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Is Thore an lndogenaont Decliny for Uio Amcrican Worling Claco?

I propose to discuss in this article what | believe to be the basic and underlying issues in the current cis-
cussion. The first one is: Is there an indepencent cestiny for the American proletariat? The second oneis: Virat
is the historical faie of Siclinism in the new epoch of global class war, and how does this afiect the task of ine

. American vanguard, ine SWP?

Let us consicer the {irst issue. Is it possible for the American proletariat to carve out for itself an in-
dependent aestiny, an independent road toward sccialism separeate and apart from Europe and Asia? is i
* possible to sirike out on an entirely new path, which wili lead to the croad highway of the American Sevoluuon?
After all, is it not true that the American working ciass is still virgin scil, and really has no ailegiance o any
political party in the sense thai the Europeans, or the Asians, or the Latin Americans have? Is it not possbia o
start from a naw beginning, brush aside the Stalinisis as well 2s the debris of the various socialist secis anc
begin anew, dig deeper and deeper into the trade unions, and concuct the sirucgles there in the spirit of tne in-
dependent class poiitics of Lenin? If we divorce ourselves from tne iate of Europe and Asia, will we not gctinz
ear of the workers more readily? if the workers hate Stalinism and Russia, be it for good or for bac reasons, oi
what concern is it to us if they will follow us on our path to socialism?

’ 'n E'J?:,‘:;‘ mnd Aain bnmen s A ??T:l—_\\{ ar ¢¢n§-¢Ai~An’, renmhinatinno_nf ravalnitinn and razetinn
! Such is the situalion in Russia, Eastern Europe and China. is it not far better to disregard the wheie com-
... plexity? Why take the onus of Europe's curses on our back? Why carry a burden which is not necessary,

and certainly not acceplabie, to the American workers today and perhaps not cven adapiatie (¢ tne

American scene? Wilt we gain more by linking up our fate with the revolutions of the East and of Eurose,
or by withdrawing from them? Does what is cescribed as the revoiutionary compiex in Eurcpe and As.
hinder or help us? is the revolutionary reality of Europe and Asia a magnet through which we can craw i
most advanced elements into our party, or is this revolutionary reality not overshacowed and outweighe
by the dark spectre of Stalinism? Will we gain more by drawing ucon the revojutionary reaiity in Suro
and Asia, or will we lose more &s a resuit of the terrific obstacies which Stalinism puts in our way as a
to the American worker?
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| have raised this series of questions in a particularly sharp manner because | think it has & close
relevance to the present ciscussicn. | have raised these questions because | have felt for a long time (nat
sooner or fater the procass of uneven development in the revoiutionization of the worid proisianal wou.d
place these questions on the agenda in the American party. This would happen because of the tardingss
in the radicalization of the American working class and the fact that the revolutionary center of graviy is
still in the East. The revolutionary center of gravity has been moving with giant strides, but thus far, furiner
and further Zast, so that by now it has fully in iis grip not oniy the continent of Asia, but Africa anc ihe Mia-
dle East. The tidai wave of world revolution abrcad is in sharp conirast o the reactionary trend that ias
dominated this country for several years now. That is why the above series of questions must be put o
the agenda and fuily examined.

Let us begin with the most elementary question. Is the American proletariat an independent sacial
entity? Obviousiy the answer is no. Butlet us pursue it alittle further with the aid of a quotation from Lenin.
’ . The Linik In the Caein

Lenin wrote:
“The wheie of political life is an endless chain composead of an infinite numker of links. The

S
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whole art of the pailitician corsists in finding and taking fi h Id of the fink that it is most dif-

ficult to take from you, the most important at the ¢iven moment and the one wa.ch best

guarantees to you the possession cf the whoie chain."

Lenin's reference to the link and the chain offers an almost parizect analogy of the relationship between
the American proiciariat and the worla-wide proigtariat. Tne American proletariat is the link, {he wond
proietariat is the chain. The American pro. ietariat is historically the racat lmporiant and decicive link for he
fate of the whole chain. But—and this is of the greatest imporiance—ine link is incissoiudly connected
and intertwined with the whole chain. Separate the link from the chain a nd neither ihe link nor the chai
exists. If the American proleiariat were a social entity not connected wiith the chain, then we couid con-
sider the question of an independent destiny. But the American proletariat is an inseparabie and com-
pletely inter-dependent link, not mereiy oi ihe world proletariat, but of an enlire giobai ciass camp. Lnies
‘we view the American working class in this light, we cannot see itin proper historicail pcrspec:we norcan
we analyze the course of its ullimate destiny. in order to fuliy answer the questions posed, itis absciutlely
necessary to consider the new world setiing.

.'.)

| have introduced in the above paragraph the conception of the global class camp, the camp of
which the American working class is an indispensable and key part whose fate, lot me repeat, is com-
pietely tied up with it. The conception of our ciass camp is aifferent tocay from any other period in e
history of the working class. There was a period inthe history of the working class when its camp was Con-
fined aimost exclusively to the exploited proietar iat. That was in the pariog prior to ine Cctoner Revowuucn
when it had reiatively few allies among the oppressed masses in the colonies and degencent couniries
when the latter slept the sieep of ceniuries. Of course they were e always aliies in a social sense Lut not
politically articulate. In the epoch that saw the rise of the victoricus revoiution in the USSR heaced oy
Lenin and Trotsxy, tne Soviet Union was at the head ofthe camp of the exploited which mreucy incluced
. millions of awakened colonial masses. In iae epoch of Stalinist degeneration and the consequ centisolalion
of the Soviet Union, the isolated workers state introducec a monstrous distoriion, ...ut.xwo*. ang alomiza-
tion within the camp of the world proletarial. In the present epoch our class camp is not oniy const. Aued
differently because it is a new historical period, but because ithasa number of characteristics which ¢is-
tinguish it from the previous epocn.

In What Vanner i Our Class Camp Dilierent than in e @4 ‘ovious Zcca?

In the first place, the camp of the proletariat today, uniixe the previous “epoch, nas the bulk of the 03-
pressed peopies in ine colonies and depencent count ries within its camp as allies. The mass of peasants, semi-
and non-proletarian elements of the backward countries, which in previous epochs were the reserve ol im-
perialist reaction, can now be regarded not mere: iy in @ social but in the poitical sense as well, as having ceen
attracted to and daily becoming more and more part anc parcel of the camp of tne proletarat. Tre
revolutionary ferment ail over the colonial world is testimony to tnis fact. Qur class camp is numericaly much
larger, much more politically conscious than in all previous epocnhs. The second charactensic of our c.ass
camp is that it has state ailies, states where the working ciass, if notina political sense, then certainly in a sccia

" and historic sense, holds the ruling power. The third characierisiic of our camp, as gifferentated from he
Stalinist epoch proper, is that the deformity and mutliation introduced by the Stalinist leadership at the heac ¢f
this camp is now on the threshold of its exit irom the historical scene; whether this be a matler of monins. or a
few years is not of great moment. What is of great moment is that the condilions for its existence are siipp.ng
from under its feet. The fourth characterisiic of our ciass camy is that the new state allies, China and Zastemn
Europe, by their very existence, have so thoroughiy undermincd the foundations of the imperiaist siructure Wnat
it can virtually be said that the world relationship of forces has ceen cefinitely and irretr‘evably turned in favor of
our camp. However, this turn in the relatiorship of forces does not auloma tically decice the fate of our camp,
but merely sets the stage for the inevitable struggle.

Our camp, the camp of the expioited, is still characterized by the same dcficiencies which have
characterized the expioitea, oppressed and subjugated classes in ali previcus historical epocns. ltiacks, first
and foremost, at its head, a leacership willing, capabie and ready ‘0 insure victory in the unioicing coniict waih
imperialism. As in all previous historical €pochs, tne expioited ciasses are stiil bincea by e class ensemy’s
poisonous ideology of sectionalism and narrowmincedness, the purveyors of wiich are ihe iaber heuienanis of
capitalism and the Stalinist bureaucracy. Our camp nceds unity butin large parntis i aractcmec inswad oy
totalitarianism. It needs revolutionary internationalism but instead is consisiently be.ng injecied voin ihe
chauvinism of imperialism or the no less viruient chauvinism of the Moscow ougarchny. This eniire Class camp
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© conducting is many-siced. it fights its batlies not only economicaily and poitically bui, as is now €

with all its shortcomings, with ali its dire failings, with ali the terrible nandicaps of treacherous leacersiip, is
nevertheiess moving onward, not consistently, not uniformly, not everywnere with the same tempesiuous
revolutionary sweep, but it is moving steadily and invading the fortresses of imperiaiism. Our ¢lass camp, it
becomes plainer every day, constitutes an invincibie and whoily viasie social formation. The siruggie that it is

vicent, wih
military means.

