Dear Ed:*

One of the comrades tells me that youx are quite bitter over my
decision to resign, If this is true, it comes as a surprise to me. I

knew that you would be deeply disaocpointaed,axxaxxtxy However, I had made
in the course of our long discussion

xyrxkswx it claar/that I covld not agree with your argumments as to why
therefors,

I should remain in the verty and fight it out and my final action could

besn unerpected to you.
hardly/RxxsxzazrxsxxaxsxrrEiERXLaXyoRX I understand ané¢ appreciate your

moet
attitude on 'thie question. From what I can gather, nnn:/comradeu in the
ranks feel the same way. However, they are vrong and I am confident that
after the first resction has worn off they will understand my position in
at present
the matter. This causes me all thse more to regret that thers should be/any

titterness thward me, since this c-n?iiixztinnﬂxgzrranxixrzizttan:zxn&

cioud clear thinking on the issues involved,axxx not to mention its effect .
on personal relations., Parmit me, therefore, to try om=zxmxz once more to
miks explécit the r easona why the course you argued for was impossible.

B \
A

It {8 necegsary to understand fully the distinction between differences
as a whole,

within the framework of a poliiical concept and a rejection of that concept[
A party is not merely a collection of people trying to find their way in
common xhxnxéhxth: to a solution of problems. A party is a tradition and a
an ideoclogical geneology,
program. It has/xxpx:tz a method, an outlook, a common education and an accep-
tance of those views that mark it off as a separate tendency. The WP is what
13 is because it traces its ancestry back through Trotsky to lLenin. I don't
say that I differ with this heritage in one or two particulars, but accept
it in fundamentals. I say frankly that I find I can no longer accept it pre-
.cisely in that which constithtes the distinctive features of Leninism. What
basia of argum%nt is thers for an anti-Leninist in a Lenin;st party? Abogpt
as much as Yhsix there is for a member of the Catholic Church who has

become an athiest. (I intend no reflection on the WP in this couparison. I
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s 4

I know that you believe this to be exceedincly formal., As a ratter of fact,
you accused me of thinking like a sectarian in this mattsr. An excuination of
. the practical side of ths question, however, must lead to a diffe: :nt conc’usion.
I wrestled with this problem farxwmwrxymaxk ever since the plenum. I tried to

view it from both the theoretical ard the practical side. The latier, if anything,
[ ]

convinced me that resignation was the only alternstive. I will t:y to exvlain
wEY .

Let us suppose I presented my dommsmix statement to the party. Fow would I
€o about {t? XxwamkdxpxwxemixkixtaxikmxR2x I present it for publication in the
bulletin or the NI, The PC must firast have a discussfon and take : position.
This ie unaboidable in a Leninist party. The PC rejects the views alenshevik"

and"gocial patriotic"and condemns them as heresies that must be fi 'zht and rooted
PC
out of the movement.(I am not saying thef would exvel mex or somerne’ else who

agresd with thése views, Shachtman-has already stated that"social oat:iiots"till
not be expelled. But would Shachtman remain in the party if the"sc:ial patriots"
became the majority? Shachtman's poaitic;n in this matter is not 4 {fereat from
Cannon's general attitude against minoritiss. Cannon once told us, not entirely

; a
in gest, that he had nothing egainst/minorittns as long as they 4 1 not try to

a
become/majority. )

a etatement
How does ths PC go about combatting my views? It ieaues/numhmmm

condemning them and organizés a membarship meeting for a majority and mimority
report, Shachtman poses a series of quastions to me: 1) Am I prép ~ad to ‘accept
the demooratic deeision of the membership as expressed through a onvention?
My angmer would have to be no, 2) Do I regard myself a loyal memb~r of the TP

in that I am prepared to abide by its discipline and carry out it decisions?

