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PREFACE

The Need for Marxist Discussion
in the United States

During the past year there have
been a large number of expulsions
from the U.S. Communist Party.
These expulsions have almost al-
ways been made on the grounds of
“leftism.” They included both
national figures and rank and file
members. These expulsions re-
present the attempt on the part of
the national leadership of the
Communist Party to continue the
policy called ‘“Browderism” that

was so universally rejected in the
lower ranks of the Party. Those
expelled, while differing on many
fundamental questions, all opposed
not only Browder personally but
also the line of “Browderism.”
The leadership of the Communist
Party by a ruthless program of ex-
pulsions, intimidation and threats
managed to suppress all open op-
position and prevent any discus-
sion of their program or actions.



It is necessary, therefore, to
deal not only with the revision of
Marxism that took place on the
most shameful basis in the last
year, but also with the practical
bankruptcy of this reformist
policy. Never in the history of the
Communist movement in the
United States have so many de-
feats been registered in so short
a time. Because of limited space,
I will deal with only three of the
fields in which the Communist
movement has liquidated itself.

Trade Union Policy

First, the leadership of the Com-
munist Party has agreed to and
furthered policies that have in ef-
fect outlawed the Communist Party
in the trade union movement. At
no time was the influence or the
prestige of the Communist Party
lower among the workers than to-
day. The Communist Party agreed
officially that neither the Com-
munist Party nor the Communist
ideology belongs in the trade
union movement in general, nor
even in the trade union movement
that they were instrumental in
organizing (the CIO). The unions
which were under Communist in-
- fluence are rapidly diminishing
in numbers and even where they
continue under the same leader-
ship they are, in fact, completely
independent of the Communist
Party. The “new anti-Browderite”
leadership of the Communist
Party has liquidated the Com-
munist Party in the basic working
class organization even more ef-
fectively than the old maestro,
Browder, himself.

In the liquidation of the Com-
munist Party as a political party
that appears before the workers,
the new “revolutionists” also out-

did Browder. The unprincipled al-
liance with the Democratic Party
became indefensible even from a
reformist point of view. So much
double talk and outright lying took
place in the 1946 election cam-
paign that it took either one who
had lost his sense of smell or at
least one with a very strong
stomach to accept it.

1946 Election Campaign

Let us review some of the out-
standing ‘“achievements’” of the
election campaign. The U.S. Com-
munist Party declared that the
Truman policy is leading the coun-
try to war and that it must be
opposed and denied all support.
Lehman and Mead were nominated
to head the ticket for the N. Y.
State elections on the Democratic
Party line. The program on which
they were nominated was: Full
support for the Truman foreign
policy. The “principled” answer of
the Communist Party was to with-
draw all but one of its own can-
didates in favor of the Democratic

-ones. In addition to the obvious

opportunism of this action it de-
prived the Communist Party of a
place on the ballot for at least four
more years. This same policy was
carried out in every state election
campaign. Criticism was quieted
by—in addition to the methods
described above—the promise to
the members that this step was
necessary to form a ‘“‘third” party
movement for 1948. If we leave
out of consideration the fact that
the demand for a “third” party
has no Marxist foundation, let us
see how this promise is being kept.
The December Plenum report of

the General Secretary of the Com-.

munist Party states clearly that

the central task of the Party for
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the 1948 elections is to defeat the
Republicans and, almost in so
many words states, that the
Democratic Party is the vehicle
for doing this.

Abandonment of Struggle

Finally, the entire approach of
the Communist Party even to the
reformist position they advocate is
one of no struggle. Instead of call-
ing for mass action and struggle,
the call is for deals at the “top”.
I will cite a few examples and I
am sure that each one of my read-
ers can cite many more. In the
housing crisis of fifteen years ago
—the evictions and the Hoover-
villes—the Communists then or-
ganized real mass struggles and
mobilized the workers and the
people into mass actions against
the exploiters. They organized the
defiance of court orders and police
and relied on the strength of the
masses. How is the housing crisis
dealt with today? Clever “ad-
vertising” slogans, such as vet-
erans in pup-tents appealing for
petition signatures, demonstra-
tions with slick slogans, appeals to
“justice”, ete. Cleverness, appeals
to the ‘““fairness” of the ruling
class have replaced the militant
mass struggle of fifteen years ago.

In the struggle against strike-
breakers and provocateurs and for
the protection of the Party against
attacks, Communists used to un-
derstand that the police and the
law represented the class of the
oppressors and that the main
defense and only reliable defense
for the organizations of the work-
ers was the mobilization of the
workers. Today, we see police call-
ed in to defend the meetings of
the Communist Party in New
Orleans. (This is in New Orleans,

where the police are not only not-
ed for their being part of the state
apparatus but also as the enforcers
of the Jim-Crow oppression of the
Negro people!) In the trade un-
ions, when the red-baiters threat-
en the continued leadership of
the “progressives”, the first an-
swer of the Communists is to the
courts! Emphasis in the Commun-
ist Party is not placed on leading
mass struggles, but on skilful
negotiations (preferably behind
closed doors), on “clever” publici-
ty and on persuading the bour-
geoisie of the “justice of the de-
mands’’ of the workers.

Role of Daily Worker

The character of the Daily
Worker also reveals this very
clearly. The paper carries very lit-
tle beside so-called straight news
stories and almost no calls for any
action on the part of the readers.
It is significant, for example, that
the Daily Worker advertises for
new readers on the basis of a gos-
sip column, “Broadway Beat”,
rather than on the basis of any
struggles that have been conduct-
ed. The repeated statements that
neither the Communist Party nor
the individual Communists are
responsible for the material in the
Daily Worker is another indication
of the character of both the Party
and the Paper. (George Morris in
an article entitled, “Does The
Daily Worker Interfere In The
NMU?” stated that the Daily
Worker is not responsible for
what individual Communists say
nor are Communists reSponsible
for what the Daily Worker states.
Dennis, at the December 1946
Plenum, stated: “the editors of the
Daily Worker are largely on their
own.”



Class Struggle Abandoned

The basic cause of the revision-
ism that so terribly infects the
Communist movement today is the
same as it has always been. It is
the inability of the reformists to
think in terms of ‘“for what class.”
In short, the policy of the Com-
munist Party is not due to the
weakness of one or another of its
leaders but to their abandonment
of the very starting point is of
Marxism itself, namely, the class
struggle.

Every action of the Communist
Party reflects this. The Party

tails after Henry Wallace, Philip
Murray, the late Sidney Hillman,
Roosevelt, or any other spokesman
of the liberal and petty bourgeoisie
because it has no Marxist policy of
its own and no orientation. The
present leadership of the Com-
munist Party, for this reason,
fears nothing more than discussion
based on any of the revolutionary
classics of Marxism. Their attempt
to hide the Marxist classics from
the membership of the Party and
the working class; their contempt
for theory generally; the failure
of the Daily Worker, in spite of
repeated requests, to publish
analyses based on Marxism; the
most shameful political forgeries
in which Lenin, the leader of the
proletarian revolution, is portray-
ed as the “Russian Roosevelt”;
the portrayal of the alliance be-
tween the proletariat and the poor
peasantry of Russia as the same
as the coalition with the bour-
geoisie that took place under Roo-
sevelt and Browder—all these are
additional evidence that the rene-
gade leaders of the Communist
Party of the U.S. have forgotten
what the simple Russian peasant-

soldier in, “The Ten Days That
Shook The World”, knew:

“The soldier scratched his head.
‘T can’t account for it at all,’ he
said, grimacing with the pain of
his intellectual processes. ‘To me
it seems perfectly simple—but
then, I'm not well educated. It
seems like there are only two
classes, the proletariat and the
bourgeoisie . . .’

“‘There you go again with your
silly formula!’ cried the student.

“¢...only two classes,” went on
the soldier, doggedly. ‘And who-
ever isn’t on one side is on the
Ofhor .o, o5

This simple truth—*only two
classes and whoever isn’t on one
side is on the other” —was too
much for the clever reformists of
the Second International and it is
again today too much for the
clever reformists of the U.S. Com-
munist Party.

History Has Proved Marxism

Many of us who were expelled
were expelled because we believe
that history rather than dis-
proving—or, as the traitors who
mislead the Party say, “out-
dating”—the classic teachings of
Marxism-Leninism has in fact
proved the validity of the science
of the socialist revolution. All
other theories in the past thirty
years have only proved their own
bankruptecy and their ineffective-
ness.

The struggle to rid the Com-
munist Party of revisionism can-
not be conceived of as an easy or
simple struggle. On the contrary,
it will be a very difficult one. The
reformist ideas which for many
years past have replaced Marxism
in the Communist Party will have
to be driven out of the revolutiona-
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ry movement as a result of the
sharpest ideological battles. The

- traitors, who are today wrecking

the Communist Party, will not
give up without the bitterest
struggle. They will be aided, in
every way, by their masters, the
bourgeoisie, to whom they are in-
valuable. They will be aided both
directly and indirectly. They can-
not, however, win if we carry on
a fearless struggle; a consistent
struggle; a ruthless struggle.
They cannot win because the line
they are peddling to the American
workers is a proved bankrupt lie.
And with every passing day this
lie is becoming more and more re-
vealed. Marxism-Leninism is prov-
ing itself daily to represent the
only answer that can solve the
problems of the working class. Our
victory is the victory of the pro-
letarian revolution)

* %k

A word now about the contents
of this pamphlet.

There are published here four
articles—two written while I was
a member of the Communist Party
and two after my expulsion. One
article on trade union policy was
written in January 1946. If you
wil remember, this was at the time
that the Party developed its new
“militant” policy of supporting
strikes instead of opposing them.
The entire Party leadership stated
that the policy followed would lead
to a regaining of the influence
among the workers that was lost
during the Browder regime. I
wrote this article in which I point-
ed out that the policy being fol-
lowed was tailist and revisionist
and could only lead to the destruc-
tion of the Communist movement.
Unfortunately, I was proved right

in less than a year. By the CIO
Convention and the Merrill inci-
dent, it was made clear to even the
blindest that the prestige of the
Communist Party, to say the least,
had not risen.

The second article deals with
the struggle against war. 1 was
expelled for daring to believe that
the Marxist-Leninist classic posi-
tion had more validity than the
opinion of proved revisionists.

The two articles written after
my expulsion consists of a letter
written to two leading comrades
which deals with my views on the
question of war, of factional
struggle against the present Party
leadership, and the evaluation of
the Roosevelt administration.

The final article deals with the
liquidation of the Communist
Party at the recent CIO Conven-
tion and afterwards. It may, in a
sense, be considered a sequel to the
first article on the trade union pol-
icy of the Communist Party.