The Glosel Ciacs War

Actually, there has been a global war on ever since Korea. The pourgeoisie has long been aware of this,
and its most autnoritative representatives are applying the conception of the global war with every new turn of

-the situation. Let us examine this war beiore we resume our main point, the relaiionship of the American

proietariat to the entire class camp.
On May 4, 1953, the New York Tiaics, in an editorial on the crisis in lndo-China. wrote:

“Thus what might seam at first glance to be a small jungle war in the hinterland of a littie

and obscure state in the interior of Southeast Asia comes into perspective as part of a .

great global confiict that is bain physical and ideological. it cannoi ba diverced irom otner

developments in that conflict. [t must be seen, therefore, in (this) iight .. .”

Thus we see from this authoritative crgan of the big bourgeoisie that they regard the war from an
exclusively global viewpoint, and the bourgeoisie has so regarded it for quiie a long time. Of course, the
bourgeoisie does not in so many words characterize the global struggle as a giodbal class war. Why shouid
it? The bourgeoisie must always mask the ciass character of its precatory wars in the interests of cuping
the masses. .

I believe | was the first one to show that the global war was in reality a global cizcs war. [ did thisin
a memceranaum submitled as material for a pre-convention ciscussion entitled Moneranaum on e Un-
foicing VWar on October 28, 1950. (Internal Builetin Voi. Xll, No. 4) In this memorandum | staieg:

“the 1act that the opening phase of the war may rmanifest itseif (or rather concea
even if only initialiy and temporarily, as a war betwean nations, should not in the sii
degree obscure its clearcul ciass characier. it Iz not o war bowoen the nations Lut
between tho ciasces . .. in this war the geograghical boundaries are social beunca
the batile forriations are class {ormations, and the world line of cemarcation is the
rigidiy drawn by the sccialist interests of the worid proletariat. £

his place as well as his duty.”
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We must now come back to the elementary generalization made earlier to the effect that the
American proletariat is not an indepencent social entity but, on the contrary, an unbreaxasie ink in the
class chain. It must share its fate and its destiny, and since its role is enorrmous and decisive within the camp, ali
the heavier are its reésponsibiiities to the camp.

R I L ST I JONL SRRSO L DA ThA JPSR iy L DAL I IR JU LG S
RG‘Vu‘uuu..my v asiTaaonn VO, TOOSIONlY SCWGLCH.CH

If the global class war has dene one thing on the American scene, it has cefinitely and forever ended
that variety of bourgeois isolationism of which the old Senator Soran was a typical representative. Tne present
day bourgeois “isolationisis” are thoroughly internationalist and profoundly class-conscious of the vital interests
of the entire bourgeois camp. They defend the world bourgecis carp regardless of tne poiitical cligue wnich
may head this or that capitalist government, whetnar it be in Formosa or Belgium. Their isciation'smis mereiy a
mask, a trick and device to put acress a thoroughiy internationalist and imperialist approach. Their viewsointis
global in character. They scek to fight the socialist revolution on a worid scale. The ciference of 6pinicn ameng
them does not realiy rotaie around the issuc of nationalism vs. internaionalism, but on which secuon o our
class camp they should open their next military operation. The most sooer and ihe most irrecenciade
statesmen of the camp of Wali Sireet show the most profound ciass consciousness when thay celend every
landlord, every bourgeois, every kindred social group on the globe against the invasions of the revolutionary
movement.

But how does this concern the American working class? Can we not prosecute the class strugsle at
home in a way that would not invcive the issues raised above?

13



_Let us take a typical union on the vast industrial Nizgara frontier, where a membership meeing is in
progress. The union is the IUZ-CIO represeniing the Westingnouse iocal, a iocal by no means siinguisned for
its lack of militancy. One of the issues on the agenda is the VicCarran Act. which is a good issue for the maiants

_to fight on. Byt the resolutions ali emanate from the CIO National Ofiice. Whatis the line oi the resonaiicns? Tine
call for amendment of the Act, but not of those provisions which victimize radical workers and cali jor the
deportation of others. They call for amencing the Act so that ceriain categories of Gisplacea persons ke ex-
Iandnords’ex-gmerais ex-businessmen, ex-bankers and “peopie with skiils and abiiities” from the “lron Cur-
tain” countries can have easier access to the USA. The resoiutions aim to sirenginen “demccracy” at iome oy
flghtmg the-“Reds” abroad. This is “internationalism,” the iniernationaiism of the Wall Streel banker as
transmitted by his labor lieutenants in the ranks oi the workers.

- This variety of internationalism has been raging to a lesser or greater degree for several years
now, and as iong as the global class war continues, such a variety of inlernationalism is bound to conlinue.
We cannot circumvent it, we cannot get around it, and we cannot chart out a course whicn would avoid it.
(We are not here concerned with wnat our sparsely piaced fractions can do uncar Srisint Contiisng; we
are talking about our apnroach to this question from a longer term perspective). To tne line ol imperia,st
internationzalism brougnt in by the labor fakers, we must have a proietarian, internationalist line wnich
combats it effeciively. This caiis for an intransigent globel ciess line, which meets the issues raised oy (he

_labor fakers in a ciass manner. If we do not co this, then we are leaving the arena (o ine Staiinists.

To project a line whereby we avoid taking such a posiion is charting a course for “scciaiist”
isolationism, a pale reflection of the hoary bourgeois isoiationism that has iong vanished from tne
American scenea. It is no efiective answer to the imperialist-minded labor burcaucracy, whno are iining up
the workers to fight the “Reds” on a global scale to safeguard the “ifree worid.” Their paiilics are Gearea 10 save
the “free world"” from “world communism.” There can hardly be any national issue in the labor rnovementi ¢f ainy
scope which is not directiy affected by the labor bureaucracy's line on “"communism.” Zven ne simpiest and
most elementary issue on Jim Crow or housing, or even any raunicipal issue which 1&Kes 0N seme 3,87 5NESs
and momenium, like the issue of loyaly oaths for tenants in federaily sudsidized housing pro,ecis, imm w.a‘ezy
takes on the aspect of a fight against communism, 1.e. the gioDal Ciass STUZGIL. IS 1> NUW 1S ilauuiianons w
an issue to the American workers every day in the year. :

To fight this issue efigctively does not mean waiting for the powder kegs, which American imparicusmis
preparing all over the world, {0 expioce on the home front. [t cces not mean waiting icr ‘.‘r.e c’eve o,, et of

All national issues of any real momentura wil be increasingly connecied with the internationax s:ru;, & Our
program, tactics, and strategy must be geared to this.
\rAs Troisky said in The Thalrd Internciional aflor Lendn,

I “In our epogh, not a single communist party can estadlish its program by proceec‘ing sole-
ly or mzainly from conditions and tencencies of cevelopments in its own couniry ... The

revolutionary party of the proietariat can base itself onily upon an internaucnal program
corresponding to the character of the present epoch, ihe epoch of the hignesi ¢eveiop-
ment and coliapse of capitalisra. An international communist program is in no case ine
sum total of national programs or an amaligam o their common feau,res .inthe presant
epoch, to a much larger extent than in the past, {he nalional orientation of the p o S1aTiaL
must and can flow only from a worid orientation and not vice versa. Herein ics ne b sic

E‘.’_

and pnma’y gifference between communist internationalism and all varieties of na
sociailism.”

Now let us see how far the line of our party has been in accorc with the conception of the emergence of
two irreconcilable ciass camps in global confiict for hegemony over sccicty. Let us examine Comrace Cannon's
pamphiet, “The Road to Peace According to Lenin and Accerding to Eiin.” Com:ace Co...-uus pamshizivas
not wriiten in some by-gone era of peaceful development. it was publisned in 1951 inthe midstof the eracitwne
global class war. The author's point of depariure is not the existing worlc o 3 nshins. True
enough, there is a passage where Comrade Carnon maxes ailusion to “the ¢ '
~ ~ 17
C-l i

i ‘

f sce, a! reis
e $s
merging with the colonial revolutions in common struggie against imperia
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that this concrete world we ére living in is torn by two irreconcilable class camps whose struggie nas
alreacy broxen out in military warfare, where the casualties are already counted in the miiiions, wihere the
fighting is on opposite sides of the class barricades. ;

But Comrade Cannon’'s pamphiet, as the subtitle incicates, is “according to Lenin and acgorcing
to Stalin.” It is the road to peace according to Lenin that we are interested in. The road to peace, &s Lenin
taught us, is through ruthless and implacable class war. The war in Kerea is aclass war. It has o L2 waged
in that manner. Nowhere in his pamghiet does Comrace Cannon ever characierize (he War a5 a €.ass War.
One has (o infer it or guess it. Nor does he view it as part of a general class war. Comrade Cannon point
out that according to Lenin, war in the epoch of imperialism is inevilable. Thatis true. And itis aiso gcod
criticism of the perfidious Stalinist theory of co-existence. But it is not sufficient criticism of Sialin's roac to
peace to say that co-existence is a delusion, and that war is inevitabie. it must aiso be shown that we, the
Leninists, are for the road to'peace in this concrete glooal class war through the vigorcus, unrelentng and
energetic prosecution of ihe war, Our road to peace is fighting the war 10 a finish through ihe coradinad
efforts of the exploiled and oppressed in our camp. This also is not shown in Comrade Canncn's
pamphlet. The American proletariat is not depicied as an inseparadie cetachment of one army 0 oneg
class camp whose a.m is overall victory over the ciass enemy. Furthermore, Comrade Canncn cocs nat
deal with Korea as a phase oithe class war. He does not see the catlelleid in Korea as & picketiine orone
of a series of world picket lines demarcating the socialist interests of the global class struggie. In eilect, he
does not deal with the war from a thoroughly revolutionary internationalist point of view.