Given my views, I could, in honesty, only asswer no. 3) Do I intend to remain



ny ideas now is that the attacik has to rely on slander. This will doomsrang

in the long run. Hovever, had I remained in the party, the attaclk upon my role

would have been unanswerable,

It is long standing tradition in our movement that a minority view must

be fought for until its propenents ares either expelled or decide kaxxwkiix
that it is to their advantage to split. If someone in ocur movement came to

the
agree with/Chlsrites, he would mawid feel it his duty to remain in and fight

tooth and nail for his views, denying all the while any xmkkk intentions to

split or any eonnsctions with the Chlarites (or whatever his ideological
lying is wrong

ties was). I consider this immoral. Not because/itxisxwxamgxkxxi¥x in the

abstract, but because ons must have an unquestionadle moral basis for lying,

Such a basis exists
Fywxkxkrwxxzaxrex¥xx only when one's opponents (really, one's enemeis)
und erground

I refer to/xxx activity sfxaxxmmimrzxomadx

permit one no ulternative.

in a Stalinist or fascist country, to smployment under conditions whare

one's political views would result in disrissal, to unions where one's
pnlitical views would result in expulsion, etc. But no one forcss me to

belong to the WP. Nor does it even mean that mpxx¥swrrwiiixim membere of

the PP will be sealed off from my views if I am nn longer a member. It is

tzue, Trwxam}d my vie-s would be presented more advantageously from within.
rexxtitntex But to remain in on that account constitutes
By ey e xexmesryrasxi xgansidexxt mareky the use of subterfuge for purposes

of political sivantagsey exactly what I consider immoral in this tradition.
That is why our split from the SP as well as our stlit from the SYP wore

Fe began
dishonest manusvers, the factinnal fight in each cass with a split perspective

agreed upon in the top leadarship. The decision to split from the STP was
taken two or three days after the plenum at which the fight sterted, sometime

around the end of Sept. or beginning of Oct. in 1939, We had not even waxkwt

raised the organizational question at that time. The question of the public

organ was worked out much later as a means of justifving thse split, Meanwhile

we gsolemnly attacked Cannon as a splitter and accused him of driving us out
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Cannon had used against Norman Thomas in 1937, Such dishonesty gets in‘o the
bones in the long run and wxxmx warps all internal political relations. Then

I decided to break wikh Leninism, I decided to break mamxkzmimkysx with its
political morals also, imxkwdixxxihm I found it impossible to attacle Leniniem
in the theorstical sphera while basing mf tactics upon a Leniniast tradttion of

dsuyinrdnenttrngx fighting for every advantage, even at the price of double dealing.

You stated that I owed the WP the obligatidn of xx fighting for myv views.
since I dereloped them in the WP, Xxkx It is only partially correct to say my

vievs wers an outgrowth of the development of the WP, In measurs they were tant,
ideslogical

But they also wore equally the result of the/impasse of the WP. Those viers
which vere an outgrowth of the TP's doveloﬁment. Ixmzinxnawx wore known to

(on the war and the revolutionary vrospectsyg
the party, above all, to the leads Pe To make sure that my viaws?would not

g letter to him while he was in
it when he returned, '

Europe. He never bothered to answer ér to discuss/themy beyond saying.that

come as a surprise-to Shahctman, I wrote a lon

the development of a social pa:riotic tendency was to be empected in the

present situation and that he would ndt expel "social patriots".

H:pmlxmﬂdmm“ﬂnxﬁnx’k’n:nﬂu

lany comrades, above 51l those who frequented the city office, kner that
my views on Bolsherism were undergoing re-sxamin¥ation in the course of the
last year, My anewer to Howe confined it=elf o a polemic against his method
of re-axaminttion; which I still hold to be incorrect. Farrell sent me a X«
loetter at the time sumpiximimgxih axxixkaixmaimxaxzzrxyxisfsxxzs saying he was
very disapvointed in my article tacause it did not defend BolshaQisma:ix that
a member of the PC had told him that this was due to the fact that I had no
real differsances with Howe, The youth com ades at City College were very
di sappointed because my "debate" with Louis Clair on Stalinism and Bolshevism

was not a defense of ‘the latter in the orthodox sense, I tdld them frankly,
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Fright tradition and would defsnd Bolsheviam only from the kind of vulgarized

attacks of the Bolsheviam equals Stalinism school. Since it turned out that

Clatt's views weres not too widely differsnt from mine, the debate turned into
a discussion of diffaerences on secondary questions. The question'of Bolshevianm

arose during the class I taught for the STL this summer and I found myself

in an exceedingly trying situation, since I could not give the traditional
i on the othar hand

answers of the movement, while /education in our ranks doe= not provide for
the academic freedom which permits sxxixxx a teacher to exprsss himself freely.

