
by one tendency, stood for a "milti-issue" approach oriented
toward community organizing and "peace" candidates.

The Parade Committee represented a broad, united front type
grouping (over 60 groups at this time) that strongly reflected
the militant and student section of the movement and whose
officers, Dellinger and Muste, were supporters of self-deter-
mination. The committee was established solely on two simple
points--non-exclusion and periodic mass demonstrations against
the Vietnam war.

The August 6-9 national protest was initiated by the Parade
Committee. This call for action came out of the continuing de-
bate over perspective, and was made in spite of the NCC's oppo-
sition. The call not only represented a victory for those
opposed to class-collaborationist politics but also a change
in the relationship of forces in the militant wing's favor.

This fact was outlined in a June 4, 1966 NEC report; "In this
work we have the definite advantage. In an importsnt sense the
situation we faced last fall ('65) has now been reversed.
(Emphasis added). In many areas our initiative is not challenged
and it is the coallitionists (those supporting class collaborationist
politics primarily with the Democratic Party) who bear the re-
sponsibility for attempting to slow down or split the IDP (Inter-
national Days of Protest) and reverse the relationship of

forces, so they can introduce a peace candidate perspective."
This situation was also described in a June 17, 1966 report by
the SWP-YSA joint antiwar fraction: "To a large degree the
position in which the militant wing of the antiwar movement

finds itself is the reverse of that st the Washington Convention.
It is the coalitionists (class-collaborationists) who are
opposed to the action and directjion and themes that have been
decided by the majority of the activists and committees around
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the country. The militants are trying to maintain a united front
and build actions while the coalitionists forced into verbal
support are dragging their feet. Under these circumstancés

the fight of the left is for unity and to build the International
Days of Protest.”" (Emphasis in original).

Chase-Meseke-Barzman~-Sherrill say on Page 4, "By calling
the August 6-8 demonstration we hoped to find some activity to
occupy the act1v1sts, to divert attention from the peace cam-
paigns." (Emphasis in orlglnél) Apparently, Chase et al do
not understand that action in the streets against the war is not
a mere diversion from class collaborationist politics--it is its
opposite. The August days of protest kept the movement in the
streets in action against the war, and was a strong blow against
the "peace" candidates perspective for this reason.

A concrete example was the situation of the Berkeley Viet-
nam Day Committee (VDC). There the committee was split by the
forces behind "peace" candidate Robert Sheer who sought to turn
the VDC into a multi-issue grouping and one of his campaign
committees. We had predicted that his actions would divide the
movement. And indeed they did when the Sheer supporters left
the VDC and publicly attacked it.

We were active in bringing what there was of the VDC back
together on the basis of opposition in street actions to the
imperialist war. For example, we were instrumental in organizing
a street demonstration of 4,000 on April 1%, which helped ex-
pose Sheer who attacked the demonstration. Later on August 6,
10,000 people demonstrated in San Francisco, an action we actively
helped to organize. Through these activities we were able to
reactivate the VDC and lay the basis for winning activists away
from the Sheer grouping back to the VDC.

Do the authors think these actions were wrong? Only a
"gimmick" to occupy the attention of activists? Was this
"tail-ending?" Or were they used to effectively combat the "peace”
candidate approach? The test of the line is in deeds. And in
this case, particularly, our line was proved correct,

The Newsletter and its supporters played an influential role
in this new situation and before. The Newsletter representatives
attended the numerous regional NCC gatherings and put forward
their position against "peace" candidates and for mass action.
The Newsletter had also launched several campaigns and actions
to educate the movement and to project the Newsletter as the
leadership of the militant wing of the movement. These included
the New York Women's March, the Lt. Howe case, the Withdrawal
vs., Negotiations pamphlet, publicity for such things as the
Afro-American CEWV's, and the Fort Hood Three case.

During this period, however, it was clear that the Newsletter
did not have the authority or forces to launch a national organi-
zation. ©Such an organization could not be created artificially.
We began viewing the Newsletter supporters as one of the components
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that would eventually form such an organization.

A change 1n relationship of forces occurred in favor of
the militant wing. It is important, however, to realize that
even though a victory was achieved by calling the demonstration,
a section of the movement remained unconvinced and only gave
verbal support to August 6-9. In fact, a split in the movement
was a very real possibility.

The Fort Hood Three Case

The case of the Fort Hood Three further aided the militants'
position. At its inception and through most of its development,
the case tended to sharpen the opposition of antiwar activists
to the government and"peace'" candidates.,

This was outlined in a NEC report by Doug on July 2 (the
"confidential memo" was not the only report, but one of several).
Three reasons were given for the political importance of the
case, "l., A well publicized and active defense of these three
G.I.'s--none of whom are "pacifists'and all of whom are presently
in the army--is a link between the antiwar movement and the G.I.'s...
2. The case sharply confronts the Johnson administration at
one of its most sensitive points--the draftee army. A reliable,
unquestioning army is of the utmost importance to Johnson and
his war aims, and if soldiers and groups of soldiers begin
challenging the war and their participation in it, it is a
directchallenge to the government. (Emphasis in original)...3.
cesThere 1s a need for the freshness and inspiratior of new
and daring focal points. This case can become one of those
points."