Comrade Cannon’s pamphlet is largely devoted toward exposing the treacherous co-existence

theory of the Stalinists. That, of course, is excellen: criticism. But merely demoiishing this theory cpens up

no perspective. Stating that the war is inevitable is correct, but it does not vy liseli indicate a soiution.
Generai references to "“ihe struggie for socialism” are also inadequate. To give “the siruggle ior socialism
and against the war” a concrete rmeaning, one must cigarny and unambiguousiy show the roac cf
thorough-going revoiutlonary doioctlicra in the camp of imperiaiism, and iae rood of reveiutionary Lcion-
sisiv in relation to the USSR, Eastern Europe, China and the rest of the colonial world. One must maxe ab-
solutely clasr that thace twin romnnlaransisra Santlan af tha worlsd nealatarizt fiow fram nana ctrataciszilina
of defending the sociaiist interesis of the entire class camp from imgerialist aitack. This 1o is not shown
in Comrade Cannon's pampnlet. He therefore shows no eitective revoiutionary aiternetive as againsi ine
Stalinist tactic of the ireacherous, vaciiiating, collaborationist iine known as “co-existence.”

It may be claimed that Comrade Cannon’s pamphlet was directed to the broad masses of Workers.
Hence the sharp revolutionary formuiations outlined above would be unsuitable. But Comrade Cannon's
pamphlet aims to demolish the theory of co-existence. There are only two groups in the USA atthe pre-
sent time who are against the theory of co-existence, the exireme Right and the exireme Left. 3y
nature of the pamphiet, it could only be direcied toward those radical workers wno are againsi in
capitalist status quo, against co-existence from the Left. And to these workers it is insufficient to merely
give as the aliernative to co-existence ihe theory of the inevitabiiily of war, without posing in the sharpest
form the complementary tactics of revoiutionary defeatism and revoluiionary defensism. Othenwise, the
theory of the inevitability of war assumes a fatalistic and utterly passive character.

L W

Tne Delonce of tho USSR

It has been traditional in our movement to include a section on the unconditionza! defense of the USSR In
any document or popular pamphlet which caals with war. Cormrace Cannon's pamphiet, cealing preciseiy witn
this question, the question of war, in order to continue this tracition, shou'd cortain such & section. Bt ail that
we can find in Comrade Cannon's pamphict is a bare referenca to the “heritage of Ocioper.” No one excezt a
party member could possibly infer from this isolated phrase that cur movement is for the unconcitional ceiense
of the USSR, )

Such a section—on the defense of the USSR—is all the mere necessary, particularly because Comrade
Cannon goes into such detail in his descriptions of the monstrous crimas of Staiinsim. Where one deals in suen
meticulous cetail with ine degeneration of the Soviet state and Siakinism, it is all the more imporiant 1o maxe
crysial ciear our deiensist position on the USSR. [ am not for splasining all over the pages of the wiitant blazin
headlines of unconditionai defense of the USSR. But every worker who is thinking at all about poiitics
sooner or later approahces us with this question: "Where do you stand on Russia?”

"
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The Soviet Union is a contradiciory phenomenon. It is a revolutionary social system with a counter-
revolutionary ieadership. Comrade Cannon expounds on the concentration camps, frame-ups, gtc. Whal
he says is true. But this truth alone is insufficient.

There was a time when we were practically the only group in the labor movement consisiently ex-
plaining this truth from the revolutionary point of view. But tocay the bourgeoisie has seized upon this
aspect of the Soviet staie and broadcast it to the four corners of the earth. Today this is practicaily ali the
American worker hears. |t is drummed into his ears day in and day out by the tremendous capitaiist ap-
paratus of radio, television, the press and the pulpit. He identifies the reaciionary aspect of the Soviet
Union with the entire social system, just &s the capitalist ciass wanis him to do. Hence, it is &il the more
obligatory to emphasize the other side of the Soviet Union, its class character, its new social system. [t is

‘necessary to expiain that it is a ilving, viable workers’ state, an nistoric gala of the working ciass, a con-
quest to be defenced.

Unfortunately this is not at all indicated in Comracde Cannon's pamphiet. Nor is it indicated in his
Los Angeles speaches, which are replete with references to the planned economy of what is characierized
as the “nationalized sector” without mentioning that we cefenda the bouncaries of this “sectcr.” We are
taking too much for granted if we assume that the American workers will gather that we defend tha Soviet
Union, by merely rendering acknowiedgement of a superior type of economy.

It is not so much that we have to emphasize the defense of the USSR from the point of view of
military defense, aithough that too wili be of imporiance at 2 later date. Mostimportant in the emphasis of
the defense of the USSR is iis pointed method of showing to which class camp we deiong. By continucily
emphasizing defense of the USSR as well s China and Eastern curope, we maxe crysial clear thatwe are
an inseparable part of the entire worid camp. It is in this conneciion that the posing oi ine delense of the
USSR is more important and more urgent in our propaganca and agitation tnan ever before.

By consisiently and persistently elaborating our c&lensist position on the USSR, Eastern curope
and China, we are affirmatively showing our class solidarity with our class camp. Now sinca ifie issues ol
conciliationism toward Stalinism and Stelinophobia are being raised, is not this the bestway to cemarcale
and difierentiate ourselves from Stalinism—to crushingly answer these mutually opposing accusaticns. (o
show that we not oniy fight Stalin but are the most vigorous, most loyal and most cetermined ceiencers of
the USSR? o :

In this connection, a lead article by Comrade Hansen on the ceath of Stalin contains the same tiaw &s
Comrade Cannon’s pamphlet. As a matter of fact, an examinetion of our weekly paper {or the past several years
" indicates a steady and unciminished tendency 10 piay down the revoiutionary defense at a time when itis most
necessary and essential. Rare is the occasion when any mention ever appears in our press of the defense of tne
USSR. It might almost be szid that it oniy iives in the memory of tnose wno knew our position oi ¢ic. Ata time

.when the USSR is piaying such a iremencous roia on the internationai srena, and at a time when it s most
necessary to expose the real character of the Staiinists, we cugnt {10 maxe ciear that we are not only ‘or tne
defense of the USSR, but that we are iis most celermined, most devoted and most loyal defenders. We ougntio
make ciear that our defense of the Soviet Union 15 nct only revoiutionary, but eliective; and the Dureaucracy 1s
vaciliating, one-siced, nationalistic, and in the long run disaswrous. This is our point of departure as againsiine
Stalinists.

Comrade Hansen's articie on Stalin describes his historica! role &s the agent of counter-revolution and
goes through the familiar crimes of Stalin, covering his iong and iniamous career as the leaacr of the Saoviet
bureaucratic caste. |, of course. have no cuarrei with nis depicing ihe crimes of the bureaucracy. But nowiere
in this articie does Comracde Hansen reaily indicate wolenze ¢ (no US TR, Itis wrong and impermissioia inat
his vague referenice to the defensa of the USSR is writien in such a way that only a Trotskyist wiih ycars ol
party memoership could possibly guess ihat we are for this daiense. We are, of course, for the aciense,
not only in the sense that the workers of the world in capilalisi countries should cefenc it against im-
perialism, but that in the USSR we are the best solciers in any such struggle, and the most ercent
defenders of the social base of the USSR. From Comrade Hansen's article, no one wouid conciuce tnatvie
defend the USSR as we defend a labor union against the bureaucrals, that is, by defending it heart anc scul
against its ciass enemy and its own misieaders.
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. the Shachtmanites, not-withstanding their numerical insigniiic

Such a bold position, it will be objected, will put us way outon a !,mb particularly in a country
where the reaction is so severe. This objection may be vaiid to some extent. Still, tactics couid be ad-
justed. The main sirategical conceptions, however, it SO TAGLR CIBAT &5 Gayusnt, even il it means our
temporary isolation.