Thie did not prevent comrades around the cit} office from directing jibes at

me about undermining Bolshevism in the class.

~ But, regardless of all this, it is still true that I did not raise the
question of my views on Leninist doctrine in the PC. I a<k: how does one go
about this? Does one place "Boléhevism" on the arenda-and discuas it? This
is obvinusly ridiculous, Well, one writes an article about it, But what does
one say? That the author is troubled with questions about Bolshevism? This is
squa’lly ridiculous. One only prese;ts his viaws when they are definite. FEerse
we are back to whare we started from, A present2tion of my views and all

their izplicationsg, a factional fight, questions of my basis for being in the

P with my views, etc.

Though I should have known bettar long ago, the July plerum taught me
ncs for all the folly of trying to think out loud in the kwxiwrxiipx part-.
had no concrate views on all the implications of my poeition on the Marghall

lan, Thare was still much I had to think through. I made no effort to ccnceal
11{s and spoke in thnt tﬁﬂn. I d1d4 the game an:tktxwaxtxxgtxitiuxxxtk::r#:xx

5 -

Shachtman's propo



" on Shachtmen's proposal to changs the party's name and bacome 2 prop2ganda

g-oup. He hed mede the proposai to the PC only some ten days or so before the

plenun. He rep-rted the proposition inhis o»n name, It was a new questinrn,

I sought to xaxtwxxmkxw"think out .oud" 1in pressenting the direction in which

I thought.tha party should move. I questioned the need for a Bolshevik-tyos of
organization and st-ted that I ghr ight a wide =ducational group that would in-
clude lMarxists frog varied backgrounds, including non-Trotskvists and anti-
Trotszylats was the dirsction in which we should movex. The rroplies to me on
both tha larshall Plan and the nﬁriy gdixexssixx perspective left no room for
discussion, which should have the purvose of mutually exchanging xmk viaws,
amdxumtxx¥¥x The replies in sach instant proceded to attack me for "vaguensas®,
"c~nfusion®, failure to present mxfxkkraxsxramx definits prapositions, etc.

I determined then and'thsre that I would hencsforth shut up in the party

until I had a full program, worked out in concrets detail. Aé I get my views .
down on papar, I realized how far my thi§k1ng had departed from the SxEdix¥aweX

fundab#ntals of the movement and, after wrestling with the questirn, I con-

cluded th-t reeignation wes the only step thot made sense.
-

A

I understand that Shachtman now cherges that I worltad out my positinn

in seclusisn and gprang it upon the FC, This, I must say, hardly coincides
with the xxxixx whole truth, To the extent that if ig true, I found it un-

avoldable., The movement affords no opportunity to think out loud, above all,

when one is thinking what are considered "dangerous thoughts".

But could mxkxixkmxx I not have discussed cersonally with other leading
comrades? Vith whom? Draper, Gould, McKinney? This was not a very ~nticing
prospect. I did exchange many views rith Garrett and Judd and I am sure
 that my document was nox gre-t surprisa to them, But why not Shehctman?
This, of course, is what is really meant by kmximg ths charge that I did
not discuss with"leading comrades,” I cams to conclude quite some tAme aro

that Shachtman is incapable of a frank political discussiori. in tha raal At«ef,



3ut could I xx not have discussed rerscnally with other leading cocradea?

Suck discussions are pouil')le only when proper parsonal relations prevail.

The sad fact is that}g:lxwio:dqrahip has bsen shot through wWth retty jeaslousies,
antagonismg and mutual suspicions ever since the end of the war. The blunt
remark of one of the PC members that "our PC consists of a Number One and

six others guya who each think they are Nymber Two" is an apt descriotion.