I Apologize

One final word: I owe an apology
to all members of my section, to
all the union members who knew
me, and to all my friends. It was
my duty not only to myself but to
the Party and to them to have car-
ried on this fight publicly and to
have had sufficient confidence in
their ability to separate Marxism
from revisionism. The fact that
I didn’t only shows how much 1
was still infected with the old
bureaucratic methods of work. I
hope that in the publication of this
material and in the fight for a
Marxist-Leninist Communist Par-
ty capable of leading the working
class to its own liberation, in this
fight I will prove able to overcome
these hangovers from revisionism.



Spontaneity — The Root of Opportunism

As one studies the whole period
through which the Party has just
come, one question looms larger
and larger. How did we, with the
exception of Comrade Foster, ac-
~ cept Browder’s notorious revision-
ism? How was it possible for the
thousand of members who had
read the Marxist classics to ac-
cept a theory which was in direct
opopsition to every Marxist-Lenin-
ist precept? How could a Party
which only fifteen years ago had
defeated and repudiated Love-
stoneism accept its twin brother
so easily? How did our National
Committee, all of whom had stu-
died Marxism deeply, all choose
Browderism over Marxism when
offered the choice by Foster at the
January 1944 Plenum?

“Tailism” or Economism

Stalin gives the key to the an-
swer in “Foundations of Lenin-
ism”: “The theory of spontaneity
is the theory of belittling the role
of the class conscious element in
the movement, the ideology of
‘dragging at the tail,” of ‘khovost-
ism’ the logical basis of all op-
portunism.” (Leninism, Vol. I, p.
29.) Lenin in his famous and un-
fortunately little read work,
“What is to Be Done,” gives a full
analysis of spontaneity or econom-
ism. The workers and the people
generally are forced to enter into
struggles with the capitalists to
protect their immediate interests.
These struggles are struggles of a
trade union nature for wages,
hours, conditions, etc. These strug-
gles are spontaneous struggles be-
cause, in the words of Lenin, “the

workers were not, nor could they
be conscious of the irreconcilable
antagonism of their interests to
the whole of the modern political
and social system, i.e., it was not yet
Soclal-Democratic consciousness. ..
This consciousness could only be
brought to them from without.”
(What is to Be Done—p. 32.) Fur-
ther, “modern Socialist conscious-
ness can arise only on the basis of
profound scientific knowledge. The
vehicles of science are not the pro-
letariat but the bourgeois intel-
ligentsia . . . the task of Social-
Democracy is to imbue the prole-
tariat with the consciousness of
its position and the consciousness
of its tasks. There would be no
need for this if consciousness source
emerged from the class struggle.”
(Kautsky—quoted ibid.—p. 40)
From this Lenin goes on to draw
the conclusions. “Then the only
choice is either bourgeois or so-
cialist ideology. Hence to belittle
soclalist ideology in any way, to
deviate from it the slightest
degree means strengthening bour-
geols 1ideology.” (ibid, p. 40)
“Hence our task, the task of So-
cial-Democracy is to combat Spon-
taneity, to divert the labor move-
ment within its spontaneous trade
unionist striving from under the
wing of the bourgeoisie and to
bring it under the wing of revolu-
tionary Social-Democracy.” (ibid,
p. 41)

In the balance of my thesis I
will quote more extensively from
“What is to Be Done.” Now, how-
ever, I wish to include from His-
tory of the CPSU the estimate of
this great work. “The historic
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significance of this celebrated book
lies in the fact that in it Lenin:

“l. For the first time in the his-
tory of Marxist thought laid bare
the ideological roots of opportun-
ism, showing that they principally
consisted in worshipping the spon-
taneous working -class-movement
and belittling the role of Socialist
consciousness in the working-class
movement ;

“2. Brought out the great impor-
tance of theory, of consciousness,
and of the Party as a revolutioniz-
ing and guiding force of the spon-
tanous working-class movement;

“3. Brilliantly substantiated the
fundamental Marxist theory that a
Marxist Party is a union of the
working-class movement with So-
cialism;

“4, Gave a brilliant exposition of
the ideological foundations of a
Marxist Party.

“The theoretical theses expound-
ed in ‘What is to Be Done’, later
became the foundation of the ideol-
ogy of the Bolshevik Party.”
(CPSU—p. 38)

American Trade Union History
Confirms Lenin

The history of the American
working-class movement gives
convincing proof of the principles
outlined by Lenin. The spontane-
ous struggles of the American
workers against the capitalists
(trade union struggles) have been
more bitter and bloody than in any
country except Tsarist Russia.
Haymarket, Molly McGuire, Hom-
stead, Pullman, Ludlow, Memorial
Day massacre, the Western Fede-
ration of Miners struggles, the
Great Steel Strike, the Auto Sit-
downs, are but a few of the many
great struggles wage by the work-
ers against their bosses and the
government. The struggle for the

eight hour day, which was begun
in America served as one of the:

main slogans upon which the Bol-

sheviks won Socialism in Russia.
Yet with all this background of
miiltant trade union struggle, the
American working class is the
least class conscious, the least so-
cialist conscious in the world. If
there were any doubt that the
spontaneous struggles of the work-
ers cannot lead them to Socialist
consciousness, then the history of
the American Labor movement
should give a final answer.

Tailism in CPUSA

Is the thesis that spontaneity
is logical basis of all opportunism
confirmed by the facts in Brow-
ders revisionism? Let us examine
our Party’s role in the past.

The Communist Party of the
United States has participated in
many great struggles. Let us list
some. We participated and played
a leading role in the textile, mari-
time, garment, fur, electrical, auto,
steel, coal, and many other union
struggles. We led the great un-
employed struggles in the 30’s. We.
organized and pioneered the fight
for Negro rights. We led the fight
for collective security and against
fascism. We can justly be proud
of our role in defending the day-
to-day interests of the working
class and the people against ca-
pitalism. This is true. Did we,
however, in these struggles make
the workers conscious of the “ir-
reconcilable antagonism of their
interests to the whole of the mo-
dern political and social system”
or not? Did not these struggles
become ends in themselves rather
than levers to make the working
class socialist conscious? Did we
not participate in the workers



struggles as champions of trade
unionism (economism) rather than
as champions of socialism? A few
examples will suffice. The lack
of class consciousness of workers
even in the Furrier’s Union is a
good illustration. The struggle
for a new contract (which is im-
portant) became an end in itself.
The secondary role of the Party
branch whose members became, in
Communist-led unions, simply ac-
tives for the leadership is another
example. The promotion of the
best forces of the Party to union
work rather than the best union
forces to Party work was another
illustration of the economist role
playved by our Party. It was this
absorption in the practical day-to-
day trade unionist tasks which was
the basis for the acceptance of
Browderism in the Party. The
ideology of trade-unionism, bour-
geois ideology, conquered Socialist-
Marxist ideology.

The Same Path

Today, we have for the second
time in fifteen years repudiated
opportunism (both times only with
the help of Communists of other
lands). Have we really learned the
lesson and rooted out “the logical
basis of opportunism” in our
Party? What is our role in the
great spontaneous struggles tak-
ing place in the labor movement
today? I wish to discuss the posi-
tion of the Communist Party,
both as it is reflected in the Daily
Worker and in the statements of
the leadership. I quote from the
Daily Worker of Thursday, Jan-
uary 17th, from an editorial on
page 3 entitled, ‘“The Strike Tide
Rises.” The concluding sentences
are: “The primary task of pro-
gressives today is to organize the

general public behind the wage
and strike movement. Further pro-
gress for labor and the nation de-
pends on this.” This statement is
a typical one on the strike situa-
tion, and is a perfect example of
an economist non-Marxist ap-
proach to the situation. The

- “primary task of progressives

(Communists)” is to “lead the
struggle of the working class not
only for better terms for the sale
of labor power but also for the abo-
lition of the social system which
compels the propertyless class to
sell itseif to the rich.” (“What is
to Be Done” p. 566) The formula-
tion of “organizing behind the
wage and strike movement” is
such obvious tailism that no fur-
ther argument should be needed.
In a class society future progress
depends not upon temporary econ-
omic victories, but upon readying
the working class to take power.
A few more examples will suffice.
The statement of the Communist
Party secretariat and the speech
of Philip Murray on Truman’s
“cooling-off proposal could have
been interchanged. Jack Stachel’s
speech to a meeting of Communist
functionaries on January 8th at
Webster Hall was good for any

‘union meeting.

National Board Statement

There was a good deal of dis-
content over the lack of any so-
cialist education expressed at that
time both in the Daily Worker’s
letter page and in the discussion
of the members of the Party. I
waited and hoped that changes
would be made because of this.
Finally in the Worker of January
27th the National Board of the
Communist Party issued a state-
ment on the strike situation. Let
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us see: does this statement outline
the task of the Communists in a
Marxist way ? The statement gives
a complete picture of the con-
fusion, improvisation, and bank-
ruptcy of theory which passes as
Marxism today. 1 quote:

“They are fighting the battle
of all the people against the threat
of mass unemployment, low wages
and economic disaster and to ward
off political reaction.” (State-
ment)

Capitalism Causes Crisis

Are they really? In the New
Masses of January 29th, Eugene
Varga, noted Soviet economist, has
an article titled, “Toward a New
Crash?” 1 quote: “summing up,
we may say that after the conclu-
sion of the war, countries whose
productive apparatus has not been
damaged, or has been improved,
will pass through the ascending
phase of a productive cycle in the
course of two to four years. This
phase will end with a crisis of
overproduction which in all prob-
ability will be more prolonged than
the crigis of 1920-1.” Further,
“after this post-war crisis has
been overcome, and the stabiliza-
tion of at least some KEuropean
currencies has been achieved, a
new full industrial cycle will begin.
But this cycle will not be like the
cycle of 1921-9 with its relatively
strong ascending phase (especially
in the United States and Ger-
many), but will resemble rather
the cycle of 1929-37 with its ‘de-
pression of a special kind,’ and
will not reach the full phase of
prosperity. The factors which then
prevented the full ascending phase
from developing—the sharp con-
tradiction between the unlimited
drive of capital for its extensSion

and the restricted limits of the
purchasing power of society and
the consequent chronic underem-
ployment of the productive appa-
ratus together with chronic un-
employment—will act with even
greater force in the first ‘normal’
post-war cycle.” It is capitalism
(in its general crisis) which causes
unemployment and crisis and not
the losing of a purely commercial
deal for a better price for a “com-
modity”’ labor power.

“The arrogant position of the
trusts is as Philip Murray declar-
ed, a rebellion if not an actual re-

volution against the people of the
United States.” (Statement)

Wonderful! The position of the
trusts is a revolution!!! It 1s our
job as real revolutionaries to ex-
plain to Murray, the trade union-
ist, what revolution is and not to
repeat his nonsense as Marxism.

Who Controls the State?