This was not a turn away from building the civilian anti-
war movement, nor a '"major turn" toward the troops. It repre-
sented a broadening of the scope and consciousness of the
movement.

The popularity of the case and the inspiration it gave
the movement helped to provide a basis for consolidating the
coalition in the Parade Committee.

More important, however, was the education of the move-
ment itself, There had previously been difficulty convincing
others in the movement that troops were potential allies of the
antiwar movement, and that the movement's strategy should be
giuged to show that the antiwar movement was on the side of
the troops. Through the Fort Hood Three case we were able to
convince major sections of the antiwar movement of our argument.

The campaign around the Fort Hood Three strengthened our
arguments for the Bring the Troops Home Now slogmn. Prior to
the case when the consideration was raised that it was wrong
for slogans to alienate the troops, we would be laughed down.
But the Fort Hood Three case begame an argument to point out
the importance of 'Bring the Troops Home Now' as a slogan which
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could reach the troops. In fact, the Fort Hood Three case did
more to convince the antiwar movement that withdrawal was- a
correct slogan than any other single factor aside from the Spring
1966 demonstrations in Vietnam.

Our emphasis on the case was not agitational, but educational,
No demands were made of the troops. We had basically four simple
aims: 1) Educate the antiwar movement to the fact that troops
were potential allies and one force that could help end the
war. 2) Make it clear to troops that the antiwar movement was
fighting for their interests. It was simple. The movement
wanted them to come home, not die for Ky. 3) Set the precedent,
through action, that the troops have a constitutional right to
read literature on the facts of the war.

This case enabled us to fight for both withdrawal and a
broadening of the movement at the same time. The so-called
"trade" the minority is so upset about was simply a matter of
supporting the Fort Hood Three as one way of furthering our
aims, rather than presenting an ultimatum of withdrawal as the
only slogan of the August 6-9 protest in New York which could
have led to an uncalled for, unnecessary, and irresponsible
split, and would have severly limited the opportunities open
to us and the movement.

(Incidentally, the minority excerpts quotes "selectively"
from the "confidential memo." The very next two paragraphs
after the "excellent trade" paragraph describe the total
situation:

"We haven't given up the withdrawal position. None
of the nine slogans contradicts that position....What we
did was decide not to irritate the more conservative groups
over where 'Bring the Troops Home Now' would be in the leaf-
let, so that we could emphasize the complete unity around
the proposition of going to the G.I.'s with the message
this case carried...

"This unity now exists. But it is important to re-
member that the old dichotomy exists beneath the surface.
And it is important to understand the implications of the
turn that has been made in order to take full advantage
of the united support before a cleavage between right
and left again appears.”)

The Struggle Over The Fort Hood Three Perspective

Let's trace the development of the Fort Hood Three case.
It began as a radical case based on the slogan "Support the
G.I.'s Right Not To Be In Vietnam"--a withdrawal slogan--and
on the proposition of distributing the facts of the case and
the war to G.I.'s. As an opening to a working class force we
seized upon this optrtunity to probe deeper, just like we
would with an opening in the labor movement. On this radical
basis the defense committee grew and became widely known.
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As the case had widespread support and entailed a sharp
confrontation with the government, the class collaborationists
attempted to blunt its implications. With the aim in mind of
transforming the case into a draft case, supporters of the CP
became more active and a protracted struggle over perspective
ensued in the defense committee.

Our perspective lost in this struggle, despite our strong
opposition, and the defense committee is now oriented more
toward antidraft activity. It is of utmost importance, how-
ever, to note that 1) the nature of the committee was changed
in the course of a struggle, 2) the perspectives for the com-
mittee were changed only after the full impact of the case had
begun to ebb.

Our Preparations for the Case

Was the YSA unprepared for this development as the authors
of the minority document charge? "Previously, there had been
no discussion in our movement of a turn toward the G.I.'s..."
(Page 5). No, their charge is false. When the ¥YS ran its first
32 page issue featuring an article on the "Bring the Troops
Home Now Movement" (the longest article ever published in the
YS) it was not due to some subjective interest by the editor.
This article and the political importance of it had been dis-
cussed at length at the 1965 plenum. Moreover, the YSA sent
several speakers on tours speaking on the importance of the
antiwar movement projecting an image that would have the
sympathy of the G.I.'s.

The August 6-9 demonstrations and the Fort Hood Three
case, of course, did not settle the conjunctural debates or
the underlying questions for the antiwar movement, even
though the relationship of forces had changed. August to
November saw the development of capitalist "peace" candidates
which if supported by the movement would have derailed it into
the capitalist camp; a development we fought against and
educated the movement about for over a year.

Our aim was to maintain the movement on its broad and
militant basis of a united front of action and to emphatically
opposc any support to the '"peace" candidates. A contradiction
between the deepening popular sentiment and the reluctance
by the class-collaborationists to support antiwar action existed.