FTace-gsaving and prestige politics play a fantxwttwwi¥yxtmzaxrixmk role in

the leadership that is fantastically out of proportion with the size and

importance of the party. <4—ie—seetedr—of—eoureey—in-the-netion—that—esomedayr—
xxxueek the IP will-lead-a-revelution-and—theorvder-oflaseritance-oi -the -leading

Reabere-be--a—ocoatinvaticn—of-thelr-peeitisnebodar,-like-the hierarchy of

8 . .
—aren sround--Lanin-ia Switzarland. There esach of the Number Txo/is sesking to

trip up the next one, the climate is most mméxxaxmihwxia unfavorsble to

"thinking out louxd," sven in p-rsoaal discussions, I must, however, in all -

fairness, state that I had fruitful diswvussions with Kanny and Fenry and I

am sure that my document did not surprise them too much. Since I am now out

of the party, I will not comment on the role of Shachtman and question of
P
discussing with him, bsyond saying tha{I foudd it?L‘Ly trying and

frustrating expaeriencs, especially in recent yeasrs.

I have concluded that the Leninist concent of a party places a straight-
Jacket on the ideological 1life of the leadership, The leadershir leads its
own political 1ife in isolation from the membershipr, except as it formally
pregfnts ooy xyiewsriaxtksmamhrrxripyoxr a difference of upinioﬂ
on an important question in majority and minotity revorts., The exagsrrated
empha;Ia upon "committee discipline™ and "responsibility" stunts intellectual
growth and most certainly kills the spirit of free inquiry. Ixhkmxmxsfxex I

most of the leeders

1ave come to wonder whether this ié not the reason why/lrxxxxinxtxr of the
) to be worth their salt
lussian Revolution who proved/waxthxkfxxssix came from a non-Bolsehvik background,

thile the men who had been cloeest to Lenin through theyears proved to be



I have come to see more claarly of late what is really irvolwved in the

to
question of party democracy/which we have devoted tx so much attention t» in

past years. IZZEXXD({smazrutizxrigisu-3Nxsziy-sanxsiduxstxsxsryunssyany The
¥P has done more in the years of its exigtence to establish conscienciously
the rights of mecbers in discussions, the party dbulletin, etc., than any
party I know of. However, formal democratic rights are only one side of ths
question., Real democracy requires tha proper party atmosphers. Thies moxt
is possible only if thers-is respect for another's opintons. Despite every-

thing we have done to create a democratic machinery inthe TP, such raspect

for opinions is still singularly lacking. It pervades all our internal dieoutes

as well as our external expressions. (An examole of the latter is Draper's

debate with Macdonald.,) Can you visualize a factional fight in the WF on the
questions of "lMenshavism" and "eocial patriotism"? All stops would be pulled
on demogogy. IEvery deeply ingrained emotion the mobemént has come tn hnld

on thess rubjects would be unleashed. Everything but the bodies of, Liebknecht
and Lyxemburg would be dragred into the arena, and I am not-too sure about

the latter, Even the usae of the term ”sqcial patriot" for one who advocates
def ~nsism in a specific situation is ixdtdzx indicative of the frame of mindx
Ixxxfaxxsa to which I refer. The movement is asked to vote for or sgainst
social pattiotism when tmximtimxxhzux¥mEx everyone has been taught for years
that soclal pxxxiakksmxzaoxzkixxsx patriotism constitutes mxz ons of the worst
crizes ageinst Socialism and the ﬁsocial patriot" is a loathsome person. Vere

our Chinese comrades social pqtriote becauss they were dafensists agains®

Japan? Obviously not. In other worde, social pmxk patrictism is not the
equi¥alent of defensism. Social patriotism is the placing of the interests
of one's omn country above the interests of Socislism, When Shachtman refers
to me automa*ically 2s a "social patriot", but says that I will be toleraled
in the party despits my social patriotism, he assumes that my position is
elready judged and condemned; I am already convicted of placing the int-rests

of the United States above the interests of Socialisr. That kind of a party
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of the United States above the interests of Socialisr., That kind of a party



discussion can take place with a convicted cririnal? "hat is thke aim of the
discussion? Can it be that the party is to listen to both sides and then
decide whethser it wants to be lovel to Socialism or to betrsy Sccielism?
How can an atmosrhere conducive of intelligent discussion be possible when
"lienshavism" and "social patriotism" are xiwwmd attirubted to one position
and spoken of in the manner of a Catholic theologian discussing formication
and blasphemy? - Had I gone through with a discussion on these questions,

the bittafﬁasl that would have been engendersd would have left its mark on

the movement for years, not to speask of ite mark on me. I cqﬂgﬁ no immunity
from all the vices of discussion in such a possoned atmosphere. I would in-

evitably have succumbed to the human weakness to retaliate in kind.