This general point is a hundred tirmes more valid in reiation to China and Korea. Asice from tre initial
error that was made in our approach to Korea, the clearcut character of the struggle on ine Asian continentas a
class struggle, as a struggle between imperiatism and the worid-wide working class and iis allies among the op-
pressed colonial peopies is still not being made clear enough or sharp enough to cemarcate us irom ail
varieties of pacifists, liberals, or Staiinist supporiers. We must make piain that in the strugg.e in Korea, ¢r any
pther place on eartn, between the two class camps, we pursue & line of revoiulionary acicalisnn
Moreover—and this is very important from the point of view of our differentiation from the Siaiinisis and
all sorts of pacifists—we wish to faciilizie the victory of our side, our class side, regeraiess of its tem-
porary leadership. At the same time, we merciiessly expose all the reactionary, wrong, inadgguaie
policies pursued by the Kremlin and foisted upon the leacerships of the colonial masses in Asig, and
counter-pose the revoiutionary, Leninist-Trotskyist line to victory. it is to be noted that the Winorily's at-
tack on Comrade Cannon's pamphlet coes not refer to this vilal question.

The need for strengthening our position on the defense of the Soviet Union has been apoarent for
several years. As long ago as December 7, 1948, Comrade Cannon acc iressed a leller to me on some oi-
ficial business, in the course of which he asked me for my opinion of his “Proposalis ior a Propaganda
Campaign,” | replied to Comrade Cannon on December 14, 1943 as follows:

“Your project should include a more consistent, more clearcut exposition and rearma-
ment of our own evaluation of the USSR and Stalinism in general. This means to re-
interpret the expansion of Stalinism on the European coatingnt and in Asia sirictiy in the
terms and analysis made by Trotsky in “In Defense of Marxism.” In my view everytaing
that has happened in Europe and Asia can siili be accuraiely gauged with the yarcsties
employed by Troisky in his analysis of the 1935 events in Finland and in Polana. it appears
to me that there has been some beackslicing on this Gueslion as evicence oy Our co-
thinkers' theses (1547) which we amenacd at the iast plenum (1948). But the very necessi-
ty for the amendments shows that we were approacning a canger signal.” (The reacer will
note by the dates that | was referring to our co-thinkers’ inesis of 1947, and not the 1551
thesis which is the one involved in the current discussion).

“We stand for the position of unconditional deiense of the Soviet Union,” my letter con-
tinued, “and all territories of the so-called satciiites where the means of production have
been nationalized and planned economy inirocuced. Noihing that has happened on the
international arena has in the siightest aegree mva!.dmec our position

Jdarly carry polemical materia: acainst

ol¥
ce in the labor movement.” O..e oi the
ion to the dominant trend of reaciion in

In this letier | also suggested thet our magazine “should re

an

main thoughts motivating this whoie leticr was a fear of acapiati
American society.

The defense of the Soviet Union must be impiemented in our activity as well as in our propﬁ ganda.

It is difficuit, of course, to find a way %0 the masses with this important principle. But the way must be
found.

The

3]

ocenbkorg Cace

-

»

The Rosenberg Case ofiers in every respect an accurata gauge of ry position toward Stalinism and the
Soviet Union in relation to the American Scere. Let us first ciscuss ine position from the point of view of princi-
ple.

Suppose we assume that the Rosenbergs are “guilty” of stealing impertant documents, elc., of engz

Je

o

ing in so-calied espionage. We all know that espionage is an element inseparable irom the conduct oiine
foreign affairs of any stale, be it a workers' stale or an imperialist one. It wouid be ihe sneeresinonsense
to assert that any state does not spend enormous amounts of money (0r such purposes. £ven a state with
a revolutionary leacdership weuld of necessity have its intelligence department. Why do governmeinis ex-
change naval, military, and air attaches ii not for such purposces? The U.S. Government DUDICY D0asts
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that it spends hundreds of millions of dollars for espionage in the Scviet Union an Eas'e.'n Surcpe. itis
no accident that Walter Bedeil Smith, now ore of the under-sceretaries of State, is the iormer heaa of the
U.S. Ceniral inteiiigence Agency (CIA) and was formerly ambassador to Moscow.

Now we are living in the epoch of a global class war, a war which can only end in the cemoiition oi one of
the contenders. lt is a rutnless and implacanle war to the death. Espionage is an inescapable concomitantin ine
preparation and prosecution of such a war.

If the Rosenbergs, et us assume, had admittcd thal they did steal these documenis—wihich is not sain
this case—irom a class point of view they would have commiticd no crime. We €0 not acvocate thesea tacucs.
They are not necessary for the class siruggie in the USA, and ..W\..bss {0 say, we ¢o noi coilatoraie in any of
these activities. But in the giobal class war which spans the continents and theoceans these cases are bound 1o
be legion. Accordingly, from the ciass point of view and 10 the exient that circumstances permit, we must ce-
fend them.

~If we are to do this, we cannot merely be “me too” supporters. A party which takes ils position on th
question clearly, boldly and couragecusly from the point of vicw of princigle must not merely give sup,,ort.
it must attempt 10 seiza tha initiative in the matter, whenever thatl is avaiiable. ltis ciaimec‘ thctthe Zoiy
VJoriker also kept siient for a time about the case. But it sagras to me that is ail the more reason way we
should have taken the lead. That would have been an excelient medium for exposing the Stalinists.

Now the question that immediately arises on the pbasis of the Rosenberg line | have presenied
above is: wouid it not put us complet e!y uut onalimb? Thatindeed is a crucial guestion. Stll, if we regarc
-ourselves as having the revolutionary alternative 1o Stalinist methods; if we regard ourseives as being e
genuine expression of the mcepenccn ciass pomu,s of the proiciariat on a vorid scaig; if our party s.ine
historical instrument for giving expression o the needs of the working class, as against the perfid.ous
methods of the Stalinists: then in taking this bold pesition on the Rosenberg Case, first of all ..o.n the poir.t
of view of the class principle and secondiy from the point of view of the aefense of civil righis in gene 2,

we would be presenting a clear and independent class alternative as dislinguishea from ine Stalin.sts

Another question that would be raised as an objection to this line is that it would tenic to isclate us
even more than we are now. But even if that were the case, it would in the long run pay oif, Had we teiuy
taken the initiative in the Rosenbearg Case, it is ciear on the basis of what subsecuentiy happened, cur
standing with the radical eiements might have becan appreciaty oetier than itis tecay. [ do netinink ¢
would necessarily have accompiished a great ceal as far as concerns parly growin, but it mignt have
added to our periphery, and it ceriainly would have served as an excelient example.

The Rosenberg Case is an outstanding example of cur problems in relation to Stalinism on the
American scene. The Stalinists appear in the eyes of most racical workers as the exireme Left. Unlor-
tunately, our party is aimost unknown to broad sections of thg, radical workers of America. A preopierm for
the party is to be abie to distinguish ilseif from the CP, not as anoiner variety of radicalism but as tne
revolutionary expression of Marxism and as the real Communists in contrast to the Stalinists, wno arz ne
real “pinks.” To be able to do this in a period of reaction is a truly gargantuan task. But unless we maxe
ourselves clear on just such questions, we shail run the risk of not winning the vanguarc to our sice. |
repeat: we cannot be mere supporters of the Resenberg Case. We are eitner the best, the mest aevoied,
the most conscious, the most conscientious fighters in just such cases, or we are in danger of agpeanng
as simply another variety of racicais, while the Stalinists wiil appear as the''reai McCoy.”

We should have made our class positicn clear in the Rosenberg Case. We shouid boldly have
taken the initiative in this matter ahead of the Stalinisis and carried on the fight in such a manner &as 0
show to all the world .the difference in approach beiween genuine Communism and its Sialinist
-counterfeit.

As the Rosenberg Case demonstrates, the party has a tremendous problem in relation to Stalinism. itis
not so much that iney steal our thunder. Itis that we are not utilizing the vast reserves of our reveiutionary M.arx-
ist position and are driiting atong ratacr faan driviang a conoclous ifac.

To pursue the case a litlle further: | understand from the Noew York Tlmes that ¢ .
Rosenberg rally at the Triborough Bridge Aucitorium in New York which was atiericed by 10
peopie—a tremendous audience considering the period we are living in. Now my approach 16 this gues-
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tion is as foliows: did w2 do cur ulimost to reach these people with our message and iiterature in the
traditional manner? Did we do all in our power o penetrate the mass of this audience with our iceas? if we
did not then it was a gross error.