The September Cleveland Conference

Within this context the September Cleveland Conference
occurred. Called by the Inter-University Committee for Debate
on Foreign Policy (IUC) the conference laid the basis for
taking the broad united front approach of the Parade Committee
onto a national scale. The conference itself had many new
forces in attendance, which later became the basis for a
sponsorship that ranged from the Women Strike for Peace, the
Friends, and SANE, to the YSA &nd the SWP.
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We projected a perspective opposed to that of the class-
collaborationists. Our perspective was to build mass demon-
strations and rallies on November 5-8. Our proposition--which
was carried--demanded that the peace candidates support the
demonstrations and not vice versa.

The slogans adopted at the conference-~Against the War
in Vietnam, For Economic Justice, For Human Rights--were
acceptable to us and represented a realistic basis for united
action. The "Sick of the War" idea was simply the title of
the call (not the one we would have chosen if we had complete
control) and a tactical adjustment to more conservative ele-
ments.

Chase, Meske, Barzman, and Sherriil are chiefly concerned
that we should have 'made the record' more at this conference.
They miss the entire point. This conference organized a na-
tional united front mass action against the war.

The perspective decided upon wes a realistic one. Mass
demonstrations, although smaller than previous actions in
some areas, occurred in every major city. The "peace" can-
didates fizzled with no major figure or number of candidates
appearing. The question had splitting effects in two places
durine that period--the Queens CEWVN (NY) and Boston. The
thresat of a diversion of the nmovenent irto capitalist politics
was strnounted.

During the growth of this national formation we began to
notice significant changes in the objective situation in the
United States. Civil Rights groups, especially the black
power wing, began to become more outspoken against the war,
and to take steps toward the organized antiwar movement.

The earlier airline mechanics strike and other develop-
ments revealed how the war was beginning to affect labor.
Johnson's wage guidelines, threatened anti-labor legislation,
and increased taxes have all affected the ranks of labor,
making it necessary for some bureaucrats to show more mili-
tancy and for a small number of them to oppose the war.

In contradiction to this deepening antiwar sentiment
stood the pessimism of many of the student activists, who had
become discouraged by the continuing escalation of the war.
The conscious reformists tried to take advantage of this
pessimism to promote their orientation for the movement.

Our job in this situation was, first, to maintain the
national grouping and relationship of forces that had devel-
oped. Second, to set a perspective, by discussing out and
convincing the activists, that would enable this national
formation to reach out to the deepening and broadening anti-
war sentiment.
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The Thanksgiving Cleveland Conference

Within this context the Thanksgiving Cleveland conference
took place. The conference itself was poorly organized and
did not have representation from the whole movement. The
student wing particularly was not well-represented. At the
conference we took on the job of convincing those that were
there, as a first step, of the necessity of the movement reach-
ing out through organized activity to broader forces, including
the labor and Negro movements. Taking the form of a debate
over community organizing versus mass demonstrations, an ex-
tended discussion of what perspective the antiwar movement
should have took place. YSAers tqok the floor several times
to spell out what was occurring ini the United States and the
need for an ambitious program of action.

A report from the YSA-SWP joint fraction on January 16
described this educational process we initiated:

"Our main job was to educate those who had been involved
in the November 5 Mobilization to the possibility of project-
ing a new kind of mobilization for the spring and to cut
across the pessimism that the professors and activists, es-
pecially some of the non-YSA student youth, felt. Our argu-
ments revolved around several themes: that the reason for the
sense of demoralization and lack of appreciation for the
accomplishments of the antiwar movement was the movement's
isolation from the labor and Negro movement; that the protests
could not expect to rapidly end the war under these conditions;
that nevertheless the economic and social pressures generated
by the war, and the anti-Negro, anti-labor moves by the John-
son administration emboldened by the war, would increase as
spring approached and we could expect resistance to them.

"Further, we said that the core of the antiwar movement
represented at the Cleveland conference had a responsibility
to try to reach out and attempt to involve these other layers,
as well as remobilize the middle class activists that have
made it up to now. We said that we should think in terms of
not just another day of protest but of organizing a qualita-
tively larger demonstration that would represent a new political
step for the antiwar movement, taking advantage of the devel-
opments in the labor and Negro movements that we knew would
occur in the next few months."