You may d;ny that the WP could be the scene of such a discussion. I hope
you were right, but I fear you are deluding yourself. Innumerable experiences
in the party, above all in the PC and at‘plenums. have left an indselible
impression on me. I recall four in particular. T will never forget. the rank .
demogogy, xmt chicanery and deciet that was pgacticed against me at the
pre-cornvention plenum in January 1946 wgen the cadre question wmsritrxx
was beinz discusged, not for its om ;;rits. but as a test of the NC's
approval nf the party's direction during the war, My relations with the leading
comrzdes wers never the sams a{tar this sxperience. I came away with a sense
of moral revulsion which never complsately wore off., This feeling was rainforced
in the PC's handling of Irving Howe, especially iz keeping him off the NI
Ed{torial Board, Eowa's letter to the PC xft® would make an interssting docu-
ment for the membership to mad. I regsrd the PC's mmkxtiawxxwithxIaw treatment
of Howe as an indication of how littla progress wa have really made in over-

coming the moral degsneracy of Cannonism, Shacthman likes to use the phrase

"resistivity of materials", It is appropriate in regards to this question.

As long as the material is soft and the going is easy, one can afford to
ué:honest and comradely methods. But if the resistivity is greoat, ths "good

0ld methods of the movement" come into play. I wish to call another experience



" 49 your attentlion, Do you remember Shakktman's spesch at the Active Workers
Conference of a yesr ggo? .I toock noteas of that speech and began to wite arnd
article iﬁ‘reply. Unfortunately, I na?e; finishad it. This was partially
due to work in the city office and partiallx to a stvte of mind which felt
that it was futdle, The latter was engenderad by the ease with which Shachtman
had swaysd the conference and the widesprend memarks that thisqone of the
greatest apeach;a in the hiséory of our party. This fenponse on the part of
of the meﬁbarnhip. above.all thosae from out of NY, depressed me greatly.

1 have my notes of Shachtman's speech before me., Ag I reread them I must
confess that my characterization of the speech in the unfinished article

- was an understatement., In the article I characterized the speech as "demogogic, .

anti-intellectual, obscurantist, crude, vulgar, paycho-analytical.vhypocrttical

and Jesuitical™, The reason I believs tt to have been an und2rstatement is

-

*

that I would add to it, today.lthe statement that it was ﬁ classical :-axemcls
of the mentality of the Comintsrn, not under Stalin; but under izx;l:zix:txkzx
Zino?iev and Radek, ag trustees for Lénin-and Trotsizy. Shachtman's speech was
allegedly aimed at bouying up the spiriil of the party ﬁnd egpacially at over-
coming the demoralization in Local NY.-” Yet what was it? A grgnd.amalgam of
ths Vyshinksy type. What did he speak about? Bogpdanov and the "God-seekees"; )
the advocates of a "rixed -econom&"; the neo-anarshists; the"Hooks and Goteskys*
who are "shriveled souls in the outer darkness" seeking to lure mermtersg away

from the movement in order £6 "justify their own renegacy" and their betrayal

"of their mothers' breast milk"; "lost people” who end up like kiacdonald with

the slogan of "to.the hilla"; the anti-Bolsheviks who fear workers' power

and advocate " a little power hare and a little there", etc. Aeainst whom

was All this directad? Ageinst Eows, Oray, myself and others who were "douhteref.
The tenor of the spesch was the refrain: "Problems? Wha* problems? Wa have

no problems except that we are too small", Shachtman boasted that the "guest’ons"