“The issue is “whether these
powerful corporations, with the
steel trust at their head shall get
away with their attempt to emerge
as a supergovernment controlling
the economy and dictating the
lives of every family in the land.”
(Statement)

Of course, now, the economy 1is
in the hands of the workers and
peasants! Let our National Board
read Stalin’s interview with Wells
and see how Marxists approach
this question. It is precisely the
task of the Communist to point out

to the workers that a handful of

billionaires ‘“dictate the lives of
every family in the land.”

The next two sections are a
trade union report proving that
the corporations can pay and that
the state is partial to the trusts
(imagine). I could deal in detail



with many obvious Marxist errors
and omissions, but in the interests
of time I will pass them to reach
the summation.

“Steps” Theory

“A victory in this strike strug-
gle will greatly advance the secur-
ity and future K of all the people.
It will open up new paths to pro-
gress and higher living standards.
It will be a step toward the day
when Fairless, Girdler, Grace and
Wilson will no longer be able to
conspire against a whole people.”
(Statement)

The question of security and
higher living standards of the
workers under capitalism has been
dealt with above. By “a step to-
word the day” ete. I presume the
National Board means a step to-
ward Socialism. The “stages” or
now with a new turn the “steps”
theory was completely demolished
a long time ago. In “What is to
Be Done,” on page 46, Lenin deals
with this question as follows:

The “stages theory,” or the
theory of ‘“timid zigzags” in the
political struggle is expressed in
this article in the following way:

“‘Political demands, which in
their character are common to the
whole of Russia should, however,
at first” (this was written iIn
August, 1900!) “correspond to the
experience gained by the given
stratum (sic!) of workers in the
economic struggle. Only (!) on the
basis of this experienee can and
should the political agitation be
taken up” ete. (p. 11) On page 4,
the author, protesting against
what he regards as the absolutely
unfounded charge of Economist
heresy, pathetically exclaims:
“what Social-Democrat does not
know that according to the theo-

10

ries of Marx and Engels, the class
interests is the decisive factor in
history, and, consequently, that
the proletarian struggle for the
defense of its economic interests
must be of first-rate importance
in its class development and strug-
gle for emancipation?’ (our italics)
The word “consequently’ is absol-
utely out of place. The fact that
economic interests are a decisive
factor does not in the least imply
that the economic (i.e., trade
union) struggle must be the main
factor, for the essential and .,
‘decisive interest of classes ean be
satisfied only by radical political
changes. In particular ‘the funda-
mental economic interests of the
proletariat can be satisfied only
by a political revolution, that will
substitute the dictatorship of the
bourgeoisie.”

“The people will learn more

the need. for a Socialist society.”
(Statement)

How ? By divine providence? By
their own experience? Lenin above
quoted proves that this is impos-
sible. By osmosis? They will learn
only if we teach them and if we
teach them during their struggles
and not “after victory” ete.

Nationalization

One more point, on nationaliza-
tion: “the masses will learn that
...these giant industries must be
taken out of the hands of the pro-
fit mad owners and made govern-
ment property—mnationalized. This
will not be socialism but it will be
a step toward curbing the monop-
olies.” (Statement)

I wish to pass over the fact that
an important question like nation-
alization has never been discussed
or even explained to the member-
ship of the Party. I will also pass
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over the reasons why nationaliza-
tion would at this time strengthen
not weaken capitalism. What does
nationalization now mean? It
means the government manages
the industries and the profit goes
to the owners. Whether it goes
indirectly through bonds and in-
terest as in the New York sub-
way or. directly is not important.
This article appeared in the Sun-
day Worker of January 27th, 1946
and reached its subsecribers on Fri-
day, January 25th. On Saturday
at 12:01 a.m. the government seiz-
ed (nationalized) the meat-pack-
ing industry. What was the opin-
ion expressed? Joy, that our ad-
vice had been followed so quickly?
Hardly! We condemned Truman as
a strikebreaker (correctly) for fol-
lowing our own advice. What sort
of theoretical improvisation is
that?

Role of Party

Finally this masterpiece: ‘“Com-
munists will be recognized every-
where in this struggle as stead-
fast and unselfish fighters for
victory. Every state and local or-
ganization and every individual
member of the Communist Party
can be relied upon to enter this
struggle and contribute his energy
and activity. This is why a strong
Communist Party is indispensable
to the success of labor and the
people. This is why we invite you
to join the Communist Party and

~urge you to become a regular read-

er of the Daily Worker and the
Worker.” (Statement)

WOW ! i ! The role of the Party
is not to be a tail to the unions.
Communists go on the picket lines,
organize soup kitchens and partic-
ipate in all strike activities. But
don’t the Communists differ from
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the CIO members? Doesn’t the
Communist Party stand for So-
cialism, for the dictatorship of the
proletariat? Then why don’t we
tell the workers when we ask them
to join?

So much for the official position
of our Party. How does it work
in practice? We mobilize our mem-
bership as auxiliaries of the unions
on strike. We distribute their leaf-
lets, man their picket lines, collect
relief, just as any good union.
When the Party appears in its own
name, it functions as a union or-
ganization. The leaflets we give
out, the approach we make, as an
organization, to the strike is taken
by any good union. Our Daily
Worker sounds like a good issue
of the CIO News. We don’t raise
the question of Socialism at all.

This leads to a secondary posi-
tion of our Party. Since the trade
unions and mass organizations,
then these organizations are more
important and should get priority.
If we follow at the tail of the
spontaneous movement of the
workers, then we need no theory
and the whole theoretical level is
proof of this result.

Lenin’s Approach

How can we overcome this
serious weakness in our Party to-
day? The tactics will leave to be
worked out by our experience but
I think we can get our basic ap-
proach from Lenin. In “What is to
Be Done,” pages 77-8 he gives an
outline of the role of a true fighter
for Socialism. I quote:

“The Social - Democrat’s ideal
should not be a trade union sec-
retary but a tribune of the people,
able to react to every manifesta-
tion of tyranny and oppression, no
matter where it takes place, no



matter what stratum or class of
the people it affects; he must be
able to take advantage of every
petty event in order to explain his
Socialist convictions and his So-
cial-Democratic demands to all, in
order to explain to all and everyone
the world historical significance of
the struggle for the emancipation
of the proletariat.”

We must relearn to struggle for
reforms, whether of an economic,
political, educational, or national

nature. “In a word, it (Social-
Democracy) subordinates the
struggle for reforms to the revolu-
tionary struggle for liberty and
Socialism in the same way as the
part is subordinate to the whole.”
(ibid p. 61) When we relearn these
basic precepts we will find that
most of the problems that are now
plaguing us will dissappear.

(Submitted to the National
Board CPUSA January 29, 1946.)

I11.
The Fight for Peace

Today, as our whole Party is
discussing Browder’s expulsion
and his open stand as a class
enemy, it might be interesting to
review the way in which he pres-
ented the Teheran perspective to
our Party. After the Teheran con-
ference, Browder said, “We are
faced by a new and unprecedented
situation. A long period of peace,
lasting for many generations, is
possible under imperialism.” Upon
this false premise that the great-
est contradiction of capitalism,
namely, the inevitability of war
could be overcome, Browder log-
ically liquidated all the other con-
tradictions of capitalism.

Still the Same

Today, the world is faced by the
prospect of another world war.
What is the position of our Party
on the question of the inevitability
of war under imperialism? I quote
from an article in the Daily Work-
er of Friday, March 15th, by
Joseph Starobin, titled, “How to
Make the ‘Inevitable’ World War
III Impossible”: “Do the American
people have to experience another
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war just because they live in an
imperialist country? It would be
a fatal mistake to think so.”
Imagine, just because! The ques-
tion of the inevitability of war
under imperialism has been dealt
with at such length by Lenin and
Stalin that a few examples should
serve to illustrate the scientific
Marxist viewpoint on that subject.

The Marxist Position

In “Foundations of Leninism,”
Stalin points out the three funda-
mental contradictions of capital-
ism. They are between the work-
ing class and the bourgeoisie; be-
tween the capitalist countries,
which inevitably lead to war; and
between the imperialist countries
and the colonial people. In Stalin’s
speech to the electorate, he again
points out that -capitalist con-

tradictions, which cannot be over-

come cause crisis and war. Or
again, our own National Commit-
tee drew up an outline for study.
On the section dealing with im-
perialism there is a subheading,
“The Inevitability of War Under
Imperialism.” Finally, from Lenin



I want to quote only one passage.
This passage is from the resolution
on conditions of affiliation to the
Third (Communist) International.

“6. Every Party that wishes to
affiliate to the Third International
must not only expose avowed so-
cial patriotism but must also ex-
pose the falsehood and hypocrisy
of social pacifism; it must sys-
tematically point out to the work-
ers that without the revolutionary
overthrow of capitalism, no inter-
national courts of arbitration, no
talk of reducing armaments, no
democratic reorganization of the
League of Nations, (and I might
add parenthetically of the UNO)
will save mankind from new im-
perialist wars.”

Why, Lenin even titled the
epoch of imperialism, the epoch
of wars and revolutions. I do not
have the time here to deal with
the basic causes for this. The un-
even development of capitalism,
the division of the colonies among
the great powers, the whole nature
of imperialism which makes war
inevitable are to be found fully
analyzed in Lenin’s “Imperialism.”

Position Pacifist

I quoted at length the resolution
of the CI because it indicated the
path we must follow if we deny
the inevitability of war under im-
perialism. One path is the path of
Browder and Kautsky, the path of
social-chauvinism, the path of
defending ‘“‘our own” imperialists.
The other path is the path of so-
cial pacifism. This path leads the

~working class to illusions that re-

duction of armaments, reform
under capitalism, ete. can prevent
war. This path leads to the dis-
arming of the working class and
makes impossible any revolution-
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ary struggle against imperialist
war. Social pacifism has a long tra-
dition in our Party. In the first
Imperialist War, the Socialist
Party while rejecting a position
of chauvinism, took a social pacif-
ist position. In the period of fac-
tions, the right faction took a
social chauvinist position while the
left faction took a social pacifist
position (Slogan was ‘“no more
cruisers”). In the period of the
Second Imperialist War our posi-
tion was precisely a pacifist one.
Today, we are once again follow-
ing the same path. Demobilize, no
conscription, release or scrap the
atom bomb, no big airforce, etc.
are proposed as the basis of peace.

It is the role of the Communist
Party to reveal the contradictions
of capitalism in their sharpest
form and not to gloss over them.
War is the sharpest contradiction
of the imperialist stage of capital-
ism and is inevitable “just because
we happen to live in an imperialist
state.”