Our perspective carried the conference, even though, once
again, a large number remained unconvinced. The most important
thing was that a date for action against the imperialist war
was set, a perspective of mobilizing massive numbers and of
reaching out to labor and Negro forces was set, and a struc-
ture with A.J. Muste as chairman was established to carry out
this perspective. A set of slogans, which included with-
drawal and none of which contradicted withdrawal, was referred
to the steering committee.
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The conference itself was small and unrepresentative of the
movement, yet it came at a time when new opportunities were
presenting themselves. The YSA-SWP fraction thus faced ‘a
problem. We saw the need for the conference to set an ambi-
tious course and yet we had no desire to simply win a verbal
victory on the withdrawal slogan because of our voting strength.
The most important thing for the conference to decide on was
the setting of a date for a future action that would lay the
groundwork to attempt to involve forces from the trade union
and civil rights movements, and the establishment of a struc-
ture to make sure this perspective was carried out. These
proposals reached significant agreement and have been imple-
mented.,

The Communist Party supported the April 15 action, trying
to recoup many of the losses they had suffered by only being
minimally involved in the antiwar movement. This shift in
line necessitated an attempt to work with, not over or around,
the YSA, which in practice has led to the opening of new milieus
to our ideas. They also hope to convince a section of the move-
ment to support their brand of "peace" candidates in 1968, which
we, of course, will oppose. But we can only welcome and en-
courage the participation of the CP in all the united front
type formations.

The Chicago Student Conference

The Student Strike Conference in Chicago in December, 1966,
organized primarily by the CP youth, represented an attempt
by the CP to set up a front group to fill the vacuum created
by the lack of a national student formation to end the war.
Their aims changed slightly with their turn toward support of
the April 15 action, and with our active participation in the
conference,

We participated in the conference as leaders of the antiwar
movement with several aims: 1) to educate activists on the po-
tential of the movement; 2) to tie the spring student action
concretely into April 15; 3) to try to involve SDSers and in-
dependents; 4) to lay the basis at the Chicago conference for
setting up a student united front, nationally and on each campus.

On every count we were able to convince the conference of
our view. SDS opposed April 15 and remains on a national scale
outside the Student Mobilization Committee but this was not
our intention nor a result of our policies. In local united
fronts, SDS chapters have become involved in many areas.

An important achievement at the conference was the Student
Mobilization Committee's (SMC) foundation based on self-
determination for the Vietnamese. Organizing the student wing
on the basis of the demand for withdrawal, the development of
the Student Mobilization Committee represents significant
motion toward the perspective the Newsletter projected. On
that basis the Newsletter has thrown itself into building and
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developing the committee. ' The Newsletter's contacts, staff,
resources, and prior experience have played a major role. in
building the SMC into6 what can become a viable organization.

The Chase-Meseke-Barzman-Sherrill resolution is confused
on the development of this committee. They down-play the im-
portance of the SMC giving as a major reason "...their (CP's)
reasons for entering the Student Mobilization Committee...are
diametrically opposed to ours." (Page 10). That's of course
true, but who expected anything different? If no one disagreed
with us, the word opponent--nor united front--would not be in
our vocabulary. But, what do they make of this? "This basic
conflict makes the future development of this formation highly
questionable." (Page 10). Maybe yes, maybe no. But, in any
case, by bulldlng it energetically now on its present militant
basis we maximize the possibilities of a successful dévelop-
Tient and nininize the possibility of the CP imposing its popu-
lar front-peace candidate aims.

The Current Conjuncture

Where does the antiwar movement stand today? Our per-
spective for it has in good measure been proved correct. The
process of reaching out to other sections of society has moved
forward, drawing in representatives of both wings of the civil
rights movement, a few unions, and the conservative peace
groups. The addition of James Bevel as executive director
Symbolizes and further aids the process of organizing antiwar
sentiment in the ghetto. The addition of Cleveland Robinson,
secretary-treasurer of District 65 of RDSWU, as a vice-chair-
man and the formation of labor subcommittees within the Spring
Mobilization Committee, and local union support on the West
Coast indicates the growing labor support and the expanding
opportunities in this area.

It took time and constant campaigning by our forces to
set the Spring Mobilization in motion. The call, delayed by
long political debates, has finally been released containing
the demand for withdrawal of U.S. troops and no demand suggest-
ing that the U.S. has the right to negotiate the future of
Vietnam. This call is the most militant of any of the previous
days.of protcst.

Around the Mobilization a campaign spirit is developlng,
promising to make April 15 the largest demonstration in the
antiwar movement's history.

The Effects of New Forces

There is a contradiction involved in the entry of labor
and civil rights groups into the movement, of course. As
organizations from the labor movement and the Negro struggle
begin to become involved in the protest movement, they move
through their own organizations and leaderships, and at their
present level of political consciousness. These leaders are
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for the most part class collaborationists.

The leaders move toward the movement because 1) they feel
antiwar pressure from their own ranks and 2) they see a grow-
ing radical movement that threatens to go over their heads.

Their entry is welcomed by us, because it signals the
beginning of antiwar activity by working class forces. Of
course the entry of bureaucrats adds to the specific weight
of reformism in the movement and will lead to increased attacks
on withdrawal, non-exclusion, and radical influence generally.
If such forces do come into the movement in sufficient numbers,
it is likely we will have to re-fight some of the prior battles
of the antiwar movement.

In such circumstances our conjunctural role will begin to
change. It will tend to shift from one 6f direct leadership in
a relatively small mass movement to one of fighting to build a
class struggle left wing among larger organized masses.