Did either the Majority or Minority leaders propose any concrete course of action in relationtot his
rally?  don’t know. But | do know that if in Buiialo there were a meeting o this charadier, were itic consist
of only thirty people, our party would be there “the fastest with the mostest.” This goes not mereiy ior
Stalinist peripheral organizations but for any organization where acvanced or iiberal ec...ents are
gathered. And this goes hand in hand with our trade union line and in no way Coni radicts it.

2

" The Rosenberg Case is a worid case by now. In treating the Rosenberg Case, whatisimporiantior

"us as the class vanguard is to present the srolctarian worid point of view. This is our most vaiuzl.e assat,

ot

_our method of presenting it from the class point of view, particuiarly as against Staiinism, wihich presanis it

from the point of view of formal bourgeois democracy only.

Of course, we also defend the Rosenbergs from the point of view of elementary bourgeois
democratic rights, and we participate in any organization which defends bourgeois democratc rights
from reactionary incursions. But we cannot regard any such case exclusively from tne viewpoint of
bourgeois democracy, since in that case we lose our specific class approach. .

The Rosenpberg Case—and | am merely using it as a vehicle to express my position and not so
much because of its importance—should also be regarded in another light: from the point of view oiine
current discussion on propaganda. The case offered an opportunity for action, for live action. i uncers-
tand that there were about a thousand people in a picket line in {ront of the Whita House, cemand ng
clemency from Eisenhower. in such an action we should articipate, because it gives us an opporwuniiy to
test ourselves in combat, an opponumty to fight. For without live, action, without testing, withoutl €x-

' penence through combat, without matching in action our ciass line against our opponents, we rave no

opportunity of learning and gauging our resulis. ‘
{ view such an action as the "hard” line against Stalinism. i view it as a field Tor comsal. |

*, E -

{. Thereis
nothing worse, on the other hand, than merely to watch the deveiopments of the Rosend erg ase orany
other similar raco witihst intaeianinas Fmritic xv\ﬂh‘unh}a p'*(‘(‘*l\ll‘\l vendahina dnsauneid ~an basritiass tolrims

~ R s = w e R -~

any action even on the smaliest, the tm.est and most mocest scale—idieness, wiich becomes me
transrission belt for ail sorts of moods ieading to demuoralization.

In 1947 the Stalinists projected the idea of a “vetocade” to Washingion to protest against the immi-
nent passage of the Taft-Hartley Bill. At that time the CP in the Buifaioc area had a consicerabie inliuence
In the labor movement. We immediateiy sought to seize the initiaiive in this velccade, and wiils we ¢.dn't
obtain the entire initiative, our comrades did a magnificent job, tesied themselves in ideociogical nand-10-
hand combat with the Stalinists; and 1o this cay this "vetocade" remains not oniy one of our most vaiuatie
experiences but also a testimonial to our approach, an approach motivated by a cesire 10 enter into cem-
bat, to engage in class struggte activities of any type, and to make crystai clear our incepencent c.ass and

political approach.

The Willie McGee Case, which was also under the sponsorship of the Stalinists, is anotner exam-
ple, Here too we seized ihe initiative in our area. We gathered thousands of signatures, distributzd 6,030
Milltants, and carried out a motercade in the heart of the Negro area.

If there really were any illusions in regard to Stalinism or any type of conciliaticnism, as Comrace
Cannon claims, then it would be ail the more osiigatory o participalo In sucn acltions. For itis only
through experience that iilusions are demolished.

Let me cite here something which | consider another tactical siip-up on the part of our party. On
January 29, 1549 | wrote to Comrade Stein proposing that the Political Committee offer Comrace Cannon
as a defense witness, an expert on revolutionary Marxism, &s a meihod of intervening inthe CPtrias. Our
purpose, | stated then, would be, along with taking the initialive in this interveniion, to show i
revolutionary Marxist line in contradistinction to the Staiinists.

And in a post script written one day later | point out that this wouid "show our solidarity with the
Stalinists as against the capitalist frame-up.” “Of course,” the leiler continued, “ihe Staiinisis wil never
accept us as defense witnesses. Their refusal then couid be publicly utilized not only 10 expose them out
also to oifer to the labor movement genearally an examp!e of our uniied front tactics in reialion to celaon-
ding all working class victims of capitalist persecution.” | further suggesied that the party submit wnat s
known as an amicus curiae brief. Thia Stalinists themseives wouid have nad No say in edher acceplng of
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rejecting this brief. But even without acceptance of the briei, the mere fact of its presentation, which would
necessariiy have been reported in the capitaiist press of the nation, would have shown to the workers of
America where we stood. In spite of the Stalinist leadership, indzaed, right over the heads of ihe S:alinist
leadership, it would have bezn a clear appeal to the better elements of the Stalinist ranx and file and one
that could hargly be distoried.

While | did not anticipate earth-shaking resuits frora this proposed tactic, stili it would have beena
method direcied toward strengthening and refurbishing our revoiutionary position oefore the wornd.
Comrade Stein and the Secretariat, however, did not accept the proposal; and | feel thatthis a regretiatie
further addision to what has already been said concerning the Rosenberg Case.

To sum up the Rosenberg Case, the fact that it became sucn a tremencous issue on the American
scene specifically, as well as on the world scene, indicates now uiopian and visionary it is 10 seexk oUL an
independent course for the American workers, separate and apart from engaging in such struggias &s
this. This case demonstrates how inextricadly interwoven are the politics of the Arerican scene with those
of the world struggle. In particular it demonstrates now interiinked are the politics of our party with our €n-
tire class camp, of which American labor is one of the iinks. And, as we said at the very beginning ¢+ ocur
article, an indispensable link, and historically the most cdecisive.

Before going further with the question of the independent destmy of the American working class,
let us consicer for a moment the guestion of the American Stalinists, and our tactics toward them. This
flows from the first question. But it interacts with it also. And its conssoerat;on wiil heip us to view the
matter from another side.

Ll r ] At
vihe Trolcly Conversalions

e

Tha Tratckv conversations as renortad in the stenozram {Internal Bulietin, Vol. 15, No. 10) throw a iresh
light on Stalinism and our attitude toward it. The 1540 discussions with Troisky are in every way iuminzlng and
rich in content. It is in these conversations that wa se¢e the probiam of protiems: our reiation and alliluce iewa
the Stalinists wien they are in their “loi” turn. More than thiricen years have eiapsec since then, }LC.’b
which have been characterized not only by war but by reveiution as well. Itis in the light of the new woric
reality that we must view these conversations and not merely in the light of the concitions as they exisied
in 1940.

In a note to the discussion by Comrace George Ciarke, he states that what is signilicant in the ai-
titude of Trotsky's opponants toward giving Browder critical support is that it "duplicates eimostwora for
word today the furious opposition to proposais of a far more restrictea nature than criucal supporicia CP
presidential candidate. The contrast is further highlighted,” says Clarke, “by the fact that the Swainust
- movement has been in a pseudo-left turn for more than five years, and the ferment in taeir ranks is ob-
viously more deepgoing than in the bricf period of the Stalin-Hitier Pact.”

That there is and has been ferment in the Stalinist movement today as it was during the time of the
Trotsky conversaiions is only too clear 10 require furtner proof. What we must do beiore consicenng the
validity of any tactical orientation toward the Staiinisis is t0 delermine the soclal ehcracicer of ne
“ferment” vithin the CP. Is the ferment or the dissatisfaction in the Stalinist ranks due to the CP's pact f'.st
line, its policy of “co-existence,” its lack of a revolutionary proletarian line against w ar? in olner worces, is
the ferment in the Stalinist movement due to the urgings of the rank and file for a more revomt.o..cr/ i“.e.
or is it due to the fact that under the furious blows of reaction the CP cannot hoid its folowers even wiin a
mildly pseuco-leitist anti-war line? (To rnaxe it ciearer, is the fermentin the CP due io0 the fact that tne
rank and file are seeking a more revolutionary ling, and are cissatisficd with the paciiist, co-exisience line
of the CP?) If wa examine the ferment in the CP in this light we can only come to the conc.usion tnat tne
ferment is primarily due to the tiows of the reaction and the severity of the witch-nunt. inmyczinon, the
dissatisfied and disoriented elements in the Stalinist movernent are in (e rain leaving the Stalnisirans
not because they want a more revolutionary line but becausc incy can't stand up under the pressure : Ol the
reaction and the witch-hunt. Of course, into the ranks of the CP peripheral organizalions nave came new
layers, who have just been awakened to political life, and it is from ihese thal we can maxe our greawast
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~organizations. Nor is it based on the fact that the laber movement is at the present tim

gains. But we must not confuse this guestion with the guestions of the general social characier of the fer-
ment in the various CP organizations. Thus the coclai cnaracter of the fterment as awhole inine CP ranks
is not at all like the ferment in the ranks of the SP in the early Thirlies when the ranks were seesing a
revolutionary progressive line under the impetus of a wave of radicalism throughout the country. Noris it
the type of ferment which was present in the CP ranks in ihe late Thirties when the CP was pursuing a
rabidly Rightist course toward fighting fascism in words while doing nothing about it in ceecs.