Capitalist Encirclement

The second point I want to deal
with is the contradiction between
the Soviet Union and the imperial-
ist states, particularly the U.S. Let
us see how Marxists deal with the
question. “The history of all
hitherto existing society is the his-
tory of class struggle.” So starts
the “Communist Manifesto”. “The
main feature of the capitalist sys-
tem is a most acute struggle be-
tween the exploiters and the ex-
ploited.” (Stalin, “CPSU” p 26)
The basic fact of our society is the
irreconcilable struggle between
the proletariat and the bourgeoisie
for state power. This is the single
foundation on which all Marxism
rests. The Soviet Union repre-



sents the dictatorship of the pro-
letariat. The capitalist countries
(including the U.S.) represent the
dictatorship of the bourgeoisie. To
state that there is no fundamental
antagonism between them is to
state that there is no fundamental
antagonism between the working
class and the capitalist class.

As Marxists we test theory with
practice. Let us examine the his-
tory of the world since 1917 to see
which theory stands up. The his-
tory of the world from November
1917 to today gives ample proof
of the irreconcilable antagonism
between the capitalist states and
the Soviet Union. Let us review.

Historical Enmity Proved

From 1918 to 1922 intervention
against the Soviet State. From
1922 to 1929, there was provoca-
tion, incitement, isolation, non-
recognition, etc. From 1929 to the
war, there was the building up of
Germany and Japan as bases for
aggression against the USSR.
During this period, the capitalist
states (U.S., Britain and France)
ceded, without a struggle, one po-
sition after the other to their im-
perialist rivals in order to
strengthen them against the
Soviet Union. In the imperialist
phase of the war, the great im-
perialist states were even prepar-
ed to sacrifice their chance of
winning to turn the war against
the Soviet Union. After June
22nd, the United States and
Britain risked victory in the hope
of crippling completely the Soviet
Union. After the war, incitements
to a new war against the Soviet
Union have already reached a
dangerous pitch. From even so
brief review, it can be seen that
“the basic fact in world relations is
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the bitter struggle between the
Soviet Power and the capitalist
states. Capitalist encirclement,
spoken of by Lenin and Stalin, has
not been an empty phrase.

We can defend the Soviet Union
only as Lenin did by pointing out
to the working class and toiling
masses its real character and by
preaching class war against the
capitalists who inevitably move to
war against the Soviet Union. It
was in this way that Lenin was
able to force the withdrawal of
the forces of intervention from
the Soviet Union afther the revo-
lution. It is only in this way and
not by pacifist preaching of how
difficult it would be to conquer the
Soviet Union that we can fulfill
our role as the vanguard of the
working class.

Socialism: Only Answer

The last point I want to deal
with is also included in the Staro-
bin article. I quote: “And to say
that unless we replace imperialism
with socialism immediately there
is no hope of peace is exactly what
Churchill is trying to get across—
that the issue today is socialism
vs capitalism.” 1 don’t know
whether this is the point that
Churchill is making or not, but
“Unless we replace imperialism
with socialism there is no hope of
peace,” is certainly true. I have
dealt with that point above. 1
wish to deal with “the issue today
is socialism vs. capitalism.” The
imperialist stage of capitalism
holds forth to the workers only
war, ever sharper crisis, racial op-
pression, fascism — misery and
death. Only Socialism points the
way out—only the overthrow of
capitalism and the establishment



of the dictatorship of the prole-
tariat can give any future to the
toiling masses. It is our job to
make the issue socialism vs. ca-
pitalism. Any other action on our

part is betrayal of the working
class.

(Submitted to the Queens Coun-
ty Committee, N. Y., March 18,
1946.)

IV.
A Letter to Expelled Comrades

Dear Comrades:

The most important point you
make in your letter is that you
desire a strong Communist Party
and for that reason have never
and never will engage in any fac-
tional activities against the Party.
For this reason, you do not wish
to communicate with me or ex-
change experiences.

I, too, desire a strong Commun-
ist Party. If there is any reason
why I am anxious to continue the
struggle to rid the Communist
Party of its revisionism, it is be-
cause I want a strong revolution-
ary Communist Party. I am con-
vinced, however, that in order to
do this, factions must be created.

Bureaucracy in Control

What is the present situation
in the Party? It is impossible to
raise even the slightest criticism
of the revisionism that infects our
Party, or even to question any of
the policy without being expelled
as an enemy of the Party and the
working class. This can be shown
both by your case and mine. In
both these cases, we observed dis-
cipline and raised the questions of
Party policy only in the proper
channels. Our expulsions further
strengthened this tendency in the
Party (for while we were ‘black-
mailed”, our expulsion will be used
to “blackmail” the rest of the
Party). The bureaucracy continues
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as strong as ever and the viola-
tions of the convention decisions
are too numerous to mention. The
case of Robert Minor, the one man
most closely identified with the
Browder position, is typical. Minor
was not elected as a delegate to
the New York State Convention,
was denounced by the entire lead-
ership, was booed off the floor (on
the question of the South) and
rejected as a delegate to the Na-
tional Convention. He is now one
of the top policy makers in the
Communist Party. The same thing
can be said about Bill Lawrence,
Joseph Roberts and a host of sim-
ilar people.

We Must Fight

Since any careful investigation
of the facts will show that it is
impossible to fight for a correct
Marxist policy within the Party
then the question becomes: how
can we fight to bring such a policy
forward? The workers cannot
learn Marxism - Leninism from
their own experiences. The Com-
munist Party will not bring it to
them today. Omnly if those who
are convinced Marxists carry on
a struggle for a correct policy will
it be possible for the working class
and the members of the Commun-
ist Party to see the correct path
of struggle and to rid themselves
of the revisionism that saturates
the American working class move-



ment. Let us remember the im-
petus given the struggle against
Browder by the Duclos Iletter.
While you and a few other com-
rades were fighting revisionism
before the letter, I doubt whether
I or the majority of the Party
would ever have been convinced
without it. (My entire time in the
Party was spent under the Brow-
der leadership and the methods
of work were the only ones I
knew.)

Factions Needed

There is nothing wrong with a
factional struggle if it is conduct-
~ed on a principled basis. Lenin
and the Bolsheviks started out as
a just such a faction in the Rus-
sian Social-Democratic Party. It
was as a result of just such a
factional struggle that the Bol-
sheviks became the steeled Party
capable of leading the great Oct-
ober Revolution. The Bolsheviks
also served, during the first im-
perialist war as faction in the
Second (Social-Democratic) Inter-
national. This activity more than
anything else paved the way both
for the wave or proletarian revo-
lutions which swept Europe after
the war. It also laid the basis for
the Third (Communist) Interna-
tional.

What is the alternative for us to
factional activity? We no longer,
even formally, have access to the
Party or the Party literature. We
are, so to speak, excommunicated
from the Party membership. If
we do not organize a factional
struggle, we leave the working
class unarmed and unprepared to
fight at just this critical time.
We guarantee the victory of fas-
cism. We guarantee a victorious
war against the Soviet Union. We
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surrender completely to the re-
visionists who are the agents of
the capitalist class in the ranks
of the working class movement.
I cannot choose this course. I do
not believe that you can either.

* % ¥

However, I can understand your
position and sympathize with it.
I was even more bound than you
by the legalisms with which the
Party prevents any real fight for
the Marxist-Leninist principles.
Although I was a section organizer
and a union leader at the time that
I had differences with the Party,
I always fought for the line of
the Party publicly. (I never allow-
ed my differences to be discussed
by the rank and life.) They were
expressed only by letters to the
National Board and in private
conversations with the County
leadership. When, finally, I could
no longer stand the arrant re-
visionism and the Browderite
policy that was followed, I partic-
ipated in a discussion in the
Queens County Committee with
the results that I have mentioned
previously. After my suspension,
I was so anxious to avoid all
charges of any kind of factional
activity that for four or five
months I spoke to no member of
the Party on any political matters
whatsoever. I "defended myself
before the State Review and Con-
trol Commission on the basis of
democratic centralism (my right
to express my views even though
they were wrong) and stated that
while I did not agree with the
line, I would be bound by the
Party’s decision. It was only in
the last few weeks and months
when the bankruptey of the Party



leadership became so evident that
I resolved to fight the policy.

It is the hardest thing in the
world to break old habits. It was
very difficult for me whose whole
adult life has been spent in the
Party to make a break. It will not
be easy for you comrades, either,
but there is no alternative other
than surrender to the revisionists
and through them to the capitalist
rulers of the country. I am sure
that you will, in time, be able to
understand this and to make a
fight for a real revolutionary,
Marxists-Leninist Party that is
capable of leading the working
class to Socialism.

Inevitability of War

Now I would like to deal with
some of the political points that
you raise in your letter. There
are two, in particular that I would
like to discuss with you.

First, in your letter you state .

that you were misquoted by the
Daily Worker on your stand on the
inevitability of war under capital-
ism. It is your position, as I under-
stand it, that war is not inevitable
under capitalism. I cannot accept
this position. The fight against
war i1s the most important strug-
gle facing the working class in its
struggle for Socialism. Let us re-
member that it was the correct
revolutionary position of the Bol-
shevik Party on the question of
the struggle against the imperial-
ist war that made possible the
successful October revolution. This
question 1is, therefore, of the
greatest importance to the Party
of the proletariat in its struggle
for liberation from wage slavery
and exploitation. What, then, is
the Marxist-Leninist position on
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the question of wars under im-
perialism?

The Marxist-Leninist position
on the question of the inevitability
of war under imperialism has al-
ways been the following: War is
objectively inevitable under im-
perialism. That is, wars are caus-
ed not by the desires of individuals
but by the basic economic condi-
tions of society in this stage of
development. These conditions can
be changed only by the Socialist
revolution. To prove this point I
wish to make a few quotations.

Lenin on War

“The uneven distribution of
raillways, their uneven develop-
ment—sums up, as it were, modern
monopolist capitalism. And this
summing up proves that imperial-
ist wars are absolutely inevitable
under such an economic system,
as long as private property in the
means of production exists.”
(Lenin, Preface to the German

and French ed. “Imperialism”, Col.
Works, vol. XIX p 86.)

Then his famous argument
where he demolishes Kautsky:

“According to his (Kautsky’s)
argument, monopolies in economics
are compatible with non-monop-
olistic, non-violent, non-annexa-
tionist methods in politics. Ac-
cording to his argument the ter-
ritorial division of the world,
which was completed precisely
during the period of finance ca-
pital, and which constitutes the
basis of the present peculiar forms
of rivalry between the biggest
capitalist states (the first im-
perialist war), is compatible with
non-imperialist policy. The result
is a slurring-over and a blunting
of the most profound contradic-
tions of the latest stage of capital-



ism, instead of an exposure of their
depth; the result is bourgeois re-
formism instead of Marxism.”
(Imperialism, ibid p 164, all notes
mine.—B.S.)

Then, finally, I would like to
quote a passage dealing with the
struggle against war in our own
country. With the exception of
the names, dates and tenses the
passage might be used today to
characterize the present struggle
against war carried out by the
Communist Party.