But we do not approach this conjuncture nervously and
fearful that we will lose ocur integrity, talking about "girding"
ourselves and "we must fight even if it means merely 'making
the record'" as Chase et al do on page 11. No, we welcome,
vrge, and actively solicit the entrace of new forces into the
antiwar movement, confident that we will not merely "make the
record" but will reach out to even more people with our ideas
and build a class struggle left wing.

There is no contradiction between the leading role we are
now playing and what may be our role 3-6 months from now. On
the contrary, by building the Spring Mobilization we maximize
the possibilities and opportunities for our ideas and influence
in the future.

There are other factors which will or could influence the
development of this contradiction: the 1968 elections, the
possibility of negotiations, the escalation of the war, a new
revolutionary upsurge in the world, etc. Our job will be to
watch the objective developments closely and gauge our tactics
realistically to the movement as it develops in order to reach
our strategic aims.

The central tenets of the analysis of the antiwar move-
ment in the Chase-Meseke-Barzman-Sherrill resolution are com-
pletely wrong. The movement has not declined. It has con-
tinued to grow, reflecting the deepening sentiment against the
war in the population, particularly in the labor and civil
rights movements. The last year has seen the growth of united
fronts of action based on non-exclusion on national, local and
even campus levels., The liberals and pacifists have not taken
over, and the movement has not lost its "independent thrust"
since March 25-26. Just the opposite is the case. The inde-
pendence and anti-imperialism of the movement has deepened and
will reach its highest point so ‘far on April 15. At this time
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new forces are beginning to enter the movement which will

give increased opportunities to disseminate our ideas to
greater numbers of people. Our past activity has prepared

the YSA to play such a role, contrary to the position of
Chase, Meseke, Barzman, and Sherrill. Had their approach been

followed during the last year we would now be isolated from
the present openings.

ITI. The General Iine of the Chase-Barzman-Meseke-Sherrill
Resolution

Underneath the tendentious and false charges made against
the YSA leadership, the counter-resolution contains an implicit
general line which runs counter to the line the YSA has been
following for the past two years and which the NEC resolution
projects for the next period. This line is nowhere made clear
and explicit, but can be deduced from their document.

On page 13 they state, "Bring the Troops Home Now...is
the only principled basis of opposition to U.S. imperialist
war. On the same page, they say, "Therefore it is our main
task to build an organlzatlonal form in the antiwar movement
which can adopt this slogan (withdrawal of troops) as its
central demand." And, on page 10, they say, spcaking of the
Student Mobilization Committee, "In rcality this formation
is not based on the demand for withdrawal. Again, as in the
Spring Mobilization Committee, withdrawal is Just one of three
demands which are subordinated to the central task of building
the mobilization."

(This last statement contains the absurdity that the
Student Mobilization Committee is '"not based on the demand
for withdrawal,” because "end the draft" and "end univer-
sity complicity" are also slogans the committee supports.
This almost defies comment. Are they suggesting that we
should not support these two demands? Are these demands
in contradiction to the withdrawal demand? The committee,
in fact, is based on withdrawal and the other two slogans
are good ‘oneswhich help to build the committee.)

These three quotatibns, as well as the thrust of their
criticisms in general, indicate that they do not understand
the essential character of the antiwar movement.

The antiwar novement, by which we mean the whole coali-
tion which has been built up around the single issue of
struggle and action against the war, is deeply, profoundly
anti-imperialist in character. It is not true that the
withdrawal wing is the anti-imperialist wing within the larger
movement--the whole movement is anti-imperialist. The test of
anti-imperialism in a period of war is action against the
imperialist war in Vietnam; this is the concrete test of anti-
imperialism in the present period.

This fundamental appraisal of the thrust of the movement
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against the war has been the basis of our whole approach since
the 1965 SDS March on Washington. This is why we are for. the
broadest possible coalition around action against the war, and
why we do not make acceptance of the withdrawal slogan a condi-
tion for our participation in and leadership of united actions.
From this view of the antiwar movement's deeply anti-imperialist
character, our primary task is not now to "build an organiza-
tional form in the antiwar movement which can adopt" the with-
drawal slogan. Our primary task is to continue to build mass
actions against the war to achieve the greatest unity in action
of a continually expanding antiwar movement. Yes--the "central
task" of the Student Mobilization Committee is to build the
April 15 Mobilization!

On page 7, they say, "By this time (the November Cleveland
conference) almost every major opponent had given lip service
to the slogan of withdrawal. This position had been clearly
adopted by the previous Cleveland conference on its own ini-
tiative. Yet our fraction'did not even attempt to have this
statement re-affirmed officially (emphasis added) by this con~-
ference." That's right--we decided that rather than register
a purely formal victory for verbal radicalism at Cleveland, it
was more important to get agreement to launch the next antiwar
action and to lay the groundwork to bring the largest possible
numbers of pecople out into the streets against the war.