Xxetx which trouble people in ¥! have all besn answered and that at home he

has"the answ-r in books from floor to ceiling and back again, double cobumn®,

—




i Wl iR LU ALtAek tne ‘doucters” oecause they really didn't even
The peopla o worried ahout the party's line were callad "Saerbian bridas',
xnow what was troucllaog them./Ee brought the hnuse down by saying, "I éan't

take a notebook and say "1is down' to theee comrades.,” Along with this

pillorving by implication

went a pandering to the prévinces by saying that they had no time to worry

about "answers", since they were®up to ears in the class struggle". I ask

delivered at a

you, Zd, in what way was this speech, Af crucial turning point in our party,
from

different/twsx Cannon's conduct in 1932-40 whemm he substituted xxxx for an

analysis of the Russian question an attack ugon the "patiy tovrg=ois" ,

"indevendent thinkars", "NY intellectuals", "Abern", "Burnham',"innovators",

etc.?” I must admit that I never fully recovered from the effects of Shachtmanks

spanch and its ready acceptance by the bulk of the membarship. Zven a Comr=ade

like Stan Grey was unnerved by the response Shabhtman rsceived and determined

to set mide his doubts and'plunga into organizatinnal wark to redeem himself.

I persnnally thought it a sad spectacla.

Cn the matter of the comrades attitude toward my pesignatirn, I parceive
dhree different types. First ara the outright damogogues who will be represented
more heavily in tha laadsrship than in the ranks. These are people who honestly

any one holding my views has
xxx¥ayexxaxx belisve that/ixtlxl no place in the party and should be expell~d,
mEIxxxxkixixxmdrrxasinxta but since I have already resignad cannot miss uo
on the opvortinity to call me "cowardly" and den~unce me for leaving. Secondly,
are th2 cowmrades who are deeply disturbei about the party's line but ardently

want to believe, want ts be convinced, want to have their doubts disvelled.

"hese comr»des are angry that I d1d not stay and fight becsuse it would give
the

them Af opportunity fxxafxhtmarixpxPrashymaxx of joining in the waxkxwaxx
ix wolf pack in hunting down hareay end find neace of soul in the prncess.
an objective
The thttd typs wax are those who real’y want A discussion in an intellectual
atm-sphere bacaune thay ere genuinekry 1nt~restsd. Unfortunately, fhese comzades

assume that thnir attitude is that of the party's and that their concept of

how the discussinn i3 to taka place is wha* the real discussisn will be like,

28



- - soon
1 az sur~ they will/imx® lose the latter. I hope they preserve the former.

The comrades ¢f the third tvpe are, in my opinion, the best material in
the WP, My resignation will nnt pre,judicé them againet a fatr consideratinn of
oy written statement, amyxitxximeyrtamorxtiixshawxtxernifnesxafxxinxsyrfar
maxixwkixxzaxxinwsyioxwritnxandxpartieipaksxizxpokirkeny I am sure that it vill,
in time, lead to an acceptance of my views. It is far hetter that way than to
confront the:m with a knock-down-drag-out factinn fight in an emotlnn-charged
and poisoned atrmpsphere in which the pistol is put to their headé. and they
are asked to vote wkxix either for the PC or for ms. Comnitment under such cir-
cumstances can only retard political devalopment. It is my firm opininn that
had it not been for the violent fight agsinst Carter in 1941, the WP would
havé come to its present positinn on the Russian queastion much sooner. Once
Carser was condemhed by the par;y for opening the gateé to Kerenslty and
capitalist restoration in Ruseia, the party could not reverse itself peblicly..
It Pad to = Dbe doﬁe by easy stages-and in the dark of night. Shachtﬁan kakixx
today has gone beyond Carter'a-position of 1941; yet Shahctmen says he was
righi then and he is right today. A good many people will come to hold my
views sooner without a fight than with one. This would not be the case if,

instead of nur *yre of factional dog-fights, we had a genuine discussinn in

an intellectually fres atmosphers.

-

This is an exceedlhzly long letter, five times as long as ~hat I had in-
tehdpd to writa, Much of it ia'getting off my ;hest"-hat I sheuld have included
in the document, had that not already been so long. If I have been misinformed
about your feelings toward me,as I ardently hope I have, I look forward to
a continuation of our discussien.

Sincerely, : -

: & it

,S, Since this is mainly a political lettesr, you may feel free to show