Our party organized a giant demonstration in the heart of New York City to fignt the fascists. The
CP was for fighting them only in words, but the mood of the rank and fite was for action, and at ieast on
that occasion we carried the day. The workers responded by the thousandgs, and {0 this moment we con-
sider that a glorious chapter in our party’'s history.

So the real question before us is: can we gain subsiantially from the ranks of the Sizlinist move-
ment in a period of reaction when the ranks are cisintegrating, not because of a revolutionary or
progressive ferment, but primarily due to inability 10 stand up under the blows of reaction? Tnis aspect of
the guestion of our approach o the Stalinists is not adequaialy examined in the Minority document. Now |
am ail for having a tactical approach toward ihe Sizlinisis and for working in any of their peripheral
organizations, particularly in such key cilies &s New York, Los Angeles and Chicago—wnere tney are
probably five or ten times the size of our own organization.

My raotivation for this approach is not based on any revolutionary ferment that exisis in these

né in & sale of

quiescence. | would be for it even if it were in a staie of resurgence. My motivation is based cn our
strategical orientation as the world revoiutionary vanguard wihereby we seek out an opponent poiiucas
class current in any area where we can find it for e surpooas of rreconcihiabio comsal. We regard
ourselves as the world vanguard of the proletariat, as the leader of our entire class camp on & g.otal
scale, and we must engage our antagonist who aiso leads & giooal class current anc coastiiules our most
formidable political rival in the same class camp. We must combat them in the spirit of revoiutionary com-
petition for the hegemony of this camp. Even more important ihan that, is that by seeking out our politicai

rival we zre nroniinrinn and
wval, we are ;| o oeng

narsartina Anr raunlitinngey nrasaram
. [ SaA¢ A ary prooram.

In order o further elaboraie this pcint let us examine the Trotsky conversation
Comrade Cannon opens the conversation: “The Stalinisis are the oroblem.” Why? “Secause
non, “the workers are unable to distinguish the real difference hetween us.” The Siahin-Hiler Pact
to disintegrate them, “put it (the CP) was losing just the democrats.” But how about ihe miilanis? "Thay”
says Comrade Cannon, “are more devoted tnan ever (to the CP). Tray beieve 1nal wne parly adw ras
revolutionary lire.' " And that exactly was the situation in 1540. There was fermentin the CP ranks, but?
were losing oaly the pink democratic giements. The militlants became more loyal than ever. And thatis e5-

:

sentially the situation today, only magniiied a hundred-foid by the fury of the reacton.

 Elsewhere in the conversation Comrace Cannon says, “The problem is to g&t the CP out cf the
road.” But how? Trotsky proposes critical support for Browder. Cannon says this wiil compromise us in
the eyes of ihe non-Stalinist workers. Trotsky proposes that we “lurn our poiitical face to the Staunists.”
Cannon says, “It has many compiications.” What were the compiications? Among them it "wouid &.57udt
our work among ihe progressive tracde union eiements.” Trolsky answers, “You are airaic Lo sceome
compromisad in the eyes of the Rooseveltian trade unionists.” Further, Trotsky shows firm convicion that
if we turn our poiitical face to the Stalinists we will make headway with tnerm. Trotsky says, "l &Sk for tws o
three hundred Sizlinist workers. That is the minimum reguirement.” The ciscussion is finauy tefminaled oy
Comrade Hansen leading off with a question: “l am wondring if Comrade Trowsxy consicers tnat our pany
is displaying a conservative tendency in the sense that we are acapting ourseives poiticaily to ihe trace
union bureaucracy.” And Trotsky replies, “To a certain cegree | believe it is s0.”

Anzlyzing the conversations in the light of the present international situation, several facts emerge
from the conversations which have a direct bearing on tne controversy tocay.

revolutionary ferment. As Cannon puis it, they were "“losing just the cemocrats.” Ancinatl \ney
losing now. These are the elements that are in ferment, moving away from the CP. And {hese glements
with tHe exception of layers of newly awakened political elements, are not likely 10 D& moving in our dvec-
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tion. Was Comrade Trotsky right then in proposing that we turn our political {ace 0 tne Stalinisis? Ves,
because otherwise we would face a greater canger of adagiing ourselves at that time towara tne conser-
vative trade union lcacers and today to the general dominant trend toward reaction. Was Comracs
Trotsky over-optimistic in his perspective of getling “a minimum of at least two or three hundred Siahnist
workers?” Yes, he was. It could not have been done for the reason that the gentine revolutiorary
elements in tne CP “were more devoted than evar” to it—on the basis of the new pseuco-leilistiine. And

- this is substaniially the situation today.

Should we nevertheless “turn our poliiical face to the Stalinists?” Yes. Not because we wiill necessany
gain a lot, but because there is a field of combat for us, w here we {23t

T Ouv ‘M\- eIyt |\.V06uuouut',' 3:0:’:‘::‘16.

What new probiem arises out of an examination of the Trotsky conversations in the light of the pre-
sent Stalinist turn to the ieft on a world scale? it is this: when the Stainists make a “left turn,” pariicu.any in
period of reaction accompanied by severe repressions, our tas« in relation to the Stalinists becomes not
easier but tremendously more gifficult, for their “leflist” line gives the false impression inai theiriineis tne
same as our own. Hence differentiation from the Sm! nisis becomes an utmost necessity. it bolng a ziiics
of roaction, howaver, (ne airierentialion inarovelu on:ry Giroction tonco more to isoislc us anvons Ui

.

broad macces wn..o not brincing approciabio calng from the 2. Thus, even under the best of cir-
cumstances, and even if we had Lenin and .ro\ar\y themseives as tha leadership in tihe party we wouic siiil
face a tremencous problem. The problem of differentiation from the Stalinisisis a cocuble-edged sword. i
we use Trotsky's approach to the guestion, that is, of turning our political face to the Staiinists, itmgans of
course a strengthening of our revolu“onary line and a sharpen.ng of our class approzc . The gains, of
-course, from the Stalinisis would be modastindesd. But il we o not cairy Gul this azmrocch, wia run 2.
risk of veoring a course foward adaptalion. .
This course toward acaptation would also be a “cifferentiation” frem the Stelinists, bu' itis the «ind of
differentiation which would make us appear the more “moderate” organization or an organization that “just preaches
socialism in general” Hence the correciness or 'o::ws line. It teachies us that in e pencC of reaction n2
revolutionary vu.bua:u HHGY UELUING 1HUIE 15UIG.Eu, 1096 6 1wk 107G el il i.‘. thovanns ofthe srood mozzon ot L‘.:

supreme merit is ihat it retains and strengihens the revoiutionary capitai of the party, its revoiutionary theory &nd its
revolutionary practice. In this way the vanguard builds for the fuiure.

What Comrade Trotsky said in his Slaiinicra and Zelshoviom (p. 9) is exac::y in pm.u

“lf an unfavorable relation of forces prevenis it (the a cuard) from helding the positions

that it has won, it must at least retain its iceological positions, because in them is €x-
pressed the dearly-paid experience of the past.”

Tho Vicilase Quostiion

If one were to chart an independent destiny fof the American working class, if one were iocking for a
road separate and apart from the Stalinists and awey from Europe's and Asia’s road then i wou id first eppeer
that the Waliace movement could have served as a pathway for it. Tnere is no quastion that t.u, Wallace r“.’
ment had elements of the ciassical American pogulism. But how cid it really develop? il was merged win a
current that was glocal In character. What gave it such a characier? it was the Sialinists. The We.ace movernent
reproduced the “genuing” type of popuiar American radicalism, but uncer tne given social sauing it ingvitaoly
took on political coloration from the world scene.

In the "Roots of the Party Crisis” the Minority fails to mention the Wallace question. They beginwinine
“suto crisis” at the August 1647 Plerum and then jump to the 1646-50 discussion on Fastern Europe. The irst
was a trade urion turn with which the prescnt Majority finally went along. The secona was a very (ou vle!
-theoretical Ciscussion on the events in Eastern Zurcpe.