We had enough support to carry the vote at the conference,
but did not have that majority among the antiwar forces we
wanted to bring into the April 15 action. We should also note
that far from contradicting our line of Bring the Troops Home
Now, our tactics beginning in Cleveland have not only helped
consolidate the largest action against the imperialist war in
Vietnam to date, within which we have complete freedom of action,
but for the first time in -any national day of protest, the
formal call "makes the record," if you please, for withdrawal
of U.8. forces from Vietnan.

Throughout their document, they denigrate the concept of
the antiwar coalition, belittling our efforts to build the
widest possible unity agajnst the war. The Parade Committee
is referredto derogatorilly as the "catch-all Parade Com-
mittee." (Page 1). We are for "catch-all" committees like
the Parade Committee, to organize the widest possible unity in
action against the war. We want to build the "catch-all"
antiwar movement. We hope it eventually "catches all" of the
labor movement and Negro movement.

Following through on their belittling of the united actions
against the war, they say on page 11: "Furthermore, to confine
ourselves to finding activities which divert their attention
away from political conflicts, conflicts which would threaten
the alliances between us and petty bourgeois organizations, is
to throw away the lessons of the revolutionary working class
tendency in the united front." And, "we must fight even if it
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means merely 'making the record' or isolating ourselves from
the petty bourgeois organizations we oppose.’

Implicit in this approach and behind this advocacy of
verbal radicalism and 'making the record' (what record?) lies
the concept of reversing the priorities in our antiwar work.

Instead of the primary task being to build the widest
possible unity in action against this imperialist war, and
fighting for our slogans, demands, ideas, etc. within this
framework, they would have us open a fight to make withdrawal
the central demand and not "subordinate it to" building mass
actions!

This approach could have only one result and effect, what-
ever the authors subjectively intend. That effect would be to
split the movement against the imperialist war in Vietnam.

Implicit in their position is that we begin laying down
conditions, making ultimatums——fiﬁhting "even if it means
merely 'making the record' or isolating ourselvee." From
this we can only conclude that they want us to demand that
the antiwar movement adopt our line and to thereby exclude
those who refuse to go along. But this would be the wrong
turn at the wrong time. The next "moderate forces" who will
come into the antiwar movement are sections of the labor move-
ment and Negro movement! This is just what we want. What we
want then is only the right to express our views as a minority
within a mass movement, not be standing on the sidelines,
safely wrapped up in our purity, smugly content for having
'made the record.'

The whole thrust of their line, intended or not, is to jet-
tison a basic plank in our approach--non-exclusion. A funda-
mental tenet of non-exclusion is that we do not force others
to accept withdrawal as a condition of joining the movement,
just as we demand to be inhcluded in the broader movement against
the imperialist war with the right to educate about and advocate
the slogan for withdrawal of U.S. troops.

On Page 14, the counter-resolution lists a series of
truisms everyone agrees with on the united front. '"The
united front," they say, "is not a partnership with the re-
formists but a form of struggle against them. We must not
rely on them but mistrust them." That is true--but the logic
of their position leads in the direction of abandoning the
point of departure for the application of Leninist concepts
within the united front; that point of departure is the united
front itself.

Our Bloc with Muste and the Radical Pacifists
On the question of the militant pacifists, they say on

page 2: "The 'radical' pacifists who are sympathetic to the
liberation struggles play the rodle of fence sittcrs and mediators,
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but at every critical turn line up with their fellow reformists
on the crucial dispute over withdrawal as a central demand, as
Muste has done time after time." (Emphasis added). Again, they
see the question of whether the withdrawal slogan is the central
demand as the crucial issue. Not only Muste, but we, the YSEK,
have not forced the withdrawal slogan to be the central demand
of the massive national actions against the imperialist war in
Vietnam because we understood that not everyone agreed with it
who could be mobilized in action against the imperialist war,
and it is this action against the war which is our central
objective. This is the correct, .anti-imperialist approach.

They repeat their criticism of the radical pacifists on
Page 13: "It appears that the pacifist ‘leadership in the Spring
Mobilization Committee are sympathetic to the Vietnamese revo-
lution and they agree with us on this level., But it must be
remembered that they continually waver on the key questions of
withdrawal and self-determination, and generally fail to aid
us at any critical conjuncture."(Emphasis in original).

In the first place, this is factually incorrect. If it were
true that Muste and Dellinger and the other left wing pacifists
fail to side with us on any critical Jjuncture, the movement would
not have been able to establish unity on the militant basis that
it has. The radical pacifists support the withdrawal demand.
Time after time they have sided with us on non-exclusion, with-
drawal, broadening the coalition, and the single issue basis of
periodic actions against the war.

The latest time was in the Spring Mobilization Committee,
when the CP and other class collaborationist forces on the
West Coast succeeded in passing a resolution recommending that
the Spring Mobilization drop its withdrawal position in favor
of advocacy of U.S. negotiations to end the war. The radical
pacifists among others blocked with us to kill this mnove.

Muste and the SWP 'Peace Candidate'

Another factual error: they state on page 4: "The
Newsletter contained an article in May raising the question of
peace candidates, but since then contained not a word publicizing
or exposing peace candidates--not even on the minimal basis of
their antiwar platforms being for or against immediate with-
drawal. Why Not? Because now we were to use the Newsletter
to form an alliance with Muste who supported peace candidates."