Spanish-American War

“In the United States, the im-
perialist war waged against Spain
in 1898 stirs up the opposition of
the ‘anti-imperialists’, the last of
the Mohicans of bourgeois dem-
ocracy. They declared this war to
be ‘criminal’; they denounced the
annexation of foreign territories
as being a violation of the Consti-
tution, and denounce the ‘Jingo
treachery’ by means of which
Aguinaldo, leader to the native
Filipinos, was deceived (the Amer-
icans promised him the independ-
ence of this country, but later they
landed troops and annexed it).
They quoted the words of Lincoln:

“‘When the white man governs
himself, that is self-government;
but when he governs himself and
also governs another man, that is
no longer self-government—that
is despotism.’

“But while all this ecriticism
shrank from recognizing the in-
dissoluble bond between imperial-
ism and the trusts, and therefore,
between imperialism and the very
foundations of capitalism; while
it shrank from joining up with the
forces engendered by large-scale
capitalism [the proletariat—B.S.]
and its development [the Socialist
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revolution. B.S.]—it remained a
‘pious wish’.” (ibid. Pgs 180-181)

I quoted so extensively because
I wanted to show the Communist
position on the question of the
causes of war. From these quo-
tations it should be clear that
Marxists regard war as inherent in
the capitalist system in just the
same way as Marxists always re-
garded depressions which could not
be prevented as long as capitalism
existed. The same is true about
war.

Why is it necessary to recognize
this fact and what are the posi-
tions taken by the various classes
on this issue ? Without fully under-
standing the situation in relation
to this, the most important of all
immediate questions facing the
working class, it is impossible to
give leadership to the proletariat
or to protect the Soviet Union.
This can be seen more clearly
when we examine the positions
taken by all classes in relation to
this.

Three Class Positions

The three main class points of
view in regard to the fight for
peace are as follows:

1. The first position is the posi-
tion of the bourgeoisie, the “jingo”
position. This is expressed as fol-
lows: “War is inevitable, anyway.
Now, we are stronger. So let’s
drop a few atom bombs and we’ll
be the rulers of the world.”

2. The second position is the
position of the petty-bourgeoisie,
the pacifist position. “War is not
inevitable, the action of the masses
in forcing a return to the policies
of Roosevelt can prevent war.”
This is the position of both the
Communist Party and of Earl
Browder. )

3. The third position is the posi-
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tion of the proletariat. This is ex--

pressed as follows: “Yes, war is
inevitable under capitalism. It is
caused by capitalism and we will
fight against war by fighting for

the overthrow of capitalism.”

When the three positions of the
various classes are examined, it is
obvious that the pacifist position
of the petty-bourgeoisie plays
right into the hands of the im-
perialist bourgeoisie. It creates
illusions, disarms the working
class, diverts them from the real
struggle into a sham between the
social patriots and the social pa-
cifists and when the inevitable war
does come the working class be-
comes demoralized and is unable
to carry on a struggle. The in-
ability of the German workers to
mobilize in a revolutionary strug-
gle against Hitler was due largely
to such demoralization. How dif-
ferent is the path of revolutionary
activity against the war. It ex-
poses the real preparations for war
that lie behind all the fine
speeches of the -capitalists and
their politicians. When war comes
the working class is ready to an-
swer the bourgeoisie with civil war
and proletarian revolution. This
was the course that Lenin and the
Bolsheviks followed in the First
Imperialist war.

C.I. Resolution

I would like to close my discus-
sion here with one more quotation.
This is from the conditions for
affiliation to the Third Interna-
tional, the acceptance of which was
mandatory to be considered a Com-
munist.

“6. Every party that wishes to
affiliate to the Third International
must not only expose avowed so-
cial-patriotism, but must also ex-
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pose the falsehood and hypocrisy
of social pacifism; it must sys-
tematically point out to the work-
ers that without the revolutionary
overthrow of capitalism, no inter-
national courts of arbitration, no
talk about reducing armaments,
no ‘democratic’ reorganization of
the League of Nations will save
mankind from new imperialist
wars.”

Position on Wallace
The second theoretical point

that you raised is the question of

the role of Wallace. You criticize
the Communist Party for failing
to pay proper tribute to the Wal-
lace speech in Madison Square
Garden as “inexcusable leftism.”
The question of the attitude of the
proletariat to the liberal bourgeoi-
sie is one of the most important
that faces it. The position of
Marxism is the following: The
liberal bourgeoisie, in fear of the
rising proletariat, will always be-
tray even their own—bourgeois
democratic—revolution. The first
task of the proletariat is to defeat
and isolate the liberal bourgeoisie.
The history of the two Russian
and the German revolutions prove
this. In order to win the prole-
tarian revolution, it is necessary to
isolate and defeat the petty-bour-
geoisie also. Today, it is the pro-
letarian revolution that is on the
agenda for all the advanced coun-
tries of the world. In this situa-
tion nothing can be more danger-
ous than to place any reliance or
to look for any leadership from
the liberal bourgeoisie. Lenin
points out that the “struggle”
between the liberal and the reac-
tionary bourgeoisie is a sham. The
fine liberal speeches of the former
are used to cloak the seizure of



power by the latter. I wish to
quote a passage from “Left-wing

Communism, an Infantile Dis-
order”.
“It has been necessary, not

only for the uncultured, often il-
literate masses of Russia, but for
the highly cultured, entirely liter-
ate masses of Germany, to realize
through their own painful ex-
perience the absolute impotence
and characterlessness, the absolute
helplessness and servility before
the bourgeoisie, the utter vileness
of the government of the knights
of the Second International, the
absolute inevitability of a dictator-
ship of the extreme reactionaries
(Kornilov in Russia, Kapp and Co.
in Germany) as the only alterna-
tive to a dictatorship of the prole-
tariat, in order to turn them re-
solutely toward Communism.”
(Sel. Works, vol. X pg. 136, my
italics)

Roosevelt Bourgeois Agent

Wallace, like Roosevelt, rep-
resents the liberal bourgeoisie. Let
us see whether the liberal bour-
geois Wallace or Roosevelt ad-
ministration really improved the
conditions of the working class or
whether the fine speeches about
the right of the common man did
not, in fact, conceal the further
strengthening of the bourgeoisie.
Let us see if all the fine speeches
about hating war did not, in fact,
actually mask preparations for
war (and war against the Soviet
Union). The role of the Roosevelt
administration was precisely to
divert the workers by means of
fine speeches at the same time as,
in every crucial situation, it reveal-
ed itself to be the dictatorship of
the bourgeoisie.

I will deal with the Roosevelt
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administration in regard to three
fundamental problems facing the
working class.

War and Roosevelt

First, in relation to the struggle
against war. The American state
from the inception of the Roo-
sevelt administration threw its
whole weight towards war with
the Soviet Union. The one nation
which played a dominant role in
the re-arming of Germany was the
United States. It is too often for-
gotten that the Roosevelt adminis-
tration and the Hitler regime co-
existed at exactly the same time.
It is unthinkable that the policy
of building up Germany could have
been carried out without the con-
sent or even, as the defenders of
Roosevelt say, with the opposition
of so powerful a capitalist state
as the United States. It was
American capital which was ex-
ported to build up Hitler. In the
political sphere the American
State supported every step design-
ed to make Hitler strong and to
guarantee a war against the
Soviet Union. The shameful record
of the Roosevelt administration in
regard to the Spanish war is a
matter of record. The embargo,
the policy of non-intervention, the
prevention of the flow of wvolun-
teers to Spain, the fact that this
country was the first to recognize
the Franco govermment (only a
few hours after the fall of Madrid)
were decisive to Hitler there. This
iIs generally admitted to be the
weakest part of the Roosevelt
fight for peace by his supporters.
It is generally excused as a “slip”.
But what about the shipment of
scrap iron to Japan, the supply-
ing of the vital oil to help her in
the rape of China? Another




“slip” ? What about Roosevelt’s
endorsement of the Munich deal?
Or the role played in inciting war

against the Soviet Union during
the Finnish war? All “slips”?

Let us examine the situation
today. All the present leaders of
American foreign policy were as-
sociated with the Roosevelt ad-
ministration. Vandenberg was
Roosevelt’s appointee to the San
Francisco Conference at which the
United Nations was formed.
Byrnes was Roosevelt’s “assistant
President”, Harriman was a Roo-
sevelt protege and his ambassador
to the Soviet Union. Truman was
a close associate of his also and
was acceptable as his running
mate. The very fact that the re-
actionary Truman administration
is composed of men who had been
near the President and who “in-
herited” from him is proof of the
position of Lenin quoted above.

Against this record of fact, what
is there to support the story that
Roosevelt opposed the war and was
a good friend of the Soviet Union?
A few speeches, the recognition of
the Soviet Union and that is all.
In every way Roosevelt was the
spokesman for monopoly capital
in the inevitable drive toward im-
perialist war. The liberal bour-
geoisie (Roosevelt and Wallace)
differ from the reactionary bour-
ogeoisie (Hoover and Churchill) in
two respects. They feel that
the latter are too crude and that
in driving to war against the
Soviet Union the rival imperial-
isms should not be overlooked.

New Deal and Workers

Second, in regard to the econ-
omic conditions of the working
class and the toiling masses. This
1S generally regarded as the
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brightest side of the Roosevelt
era. The Communist Party, liber-
als and progressives all point to
the flow of social security legis-
lation, to the organization of the
trade unions, to the recovery from
the depression and to the “New
Bill of Rights” as proof that Roo-
sevelt was indeed the workers’
president. Nowhere are the il-
lusions about Roosevelt more wide-
spread than in this field. He is at
the same time portrayed as a foe
of monopoly and a “traitor to his
class.”

Roosevelt Strengthened Trusts

In a letter it is impossible to
give a full analysis for all the
points mentioned above. However,
an examination of the basic econ-
omic conditions in the United
States during the Roosevelt ad-
ministration will show that the
conditions of the working -class
detoriated instead of improving.
This can be seen easily if we can
keep in mind a few facts. First,
the Roosevelt administration can-
not be compared with the period
of 1932. The year, 1932, represent-
ed the bottom of a cyclical crisis
and the years 1933-1938 the rising
cycle. To compare the Roosevelt
period with a similar one it is nec-
essary to go to the years 1922-
1929. There were never, in the
United States, in any period of
recovery from a crisis so many
workers unemployed. The bottom
figure is close to ten million. The
monopolies, far from being weak-
ened, emerged as the dominating
force of the country still more
than before. The concentration of
productive forces into fewer and
fewer hands continued. The Roo-
sevelt government not only did
nothing to hinder this but helped



it. The distribution of war orders,
the manipulation of the NRA to
help the monopolies, the maneu-
verings of the RFC are only some
of the ways in which the monop-
olies were helped. The concessions
won by the workers were more
than compensated by the increas-
ed portion of the products seized
by the capitalists through increas-
ed productivity. Roosevelt did not
‘refute Marx. He only proved once
again the truth of Marxism.