But the first concrete step in the party's course toward adapiation to the dominant trend of reacion was
the unfortunate February 1948 Plenur, known as ne "Waliace Pic um." The Vinoriy's baizun fadsto menrion
the “Waliace Pienum.”l ¢o not believe this faliure is merely dug 10 ine present Mincrity's eiaing a wrong pos.i.o.n
(along with the Majority) at that time. Itis not necessary for anyone to beat his breast and Cnumcraie every ins
teke. Nor is it ihe intention of this document especialy 10 expose misiakes. Since the gueston of the "rocs™ ¢!
the crisis has been raised, however, we must not hesitate to go to the real root of the prodlem. The Minor-
ty document faiis to do this.
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This failure is because the Minority misunderstood, and still misundersiands, the real nature of the
Wallace-type groupings, and their full significance in the present globail class strugg'e. Everything the Minonit
says about the Huberman tendency and the Compass Ciubs was & huncied umes more rue of the Waiiace
movement. The Wallace question was a big issue in every CiO union. Support of Wailace in the UAW or siee.
locals did not mean orienting toward the imperiaisi-minded tureaucracy but directy counter to them, and oe-
ing branded as “communist,” as pro-Soviet and being red-paited. It did not mean giving up the in-
dependence of the party, but asserting the party’s independence of the trade union bureaucracy in a most
uncompromising manner.

The party took the line of least resistance on the Walilace question, certainly at least as far as the
trade union and mass work was concerned. Since the question of mass work as opposed to "propeganca”
work has been posed so sharply, itis all the more importantin the interesis o a fruitiul analysis to searen
out the meaning of the position taken at the “Wallace Pienum.”

Wallace himself, of course, may be dismissed as an inconsequential individua
Thomas, whom Trotsky called a “political misunderstanding.” Comrade Cannon's char
Wallace and his !daho singing partner as capitaiist politicians was correct, but beside the
question was: what was the class character of the Wailace moveient?
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There were two principal answers to this guestion at the Plenum. The Majority neid it was a third
- capitalist party. A rinority cormposed of Swabeck, Miils and Bartell at first viewed itasane merging aoer

party. Both were wrong.

The Wallace movement at that time literally encompassed millions of workers and midcle ciess in-
dividuals throughout the country. It was no secret to anybody who was at ail acquainied with peliticai
trends in the country that the Stalinists were its core, were praciically cirecling the movement, and’ con-
stituted the buix of its activists: The movement had a tremandaous aop‘,a {o whatever was progressivae in
the liberal or radical movement. But as soon as the party constituiad itssii and sciected ils cancicates, a
barrage of red- bai..ng and hysteria descended upon it such as this country nas rarely seen. It was no 6x-

.
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The Wallace party was not really a political party at all. It was a Stalinist-directed, working-class
and middie-class movement with an es;cntm../ working-class caaracior. Atthe same time it had a mucn
looser and broacer character than their other “fronts,” with greater opporiunities for us to work in. itywas

ot at all a "Popular Front” of the Blum type.

The Wallace movement was a progressive-radical movement in spite of Wallace. Theinternationz
situation, and the intimate involvement of the U.S. in that siiuation. foreshadowed thatl the movemen
would be red-baited to death. This red-baiting did not occur rﬁo'ey because of the presence ol ine
Stalinists in the movement, but more especia / pccause of the infiuence of their line uzcn the movement.
Anything remotely pro-Soviet was, and still is, bound to be red-bailed. But could a large radicaized
grouping of some millions in America tocay avoid the Soviei guesiion and concenirate only on tne gucs-
tion of wages, nousing, etc., alone? Of course not. The Americans for Democratic Action who are much
more middale class in characier with much less of a mass base and who repeat many of the purely iiseral
aspects of Waiiace-ism, have not avoided the Soviet question. They take a ciearly anti-Soviet position.

Py -

Once again—the international probiems are intertwingd with the naiional in the most concreig and
intimate way. It is not only that the ceneral world economic and political prodlemns of American im-
perialism wili breax its hold at home and create the opening for the American workers. (Thisis the g neral
schema in Comrade Cannon's internationalism). It is also the specific and immedicie effect of the struggie

abroad on the struggle at home. For instance, in the light against the boss, and in the fight within the union
about Biew 10 fight the boss, the “red” issue has never been absent. And today the “red” issue is in-
terlinked with the Soviet issue. If the rank and file did rot so iink it, the right wing leacers wouid ¢o it for
them. The global class struggle flares up within the national borders again and again—not, sc far, wiih tne
fury or clear class polarity that it does abroad, it is true. Nor did the Waliace movement (certainiy ndt as

.much as the Rcsenberg Case) coniront us with letiers a foot high saying: "I am the Russian guestion ina
.new disgtiise.”

.

Waliace's Russian program wes the mildest form of conciliation toward the Soviet Union.
Regardless of his charlatanry and unworkabie program he cathered around him rnany supporiers w..o
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were genuinely sympathetic to the Soviet Union. And is it so remarxable that this was coralincd witn ail
the "American” aims—the economic siruggle—Tait-Hartley—the Negro question, eic.? This is notan ac-
cidental vagary, or twist, of Siziinism: it is a verification of the {nterdependent destinies of the American
and world-wide working classes. '

Comrade Cannon's posiiion was that it would be “crossing class iines” to give critical support to
Wallace. He advocated the “unconditional independence” of the parly as the key to winning the masses
for revolution. (But without a clear understanding of the above inicricpendance, the incependence oi the
party couid not be clearly understood either). It wouid not have been “crossing ciass lings” to give criical
support to Wallace. it would oniy have been supporting Waiiace &s Lenin said “arope supporis a hanged
man.” it would have been reaching out our hand toward elements of cur own €335 we could not reach in
any other way except through critical support of Wallace. (This, as everybody on the NC knows, was my
position, and it flowed from the international orientation | also elaborated at that Pienum).

The Waliace Pienum misjudged an important juncture ¢f recent history. More than that, it laid the
basis for the party’s adaptation toward the reaction in the following period. Were some of the ma’ority
comrades sectarian in their cutlock? Possibly thay were. But pasically, the line was an acaiciion to th
red-bailing opposition to the Wallace movement. Were Comraces Clarke and Cocnran, wino voled wild
the Majority six monins after the "Auto Plenum,” sectarian in their outlock? This is a point they shou.d
ponder over themseives.

The minorily at the Nallace Plenum”—at that time the Chicago NC members—saw a rad?cal and
militant movement in which cur party could do useful and fruitful work. Their poiitical tactic of critical sup-
port was correct. Unfortunateaily, the Chicago co mraces did not foresee the clrcetion Whis new movement
was fated to take. By projecting a “labor party” orientation they nad in reaity projected a pgroo of upsuige.
They had not perceived that, in one sense, the Wallace movementwas alastilickering of radicaism uncer
the spreading blanke: of reaciion. Most of all, they did not see the Wailace movement in the light of the
new gicbal setting that uitimately was to decide its fate.

The Minority line today, in this important respect, ciosely approximates the Chicago minority’s line
of February 1948. True, the presen: Minority wouid not be so rash as {0 precict great gains from th
Stalinist miiieu. But they sea it outside of its global framework, aside from its lnlerdegonacney, and
hence, one-sidediy. it is not only that tnere are less nurascrs in this milieu today than in the Wainace move-
ment; it is also that the people themselves are much iess recepiive (to us), even if they are more poiitical
than the much larger group in ihe Waliace movement was.

The Majority taday seems to continue the same iine of adaptation that they presented at the
“Wallace Pienum,” thus making the party mcre copenaent on the present anti-Soviet prejudices of the
working class. The present discussion is proceeding too rauch like the too-much-forgotien Wallace cis-
cussion. It is proceeding in a masked or haif-dlinded manner, in which the participants have thougnt cut
neither their full motivations, nor the fuli conseguences of their positions. The Majority’s adaptation (o the
rightward trend is obviously not conscious or celiberate, but its objective efiect is the same

The Minority, however, while correct in their tactical approach, are wrong from the point of view of
political analysis. The very fact that they characterize the trouble as sectarian Stalinophobia wouid in-
dicate that they see more in the Staiinist milieu than is realiy there.

The fact that the Minority persist in characterizing the Mgjority as “sectarian” surely cannot be
ascribed to excessive diplomacy, sofingss, politeness, elc. on their part. It would appear, rather, thatihey
see the field for activity, the movement 6i the workers, etc. in a difierent quarter than the Majority, and that
they feel the Majoerity are "missing the bus” in a practical sense.

Torepeat: itis not a sectarian, pathological fear or hatred of Stalinism which motivates the Majori-
ty. It is fear of the reaction, and fear of tne generaily reactionary mood which parvades most sirata ol the
labor movement. it is no: an abnormal psychoiogical prenomenon, but a periectly understanaadie, if
somewhat odscured, al phenomenon.

It is not because the Majority are separate and apart from the labor movement; it is precisely
because the Majority cre oriented tcward the American iabor movernent. The motive and P-’rrJog of tais
orientation is of course laudable enougn taxen by itself. But as we ail know, the American workers are
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ternporarily permeated with the mood of reaction. Unfortunately, the Maiority is showing a tendency (o
ater to this mood. :

The Minority, on the other hand, are repeating the error of the Chicago minorily on the Wallace
question. In spite of their correct taciical approach they have not, apparently, absorbed the iull meaning
of the Wallace discussion, nor of the conversation with Troisky which they themseives have puolished.