Muste supported no capitalist party peace candidates. He
did support Judy White and Herbert Aptheker--two working class
candidates--or do Chase et al consider White and Aptheker in
the same category as capitalist peace candidates? Within the
antiwar movement, Muste was the main single force outside of
ourselves fighting to prevent the movement from being diverted
into support to capitalist pecace candidates instead of building
mass actions.
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The whole question of peace candidates was handled by the
Newsletter through its fighting for the alternative policy of
actions against imperialist war. The Newsletter, as an organ
of the antiwar movement, could not present the full Trotskyist
analysis of the questioni This was done in the Young Socialist
and the Militant in articles directly on the question, articles
explaining the Judy White campaign, articles explaining our
critical support of Aptheker, and articles on our opposition to
the petty bourgeois "peace" candidates. The SWP election
campaigns, which we supported; provided us with an important
avenue to fight on this question. It was by bringing these
campaigns to our co-workers in the antiwar movement that we
made some of our biggest gains.

, Againy what is . the implicit line containéd in this position
on the radical pacifists? Although they don't come out and say
so, the logic of the Chase et al position is that we should not
be in a bloc with the radical pacifistsy; and we should now
break that bloc. This, too, Jjust like their implicit position
that we give up non-exclusion is another piece of sectarianism
bordering on abstentionism. Without our bloc with the radical
pacifists neither the antiwar movement nor our movement would
be where it is today. Of course this bloc has its frictions.

Of course new events may upset 1t and maybe sooner than we
would prefer. But we are going to hold onto it as long as we
can, and won't lightly break it up in order to "make the record."”

"Making the record" appears to be the essence of revolution-
ary politics to Chase et al. What we fear is hidden behind
this verbal radicalism is a position that objectively approaches
that of PL, Wohlforth, Spartacist, and the other ultra-lefts.
They "make the record"--from A to Z--and have used that as a
springboard to launch themselves completely out of the move-
ment. That is the logical extension of the implied "line" in
the Chase-Meseke-Barzman-Sherrill resolution, and the road which
we unqualifiedly reject.

The antiwar movement has been the first large movement the
YSA has had an opportunity to work deeply in as builders and
leaders for a sustained period of time. It is important we
approach this movement correctly, by understanding its in-
herent anti-imperialist character, by understanding and applying
the concept of non-exclusion to build the broadest unity in
action against the imperialist war, by learning how to present
our ideas and build the YSA without losing sight of the tasks
of building the antiwar movenment itself in struggle against the
class enemy. In this movement we are learning valuable, if
inconplete, lessons on how to intervene in the working class
movements and great class battles to come.

No, our task is not to "make a clean break from the policies
of the leadership in the past year'"as Chase-Meseke-Barzman-Sherrill
say. Rather it is to re-affirm the general line we have carried
out in the past, affirm our tasks for the future, and deepen
our understanding of the class-struggle approach of this line.
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We must reject the line implicit in the Chase-Meseke-Barzman-
Sherrill resolution--the line of isolating and spllttlng our-
selves off from this movement.

One final point. The general line of the counter-
resolution is unclear, and is not spelled out. Chase-Meseke-
Barzman-Sherrill insist that they have a counter political line
to that of the NEC draft resolution, however, since they place
their resolution in opposition to that of the NEC. We have
discussed the logic of their position, and have demonstrated where
it is leading them. Supporters of the counter-resolution should
seriously consider whether they actually agree with the political
implications of their resolution or whether they are in
actual agreement with the political line and tasks of the NEC
resolution, with perhaps reservations and criticisms on how
that line was carried out. If that is the case, the principled
course for such comrades should be to vote for the line of the
NEC resolution, making their criticisms and suggestions con-
cerning implementation.

March 12, 1967



On Our Fort Hood Three Activity
By Dan Styron

(The following was written to me in response to the Chase-
Meseke-Barzman-Sherrill resolution as a suggestion for part of
the foregoing contribution in which I quoted or paraphrased Dan
several times. Dan did not write it for publication, but agreed
to have it printed at my suggestion. Comrades should note this
in their reading of it. Lew J.)

* ok % ok 0k k %k ok %k %

I just read the Chase-Meseke-Barzman-Sherrill resolution
on the antiwar movement. My initial reaction is to point out
that the general considerations raised are well worth examina-
tion in the pre-convention discusg8ion. If I understand the
resolution, it doesn't say that we have acted in an unprincipled
manner, but rather. that we have given our opponents more con-
cessions than we should have. Only an examination of the facts
can give us the answer to this question.

» The Chase-Meseke-Barzman-Sherrill document points to the
Summer of 1966 and the Fort Hood Three case as the best ex-
ample of this. In this, I think they have made some important
factual errors. :

First, they state, "There had been no corresponding
change in the political consciousness of the troops. We had
always maintained that turning petty-bourgeois elements to the
working class before a real radicalization had occurred would
not tend to alleviate their frustrations but only increase
then." This statement illustrates that its authors don't under-
stand the nature of the turn toward: the troops.