“The greater the social wealth,
the greater is the industrial re-
serve army . . . But the greater
this reserve army in proportion to
the active labor army, the greater
is the mass of a consolidated sur-
plus population whose misery is
in inverse ratio to its torment of
labor. Finally, the more extensive
the Lazarus-layers of the working
class and the industrial reserve
army, the greater is official pau-
perism. This is the abseclute gen-

eral law of capitalist accumula-

tion.” (Marx, Capital, Vol. I)

A Liberal’s Estimate

As a final proof of the fact that
the Roosevelt administration was
not the economic salvation for the
working class that the Daily
Worker and the Communist Party
proclaim, let me quote a passage
from ‘“America’s Sixty Families”
by Lundberg. Lundberg is not a
Marxist; he is a liberal reformer
and could best be characterized as
the last of the muckrakers.

“Circumstances have contrived
to lend some support to President
Roosevelt’s forensic assertion that
this program is actuated by purely
philanthropic motives; yet those
among the economically disinherit-
ed who believe the ‘New Deal’ will
lead them into a promised land of
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ficials wvaried from

social security and ‘the Full life’
are probably due for a rough
awakening. It is safe to predict
that when the ‘New Deal’ is over
the poor will be no richer, and the
rich no poorer.

Roosevelt’s Supporters

“This observation could be but-
tressed by citation of many facts,
of which the most salient one will
be cited here. The NEW REPUB-
LIC (August 11, 1937) published,
on the basis of figures obtained
from reports of the Securities and
Exchange Commission and the
Department of Labor, a study of
the yearly salaries of officials and
the average wages of workers of
133 leading corporations in 1936.
The wage averages, of course, did
not prevail throughout the year.
The salaries of corporation of-
$25,000 to
$260,000, and were received in re-
turn for standardized, often per-
functory duties. Weekly wages of
workers as of December, 1936,
ranged from $15.86 to $38.25. The
low of $15.86 prevailed through-
uot the tobacco industry—Amer-
ican Tobacco Company, Consolidat-
ed Cigar Corporation, General
Cigar Company, P. Lorillard, R.
J. Reynolds Tobacco Company and
United States Tobacco Company—
all sturdy ‘New Dealers’ and con-
tributors to the Roosevelt cam-
paign funds. George W. Hill, pres-
ident of the American Tobacco
Company, on the other hand, drew
$246,173, and two of his associates
received $125,000 each. Hill, a
gusty innovator of advertising
slogans, was rewarded at a rate
twenty times greater than such
epochal- intellects as Professor Al-
bert Einstein or Professor John
Dewey.



“The ‘New Deal’ in brief, is not
by any means a people’s coalition
directed against the vested inter-
ests that have seized everything
of pecuniary value in the land.
(my italics-BS) It is only in the
remarks of the President and of
his supporters that it is made to
appear as such. In essence the
‘New Deal’ represents one faction
of great wealth—the light goods
industrialists — pitted in bitter
political struggle against another
faction—the capital-goods indus-
trialists. Roosevelt, addicted as he
is to verbal castigation of the
wealthy, was supported in 1932
and again in 1936 by some of the
richest families of the country.
But because the juntas of the rich
against which the presidential
barbs were directly aimed were
better publicized than those which
stood behind him, the belief be-
come prevalent that the ‘New Deal’
was hostile to great aggregates of
wealth. Some of its tax policies
lent color to this misconception,
which will not be eradicated until
it is generally realized that the
‘New Deal’ merely represents an
unfamiliar though orthdox way of
dealing with problems within a
capitalistic context.” (Pages 448-
- 449)

Class Consciousness

Third, in regard to class con-
sciousness of the American work-
ing class. The most valuable serv-
ice that Roosevelt performed for
the bourgeoisie was in this field.
By means of promises and re-
forms, he restored the confidence
of the working class in capitalism.
The value of this service cannot be
estimated.

What was the situation prevail-
ing at the time Roosevelt took of-
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fice? Millions of workers were on
the march against the govern-
ment. The unemployment demon-
strations, the hunger marches, the
tremendous spontaneous strikes
taking place in the great mass
production industries for the first
time, were all indications of the
mood of the working class. The
forced sales, in the farm areas,
where the dispossessed farmers in
defiance of the law would force
a sale for one or two cents back
to the original owner showed that
a revolutionary crisis was matur-
ing. The closing of the banks and
the effects of the crisis were ruin-
ing millions of petty-bourgeoisie
and sweeping them into the strug-
gle. The ruling classes expected
revolution. Respect for bourgeois
legality and illusions about bour-
geols democracy were being swept
away. It was at this time and into
this situation that Roosevelt
brought reformism. What happen-
ed? |

Gave Workers Illusions

Not only did the workers fall
under the illusion that the prob-
lems that faced them could be
solved under capitalism, but the
vanguard of the proletariat, the
Communist Party, did too. The en-
tire revolutionary mood of that
period was lost. The working
class became permeated with the
idea that the important struggle
was between the liberal bour-
geoisie, led by Roosevelt, and the
reactionary bourgeoisie. The re-
jection of bourgeois legality was
replaced by the greatest respect
for it. Even the Communist Party
which is supposed to lead the
working class in a revolution
against the bourgeois state, fell
prey to the illusions about bour-



geois legality and bourgeois dem-
ocracy. To sum up the influence
of Roosevelt on the working class,
we can say, Roosevelt replaced
Marx as the 1ideologist of the
American working class.

Socialist Revolution Answer

In the fight against diserimina-
tion or in the fight for any of the
demands which are of importance
to the working class, a similar
critical Marxist appraisal will show
that the fine mellow phrases con-
cealed the steady worsening of the
conditions of the working class
and the toiling masses. This was
so because the evils that beset the
working class arise from the ca-
pitalist system. They can be re-
midied only by the overthrow of
the dictatorship of the bourgeoisie,
by their expropriation and the
establishment of the dictatorship
of the proletariat. This Roosevelt,
the spokesman for the liberal
bourgeoisie, could not do. It is
left for the proletariat, led by a
real Bolshevik vanguard, and guid-
ed by revolutionary theory of
Marxism to do this. The entire

V.

emphasis on the individual is not

Marxist. It reflects bourgeois
idealism instead of proletarian
materialism.

In your letter, you correctly at-
tack the neglect and contempt for
theory displayed by the leadership
of the Communist Party. That is
correct and is one of the surest
signs of revisionism. We cannot,
however, conduct a struggle for
revolutionary Marxist theory un-
less we master it ourselves. The
great need for all of us and the
whole revolutionary working class
movement is to go back to the
great classics of Marxism-Lenin-
ism. There we can master the
principles and really conduct a
struggle to bring this great libe-
rating theory to the working class.

I feel confident that, in time,
with the consideration of the need
for a real Marxist Party of the
working class you will take your
place in the fight for just such a
Party. You have already taken the
first steps and I am sure that you
will make a real contribution.

Yours for a Marxist-Leninist
Party and Socialism,

U. S. Communist Policy in C. 1. O.

The policy of reformism and
economism followed for many
yvears by the American Communist
Party reached its logical con-
clusion. The old policy of sub-
ordinating the “vanguard of the
proletariat’ to the reformist trade
union movement reached the end
of the road. The Communist Party
no longer represents an open
ideological trend in the working
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class movement today. The action
taken by three spokesmen of the
Communist Party at the CIO Con-
vention and endorsed by the Com-
munist deelgates unanimously and
approved at the December Plenum
of the National Committee of the
Communist Party marked the end
of this tendency in the labor move-
ment. From now on the best that
can be said for the Communist




Party is that it may linger along
like its counterpart, the Socialist
Party—as a sort of lodge with
some members among the trade
union bureaucracy, but without
any platform to stand before the
workers.

The resolution that can be call-
ed the tombstone of the Communist
movement in the trade unions is
worthy of considerable study. In
it, we can see the entire reform-
ist beliefs and the lack of prin-
ciple which dominate the Com-
munist Party. The document it-
self can only be termed as a ‘“yel-
low-dog contract.” (A ‘“yellow-dog
contract” was one in which the
worker in order to obtain employ-
ment had to promise the employer
that he would never join the union.
The Communist denounce their
principles and their party in order
to be promised that they may keep
their jobs.) Let us examine the
resolution and see if the facts are
not as stated.

Renounce Socialism

The most important factor giv-
ing the Communist prestige among
the workers is the misconception
that they stand for the Socialist
Revolution. The first thing that
the bourgeoisie demanded was the
renunciation of the Socialist Revo-
lution and the affirmation that all
the problems of the workers could
be solved under capitalism. I quote
from the CIO Convention resolu-
tion.

“The Congress of Industrial Or-
ganizations is an American institu-
tion dedicated to the attainment
of its well defined social and econ-
omic objectives within the frame-
work of American political (read:
“capitalist”’-B.S.) democracy.”

Fifteen years ago, the Com-
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munist Party denounced a similar
statement by the Socialist Party
in the following terms:

“This is, of course, nothing else
but an attempt to sow illusions
among the workers so that they
may believe that they can get real
relief from the . . . capitalist state
government . . .” (the Heritage
of Gene Debs, by Trachtenberg,
pps 10-11-New York, 1931, Int)

Here the Communists, “the gen-
eral staff of the proletarian revo-
lution,” state, in so many words,
to the American working class
that 1t is not necessary to over-
throw capitalism and establish
socialism. Had the resolution con-
tained nothing more than this one
proposition, it would brand the
Communist who supported or did
not fight it to the end as at best
a coward and at worst a renegade
and a traitor. |

The denial of the basic principle
on which the Communist move-
ment had been founded—the dic-
tatorship of the proletariat and the
Socialist revolution — removes
from the doctrine of the Commun-
ist movement all that makes it in-
acceptable to the bourgeoisie. It
represents the transformation of
the doctrine of revolutionary
Marxism to the “garden variety of
liberalism.” The Communist move-
ment which was born as champion
of the socialist revolution as
against the reformist Social-Dem-
ocrats is dying with the denial of
those very principles on its lips.

* * S

For emphasis, the resolution re-
peats this central slogan three
times.

“We reaffirm our faith that
these goals can be achieved for the
American people through the dem-



ocratic process and without sacri-
ficing any of our basic human free-
doms.” (statement)

“We stand unswering in our
loyalty to these principles which
America symbolizes and will resist
with all our might every attempt
by elements from within our coun-
try or from without to undermine
or destroy our free institutions.”
(ibid.)

The Jingo Position

This renunciation is enough to
make the Communists lose the res-
pect and the right to stand before
the working class as anything
other than a group of bureaucrats
who want their jobs more than
their principles. The bourgeoisie,
spoken for by the Vatican spokes-
man, Murray, demanded more, I
quote.

“Iné' the words of our great
President Philip Murray: ‘We
must devote our lives as -trade
unionists towards the upbuilding
of a better life for Americans, and
we must pledge only one national
allegiance, and that allegiance is
to our own country, the United
States of America. There can be
no difference in point of view
regarding these phases of the si-
tuation. There should not be.
There must not be’ 7. (Resolution)

This position may be charac-
terized as complete abandonment
of the principle of proletarian in-
ternationalism. The understand-
ing of the international character
of the working class movement is
one of the main things which dis-
tinguished the Communist move-
ment from the petty-bourgeois
social-patriots. From the Com-
munist Manifesto, with its battle
cry: “Working men of all coun-
tries, Unite!!!’ onward—this was

the central theme of the revelu-
tionary Marxist movement. It was
this internationalism that dis-
tinguished the Bolsheviks from
the reformist Second International
which stood for the “defence of the
fatherland.” In fact, Lenin and the
Bolsheviks called themselves inter-
nationalists to distinguishes them-
selves from the social patriots. In
America, this tradition was very
strong and it was from the inter-
nationalist section of the Socialist
movement that the Communist Par-
ty was born. The great role of the
Marxists has been to reveal that
the working class has no interest
in common with the rulers of their
own country, but instead with the
workers on a world scale. It has
been the achievement of the Com-
munist movement, in particular,
to expose the falsehood and hyp-
ocrisy of patriotism and *“jing-
ism.” The fight of Lenin and the
Bolsheviks against the first im-
perialist war laid the way for the
great October Revolution and the
subsequent wave of revolutions

that guaranteed the failure of the
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intervention. The Communist Par-
ty of the United States enjoyed
great prestige on the Kkinship
which they pretended to have with
Debs, Lenin and the whole host
of internationalists who answered
imperialist war with civil war and
who stood for the proletarian re-
volution and not for the imperial-
ist bourgeoisie. (Debs: “I am op-
posed to every war but one; I am
for that war with heart and soul
and that is the world-wide war of
the social revolution. In that war,
I am prepared to fight in any way
the ruling class may make it nec-
essary, even to barricades.”)

To the great working class prin-
ciple of international solidarity as




the answer to imperialist oppres-
sion and war, the modern ‘“Com-
munist” has this offer: “My coun-
try right or wrong .. .” The
cowardly renunciation of all the
principles of international solidar-
ity would be bad enough, but that
is not all. In this context, the pas-
sage has the meaning of a guar-
antee to the American bourgeoisie
that the Communists and the
trade union movement would sup-
port the impending war with the
Soviet Union. How much lower is
it impossible for men(?) to sink?

This statement is repeated also.

“The CIO as an American or-
ganization has no interest apart
from the interest of our people and
our country.” (Statement)

“l Hate Me”

Finally, after the Communists
publicly renounced every principle
that they were supposed to stand
for, they denounced their own
party and declare that it had no
place either as a party nor did the
individual members belong in the
trade union movement.

“In pursuit of the principles set
forth herein and adopted by the
CIO Executive Board, we, the
delegates to the Eighth Constitu-
tional Convention of the Congress
of Industrial Organizations resent
and reject efforts of the Com-
munist Party or other political
parties and their adherents to in-
terfere in the affairs of the CIO.
This convention serves notice that
we will not tolerate such inter-
ference.” (Resolution)

This statement guarantees that
no one can any longer consider
the Communists as a serious fac-
tor in the trade union movement.
The resolution was drawn up by
three spokesmen for the Com-
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munist Party in the trade union
movement. They are Ben Gold
(National Committee), Abe Flaxer
and Mike Quill. The working
class will give someone or some
party another chance if they make
a mistake but the workers cannot
respect anyone who will not fight
either for his beliefs nor his or-
ganization. The best characteriza-
tion of the line of the Communist
Party at the CIO Convention was
made by the reactionary political
commentators for the Herald
Tribune, the Alsop brothers, who
stated: “The new line of the Com-
munist Party is, ‘I hate me.”” The
cleverness of the bourgeoisie in
forcing the Communists to draw
up the resolution made it impos-
sible for the Communists to avoid
responsibility as they did in the
1940 Convention when they voted
for a statement identifying Com-
munism with Fascism. It is now
almost two months since the CIO
Convention and the resolution ef-
fects are becoming clearer but to
date not one word of criticism has
been uttered by the Communist
Party leadership.

Role of Party

There are two very important
theoretical considerations in the
rejection of the Communist Party
in the CIO.

The first question is that of the
role of the Party in the trade
union, the relationship of one to
the other, etc. This is the question
on which the American revolu-
tionary movement has had the
most trouble. In order to deal
with this question it is necessary
to go back to the fundamental
Marxist theses on the subject.

“Social-Democracy is a combina-
tion of labour movement with se-



cialism. Its task is not passively
to serve the labour movement at
each of its separate stages, but
to represent the interests of the
movement as a whole, to point out
to this movement its ultimate aims
and its political tasks, and to pro-
tect its political ideological iIn-
dependence. Isolated from Social-
Democracy, the labour movement
becomes petty and inevitably be-
comes bourgecis; in conducting
only the economic struggle, the
working class loses its political in-
dependence; it becomes the tail of
other parties and runs counter to
the great slogan: ‘The emancipa-
tion of the workers must be the
task of the workers themselves.’
In every country there has been a
period in which the labour move-
ment existed separately from the
socialist movement, each going its
own road; and in every country
this state of isolation weakened
both the socialist movement and
the labour movement.” (Lenin,
Urgent Tasks of Our Movement,
Sel. Works vol. II p. 11)

Stalin, in Foundations of Lenin-
ism, stated this same thing in the
following way: “In the fight
against this omnipotence (of the
trusts and syndicates-BS) the cus-
tomary methods of the working
class—trade unions and co-oper-
ative organizations, parliamentary
struggle — proved quite inade-
quate.”

For What Class

In a society that is divided into
two hostile classes the question
must be asked: “Will the trade
union movement serve the bour-
ogeoisie or the proletariat?” The
only representatives of proletarian
ideology are the Marxists. There-
fore, the struggle of the Marxists
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is to win the workers of the unions
into accepting the leadership of the
Marxist Party. It is the Commun-
ist Party which must lead the
union and the union must, in the
last analysis, be subordinate to the
Party. That is the meaning of the
term, ‘“vanguard.” The rotten
theory of ‘“neutrality,” “non-in-
terference,” ete., is the theory of
those who cannot realize the class
nature of capitalist society. Let
those who believe that it is impos-
sible for organizations of the
workers, like trade unions, to be
on the side of the bourgeoisie ex-
amine history. The German Free
Trade Unions were the main social
prop of the bourgeoisie in the 1918
German revolution and were open-
ly recognized as such by the
bourgeoisie. In John Reed’s famous
work, Ten Days That Shook the
World, we get a picture of the
counter-revolutionary role played
by the railway-men’s union at the
time of the October Revolution.
No, the entire history of the trade
union movement proves the his-
torical validity of Lenin’s state-
ment:

“This shows . . . that subserv-
ience to the spontaneity of the
labour movement, the belittling of
the role of ‘the conscious element,’
of the role of Social-Democracy
means, whether one likes it or not
growth of influence of bourgeois
ideclogy among the workers.”
(What is to Be Done—p. 39, all
italics in the original)

Red Baiting

In this light we can see how
lacking in any real basis is the
standard defense against red-bait-
ing adopted by the Communist
Party. They attack red-baiting be-
cause: “it divides the workers




along 1ideological grounds and,
therefore, diverts the workers
from the main struggle against
the bosses. It is therefore a weap-
on of the bosses to weaken the
main weapon of the workers—
unity.” On this basis the Com-
munists praised their action at the
CIO Convention as “avoiding the
trap laid by the bosses.” This
entire line is false and completely
lacking any concept of class-strug-
gle. Communists always try to in-
troduce ideological considerations
in the trade union movement, and
they obviously strengthen, not
weaken, the union. For example,
does it strengthen the union to dis-
credit and to drive from all posi-
tions of leadership those who be-
lieve in open class collaboration; or
are open stooges of the employers;
or open supporters of racial su-
premacy; or supporters of the
most chauvinistic sections of the
bourgeoisie; or as Marxists always
have, to drive out and discredit the
reformists and the compromisers,
the open or concealed supporters
of the bourgeoisie? To ask the
question is to answer it. Red-
baiting is to be opposed not be-
cause we stand for the right of
all ideologies in the working class
but because only Marxism is pro-
letarian ideology; all others are
the ideology of the bourgeoisie.
Only Marxism-Leninism points the
solution of any of the basic prob-
lems that face the working class.
The bourgeoisie attacks the Com-

munists not as the opening wedge
~ 1n order to reach the liberals, but
in order to behead the working
class movement and to deprive it
of the only leadership capable of
freeing the working class.
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Socialist Consciousness

The second theoretical point
contained in the paragraph quoted
above 1s the following:

“The history of all countries
shows that the working class ex-
clusively by its own effort, is able
to develop only trade-union con-
sciousness, i.e., it may itself realize
the necessity of combining in
unions, to fight against the em-
ployers and to strive to compel the
government to pass necessary
labour legislation, ete.™

*(Trade unionism does not ex-
clude “politics” altogether as some
imagine. Trade unions have al-
ways conducted political agitation
and struggle—but not Social-Dem-
ocratic ones. Note by Lenin.)

“The theory of Socialism, how-
ever, grew out of the philosophic,
historical and economic theories
that were elaborated by the edu-
cated representatives of the pro-
nortied classes, the intellectuals.
The founders of scientific Social-
ism, Marx and Engels, themselves
belonged to the bourgeois intel-
ligentsia.” (What is to Be Done,
pps. 32-33)

Since this 1s so, the agreement
that the Communist Party will not
interfere in the unions means to
guarantee to the bourgeoisie that
no Socialist ideology will be im-
proted into the working class
movement. This is a guarantee
that, so far as it is in theilr power,
the Communists will stand for the
dictatorship of the bourgeoisie;
for the continuation of exploita-
tion of the working class.

Class Collaboration

So much for a very brief ex-
amination of the CIO Convention
resolution in which the Communist
Party liquidated itself. Before we



examine the practical consequences
of the action it is worth while to
examine some of the other theor-
etical doctrines put forth by these
renegades to the Socialist  move-
ment. The policy of revisionism
has its own logic. In the “militant”
fur workers union, led by the same
traitor, Gold, a system of “co-ope-
rative piecework’” was introduced
into the shops of the Dressers and
Dyers Joint Board. This system,
which may be termed the most ef-
fective speed-up system yet devis-
ed, was forced on the protesting
workers with the following excuse:

“We have to help our own
bosses compete with the open
shops and the monopolies who are
doing the same work cheaper.”