The turn had several important functions. Consolidating
the Parade Committee was one. At that time the NY Parade
Committee was the de facto center of the antiwar movement in
the United States. More important, however, was the education
of the movement itself. We had been having difficulties in con-
vincing many pacifists, progressives, and Maoists that troops
were potential allies of the antiwar movement and all strategy
should be gauged to show that the antiwar movement astood for the
best interests of the troops. Through the Fort Hood Three
case we were able to convince every major section of the anti-
war movement that this was the case, This was an extremely
important lesson for the antiwar movement to understand.

Did our campaign around the Fort Hood Three put the demand
"Bring the Troops Home Now" aside? Hardly. In fact, quite the
opposite. Within the NY Peace Parade Committee when we would
bring up the fact that slogans had to appeal to the troops, we
would get laughed off the floor. After the Fort Hood Three
case, this was a major argument we used to point out the im-
portance of "Bring the Troops Home Now." In fact, the Fort
Hood Three case did more to convince the antiwar movement that
"Bring the Troops Home Now" wds a correct slogan than any other
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single factor aside from the demonstrations in Vietnam thenm-
selves.

The turn toward the troops was not an agitational turn.
It was educational in character and everything the center sent
to the locals on the turn emphasized this fact. We made no
demands on the troops. All we wanted to do was (1) educate the
antiwar nmovement to the fact that troops were potential allies
and one force that could help end this war. (2) Make it clear
to G.I.'s that the antiwar movement had the best interests of
the G.I.'s in mind. (3) Set the precedent, through action,
that the troops have the constitutional right to receive 1lit-
erature on the facts of the war.

Were some of the Boston conrades confused as to the nature
of the turn? Maybe. However, I had the opportunity to visit
Boston following the "turn." There I was able to speak with
most of the comrades involved as well as talk to a large meeting
of comrades where I was given a considerable amount of time to
go over the nature of the turn. It was obvious that there was
some confusion arising from the report mentioned in the minority
document. However, after I had gone over it with them they
seened to understand and agree with the perspective. As I re-
member Linda and several others were quite enthusiastic about
the perspective.

Could they have thought that I was giving only my opinion
on what the turn meant? I doubt it. It was well-known that I
had over-all responsibility for our antiwar work in the New
York local at that time and that I was expressing the thinking
of the YSA leadership.

Stalinist influence in the case was a liability that we
took into account. (I mentioned this in my report in Boston
to0). The fact that they are now gaining influence in the
comnmittee and the direction they are taking it, demonstrates
how important our intervention in the FH3 case was. Other-
wise, it may well have been a "We Won't Go" outfit from the
start. The fact that we may now have to disassociate ourselves
from the committee does in no way detract from the gains we
and the antiwar movement made through our work in defense
of the G.I.'s and our turn toward the troops.

One other factual error I would like to point out. The
Chase-Meseke-Barzman~Sherrill document says, "Previously,
there had been no discussion in our movement of a turn toward
the G.I.'s..." This is false. When the ¥YS runs its first 32
page issue featuring an article on the "Bring the Troops Home
Now Movement" (the longest article ever published, by the YS)
it was not due to some subjective interest on the part of its
editor. In fact this article was discussed at length at the
Fall 1965 plenum. In addition, we sent a speaker--no several
speakers--on tours speaking solely on the importance of the
antiwar movement having an orientation of sympathy with the
G.I.'s. In addition, the troop train demonstrations in



-3

Berkeley were discussed at the Fall plenum with the same consid-
erations in nind.

There are many other factual errors in the minority docu-
nent. However, they are less important than the misinterpreta-
tion the document gives of our Fort Hood Three work.

I get the distinct impression that the document is not so
concerned with errors made in the past, but rather seems quite
certain that at some point in the future the "leadership" will
nake important unprincipled decisions. Well, I'm not ready to
promnise anyone that this might not happen. No one can.

Within our powers, the only thing we can do is determine
what the record of the leadership has been. Once we get the
facts straight, then we can see if we did "tail-end," "accom-
modate"” our program to pressures from our milieu or otherwise
act in a manner which compromised our revolutionary politics.

I'm sure that such an examination will show the same thing
the Fort Hood Three example shows. That is, the leadership
played not only a principled role in directing our antiwar work
during the past year, but in addition, the leadership showed
a real ability to perform as revolutionary politicians.

A full discussion of this document will be very valuable
for educational purposes.

Not participating in formations involving the Stalinists,
pacifists, and other hostile tendencies is one way of averting
any temptation toward "accommodation." However, such an atti-
tude on the part of the YSA would not only greatly hinder its
growth, but also greatly decrease the speed and extent of the
rising radicalization in this country. The Chase-Meseke-
Barzman-Sherrill document has more than a small streak of
sectarianism incorporated into its general line.