Similarly, in the NMU, a report
was given by the Party forces
proving that if the employers were
forced to grant too high an in-
crease, they would be unable to
compete with either their foreign
or non-union competitors.

‘Murray, that there would be no

This line which is undoubtedly

being peddled in all the Communist
led unions, is nothing but the most
open class collaboration at the ex-
pense of the masses of the work-
ers.

QOutlawing the Comunists

The scope of this article does
not permit an exhaustive examina-
tion of the trade union steps that
flowed out of the Convention such
as the subjugation of all the CIO
wage campaigns to Philip Murray
etec. Let us now turn to the or-
ganizational liquidation of the
Communist Party in the CIO fol-
lowing the adoption of this reso-
Iution.

At the Convention itself, in spite
of the promises of the bourgeoisie,
through their spokesman, Philip
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“witch-hunt”, the first steps were
taken. No CIO Council, nor the
officer of any council can donate
money sponsor or solicit money
or membership for any organiza-
tion that was not approved by the
National Office of CIO. (Recently
the CIO listed thirty-six organiza-
tion which were approved. All the
Communist sponsored organiza-
tions were missing and in addition,
Spanish Refugee Committee, Rus-
sia War Relief, Yugoslav War Re-
lief, etc. The approved organiza-
tions were divided evenly between
the Church and the Social-Dem-
ocratic organizations.) The CIO
vice-president most closely asso-
ciated with the Communists, Reid
Robinson, was removed. Ben Gold,
however, was re-elected to the
CIO Executive Board. (When we
consider that in ten years on this
body, this resolution is the only
contribution of the renegade Gold
to the CIO then it is questionable
how great a victory was won.)

After the Convention

After the Convention, the re-
formist ‘“pure democrats” found
to their horror and amazement
that the bourgeoisie does not al-
ways keep its promises. (Imagine
in a society which the bourgeoisie
rules by a combination of force
and deceit; terror and fraud;
imagine they deceive our heroes!)
In the Massachusetts State CIO
Convention Communists were rul-
ed ineligible to hold office. The
New Jersey State CIO passed a
similar resolution. The N. Y. State
CIO Executive Board stated that
no demonstrations to Albany could
be called by the CIO Councils with-
out the approval of the state or-
ganization. This policy will be




carried out all the way down the
line in all the state and city CIO
organizations.

The unkindest cut of all came in
the United Office and Professional
Workers Union. This Union in
which the Communist leadership
has been in full control since its
organization took the resolution of
the CIO seriously. The Communist
Party praised the resolution so
strongly that the leaders of the
Office Workers believed that this
policy recorded a victory. They
put i1t into effect in their own
union. The President, Lewis Mer-
rill, resigned as a trustee of the
Jefferson School and as editor of
the New Masses. This in effect,
outlawed these organizations in
the union. This forced even the
Communist Party leadership to
take notice. The “Marxists” who
can accept the renunciation of all
the principles of Marxism blanch
at the thought of a loss of revenue.
They reasoned with Merrill, plead-
ed with him, used personal pres-
sure and finally got a committ-
ment that the union would not in-
dulge in “witch-hunts”.

Boot Licking

In the National Maritime Union,
the Communists revealed once
again their inability to fight for
their principles or their organiza-
tion. After Curran attacked the
Committee for Maritime Unity and
resigned as co-chairman of it, the
answer of the Communists was to
offer him the sole chairmanship.
Curran refused and after a violent
attack upon the Communist Party,
he defeated them before the mem-
bership on this question. The an-
swer of the Communists was to
nominate Curran again as Presi-

dent of the NYC CIO Council
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which they control. They may be
said here to resemble a dog who
fawns upon his master the more
after being kicked.

Relationship to Murray

But the relationship with Philip
Murray reveals, more than any-
thing else, the depths to which the
Communist Party has descended in
self-abasement. In the early part
of 1946, many members of the
Party began to worry about Mur-
ray’s increasingly open anti-Com-
munist position, and began to
raise questions concerning the re-
lationship of the Party to Murray
and the temporary nature of the
alliance, After Murray’s appointee,
Van Bittner, red-baited and out-
lawed the Communists from the
Campaign to organize the South,
the questioning grew louder. When
Murray’s union, the Steel workers,
passed the resolution upon which
the CIO resolution was patterned,
the questioning grew so strong
that the National Committee of
the Communist Party was forced
to take a hand. At the July
Plenum, Eugene Dennis stated:
“Our relationship with Murray is
not temporary or transitory, but is
long term and permanent.” Now,
in the Daily Worker of January
29, 1947 in an article by A. Onda
entitled, “Steelworkers’ Wage Ne-
gotiations,” the following is reveal-
ed:

“Red-baiting, carried on 1in
every isSue of Steel Labor since
the May convention, only helps the
companies and those forces in the
union who wish to undermine the
influence and prestige of the
union and of President Philip Mur-

ray. Red-baiting weakens the un-
ion.” (All italics mine-B.S.)



Murray Red-baits

By such dishonest methods do
the Communists strive to conceal
from their membership that Mur-
ray has been red-baiting in his
own union, continuously, for al-
most a year. To see this fully it is
necessary to understand the set-up
in the Steelworkers Union. Every-
thing in the union goes through
the President’s hands. All the
money collected and sent to the
National Office, then expenses are
granted to the locals. All paid of-
ficials are appointed by Murray
etc. When the union journal fol-
lows out a policy, it is the policy
of Murray just as the Mine Work-
ers Journal speaks for Lewis. Only
those who are afraid to reveal to
the membership of the Party the
consequences of their bankrupt
policy or who have lost all sense
of shame could pretend that the
red-baiting carried on for almost
one year was done against the in-
terest and wishes of the “great
President Philip Murray.” This is
bootlicking with a vengeance.

Re-examine Past

The destruction of the influence
of the Communists in the labor
movement is one of the questions
which requires the most complete
and thorough analysis. It is nec-
essary to critically re-evaluate not
only the failures and the treachery
that is now so obvious, but the ap-
parent successes which led to these
failures. We must remember that
only ten to fifteen years ago, this
same party led the organization of
the CIO. The entire thesis on
which the Communists worked
within the labor movement must
also be re-examined, especially the
concept that the beginning and
end of all trade union policy is the
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unity of the reformist AFL and
CIO. Only by applying the weapon
of Marxist criticism to all the past
experience of the revolutionary
movement in the trade unions will
it be possible for those who stand
for the Socialist Revolution to
reach the correct policy.

The first task of the revolution-
ists in the present situation is to
make it clear even to the most
backward worker that the Com-
munists do not represent in any
way the revolutionary forces in
this country. Without clearly dis-
associating ourselves from the
revisionist betrayers of the work-
ing class, without making it clear
that they are “labor lieutenants of
the capitalist class;” and that they
represent cowardly compromisers
who fear nothing more than the
development of a really revolution-
ary, really Marxist movement of
the proletariat; without making
all these things clear to the work-
ing class, we will assume in the
eyes of the working class political
responsibility for their crimes.
Without doing this the working
class will become demoralized
when all the class collaboration
schemes of these traitors reveal
their bankruptecy. The working
class must learn that the Commun-
ists mean it when they renounce
the Socialist Revolution. They
must learn that we do stand for
the Social Revolution. Without
this distinction clearly and sharp-
ly learned the worker will not see
any alternative to the demagogy of
the fascists.

Final Victory Ours

Difficult as the fight may be,
the final victory must be ours. The

decayed and rotten ripe capitalist
system holds forth to the prole-




tariat only unemployment and
death; fascism and war; oppres-
sion and misery. The forthcoming
crisis and the millions who will be
permanently unemployed will
sweep from the working class
many of the illusions that still be-
set it. The increased political reac-
tion and the speeding of plans for
the Third (Atom-bomb) World

War will sweep many workers into

the revolutionary movement, and
will shatter the petty-bourgeois il-
lusions that are now prevalent
among the workers. All that is
needed is a revolutionary party,
guided by Marxism-Leninism and
led by tried revolutionaries. The
battle will be difficult but the
stakes are the liberation of the
human race from exploitation and
war. We cannot lose!

VI.

A Negative Note

A story appeared on the front
page of the Daily Worker of Mon-
day, March 3, 1947 entitled, “Mich-
igan Democrats Hit Red-Baiting.”
I quote:

“Senator Glen H. Taylor of
Idaho, sparked the gathering by
rapping national and local ‘Com-
munist-hunting which is the shield
in 1947 to cover reaction’s attack
on the people’s living standards
and labor organizations.’

Liberal Speeches
Reactionary Deeds

“Taylor warned that ‘we must
work with Russia and defeat the
policy of disaster advocated by the
GOP of quarreling with our great
ally.” Sharp criticism was levelled
at American newspapers by the
Senator from Idaho, who charged
that newspapers today are ‘seek-
ing to swing the people away from
working with the Russian!’” . ..

“A negative note (sic!) in the
convention was the election of
John R. Franco, Royal Oak paper
merchant and wusher in Father
Coughlin’s Shrine of the Little
Flower church, as state chairman
of the Democratic Party.” (my
italics—B.S.)
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Here we see more clearly than
usually the role of the liberal
bourgeoisie in our society. They
make the fine speeches for the
purpose of fooling the workers
and under cover of these speeches
the most reactionary elements take
power. The Senator denounces
red-baiting and the outstanding
red-baiter in the country becomes
chairman of the Democratic Party.
The Senator and the Convention
go on record for a state FEPC—
and elect the spokesman for one of
the most notorious progromists in
the country to head the organiza-
tion. The Senator calls for greater
co-operation with the worker’s
state, the USSR—and a co-worker
of Coughlin who supported the
Nazis and whose paper was banned
during the war because of its
hostility to the Soviet Union, is
elected to head the party.

Marxists vs. Reformist Position

Marxists understand that the
important question is not what
this or that politician says, but
what is done question is not what

this or that politician says, but
what they do that is important.



To the reformists and traitors This convention once more gives

who are destroying the Communist proof to the common interest of
Party the important thing is what

does this liberal or that liberal say, ‘¢ liberal and the  reactionary
The deed which these sugary bourgeoisie and to the fact that so

phrases serve to conceal is to them long as the capitalists rule greater
merely a negative note! and greater reaction will triumph.
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The five foregoing articles by Burt Sutta have been
published by a group of comrades comprising the
Queens County Commitee for a Marxist - Leninist

| Party.

We would like to send copies of this pamphlet to

others. For that reason, we would be glad to get from

L. N e R T

you, our readers, the names and addresses of others
to whom this publication could be sent. We would
: | appreciate contributions to help pay the costs of this

; and other publications planned for the future.
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Please address: - :

Burt Sutta,

47 - 25 40th Street,
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Long Island City 4, N. Y.
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