N
The question of the independence of the party (which erose intne Wealiace c’iscuss‘ow) its real in-

dependence, its Boishevik independence, faced a really fundamental test at the time of the "Yugoslav A
fair.”

.
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The Yuccslav Guaestion and {ae Indogondonce of (ne Pary .
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Some time afier the break of Tito from Staiin, our movement had projected the icea that the inter-

_national climate was becoming more favorable for the construciion oi genuine revoiutionary parties and that

“the paraliel crisis of Stalinism and imperiaiism” created ine favorabic opjeciive conditions for the deveiopment
of independent revoiutionary movements away from Stalinism. Tine Tito &ilair, accorcing to our co-thinker's
document pointed in that direction and probably was the precursor for other such movements. Belwean this
period and the period ¢f the Third World Congress, our movament's orientation was one for indepencent
revolutionary cevelopmenis separate from and &against the Siaiinists.

Tito's break with Stalin was in itseif, as an initial step, progressive and rpvo.u..onary Butiorusio pro,cct
the further perspeciive of possidly coaverting the Titoist Communist Party into a genuine reveluiionary pany
was simply a lapse into uicpianism. However, certain external and pure.y superiicial evenis and
pronouncements of the Tito re gime impelled our co-thinkers 1o be'izve that nothing less than a conversion of
the Tilo party mto an adherent of our movumcrt ves in signt in a lead article in the wakani, the May oay
Maniiesto of th gosiav CP was hailed as “the cccond greatest event in the history of the wor King-cicss
movement.” Actucmy tnis Manifesto had nothing in it whatever that would warrant SUCN & CONCIUSION eX-

‘cept & phrase about “a return to the roa d of Lenin” witnout inoicating what the road was.

Aside from the fact that at the time of this article in the LlLitcat ihere wes already on the mainiand
of China a new workers' state, which in reaily had been the greatest event in working-class hisiory s.nce
the October Revolution, the article had a compigiely erur‘bOLS >rspcctiv in relation to Yugosiavia and
the Yugosiav CP. If ever | feit our movement cou: id e compleicly disor IC'\AbJ | izit thatthis was ine occa-
sion. | made my position clear at the Midwest Party Conierence held in Cleveiand in May of ihat year.
Later | wrote a letier to Comrade Warde of the Secretariat. This letter oilers a a clue to my position in th
present internal discussion. | quote from the letter of June 12, 1650

“Regarding ine Yugoslav question, | have not seen a scintiila of cbjective evidence from
the Yugoslav. or world press, which wouid in any way inaicate arcci turn Nt he politicﬂ
policy of the Yugoslav leacership. Cur uncritical aititude towards the Ticists i3 Wrong,
dangerous and without any § iustification from the po‘m of view of tne objective realities of
the Yugosiav CP. It is a dangerous iliusion 10 D siieve that the leadership is moving in our
direction, or making any visisle turn in their poiit al poiicy. '

4] have read Geabe's and Germain's resoiutions, and while | believe that Gabe's resolution
is far more acceptable than Germain’s, | o not think tat it is at &ll adequate, since ne
leaves out entirely the guestion of our atiitude owaras tne Tito leadership. The PC should
draw up a resclution waich should encornpass the following poinis: 1) That Yugoslaviais a
workers' staic, and that an actual social revoiution nas teken place there , because the
bourgeoisie nas been crushed, expropricied, and e poitical power S"\SSF.CG ihe old
capitalist staic apparaius v/as shattered in the pericc from 1944-46, and a new one
erected based upon ihe support of the workers and dk,c'o 1AiS (Ihe muiation oi stale form
took place in the period 1944-49 ,.2) Treworid p ictaniat must defend the Yugoslav siate

teud
against the encroachments of the S vict bureaucracy and against wornd 1...:>cr:ahsm
3) The Yugosiav leacership pursucs a r.;,’. ona % Soololiol, not a Troskyist, course intnerr

foreign anc aomestic poiicics. The ey base themseives iundamaentally on the (.n...,qi:.'.a o
lgencles of Yuzoslavia and noi 6 i Wediu rovoluLon s e undomental lever Tn\:y in-
dicate no recognition of the dependence of the Yugoslav stawe on the WOoric revoiuuon.
Their {foreian poiicy is achaerence (0 the United Nations, not adnerence o tne Four tinie

national. 4; Our attitude towards the Yugoslav lecadership shouid not be qua..tativeiy
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different than towards any other labor bureaucracy. We support the progressive aspects
of their struggla against imperialism and the Stalinist bureaucracy. dut we must at the
same time consistentiy and mercilessiy expose their reaciionary policies, such as &) sup-
port of the United Nations, bj “reiiance on ourselves anda only on ourseives” as Tilo says,
¢) the failure {o boicly repuciate Staiinist dcgmas of sociaiism in one country, class
collaboraticn with the bourgeoisie, d) bourgeois paciiicism instead of revoiutionary
struggle against imperialist war.

“Our perspeciive with respect to the Yugoslav CP should be one of building a left wing
from the ranks of that sarty, and notin fond hopes of regencrating the old leacership. This
does not mean that we should neglect to coiiaborate witn thiem any more than ve do with
the other labor bureaucracies. To this, however, must be acded the inescapabie coronary
of uncondcitional independence of our party and freadom to criticize in the course of the
collaboration. .

AR P RN

“| have noted that there is a littie rmore moceration in the iast 2 issues of the Lililant on the
Yugosiav guestion. i would acvise siill further moderaiion. At any rate this is far saier and
will not put us out on a limd should there be a sudden turn in the Tito leadersnip which
would be exceedingly embarrassing to us and disorient our membership.”

On June 22, Comrade Warde replied:

“By this time you will have recaivecd another informaiive resort on internal ceveiopmanis
in Yugosiavia. | believe that your atiitude towards the leacership there is entireiy too ricid.
Moreover, it fiies in the face of esiabiished facts. Tre fact is that we are already in a bloc
with them anc our coilapboration on many imporiant issues is daily becoming closer and
closer. Our attituce has never been an uncritical one and we have conceced not an icta in
principle in effeciing this colizaboration.
pointed that out in a iriendly tone and a comradely fashion. .

“Your appraisal of the evidence about their cevelopment ciifers from mine and-that of
most comraces who have followed it closely. It appears to us unceniable that a genuine
turn toward the lefi, thatl is, toward the Leninist standooint has been taren by them. Fow
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we did rnoi do ail in our power to facilitate their prograess toward our Posilicns &nd o try
and have them come over ail the way. Both our aciions ana criticisms have been an in-
fluential factor in that respect in the past period and wiil have an even greater infiuence in
the period ahead. The important thing for us is to take fuli aavantage of the opgortunitics
opening up along the line of my report. This is the biggest political opportunity we have
ever had." :

I have quoted this correspondence in full because it has a direct conneciion with the current con-
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troversy. Then, as now, the reaction was raging, not to the same degree, but none the less surely; anc the
mass movement in this country, while it was not &s quiescent as it is now, was by no means in a mintant
mood. Nationally, and particualrly insofar as it concerned Locai New York, the policy nadbéen to scex out
all Yugoslav organizations and organize brigadas to Yugoslavia, since Yugosiavia was our “2icz3st
political opportunity.” This was as good a time as any to counierpose 10 the Yugosiav oneriaiion mass
work in tnhe trade union movement, as our main ‘ask. But the proner approach was 12ke (ne issue of
Titoism on its meriis. | was inen, as | am now, for the perspeciive of sinking our roots degpcr, cegper, anc
deeper into the mass of trade union workers, no maiter how difficult the situation may be. | cid not
counterpose the main arena of our work, the trace unions, as egainst our “biggest poiitical opporiuniy.”
That, however, is only one lesson of the Yugoslav experience. One other lesson was that our movement
was searching and probing everywhere (and correcty so) for opportunities, butthe objective situation on
a world scale had not opened up such possiilities as yet. ’

The biggest lessan, howaver, was with resgect to the unconditional indegendence of our party. The Tio
episode was really a case in point. No one raised it except myself in th2 above leiter. i the Maionily comraces
feel that the unconditional indepencence of the partly is so imsortant in the current controversy, | shouic nink
that was the time to have raised it—at a time wren we ran the canger of becoming the tail to Tito's kite. Tng
Titoist movement had no real appeal to the working masses anywhere in ine world, preciscly bacouse the
Titoists had no Intermationalist perspective and oriered nothing 1o the communist WOrkers Gureid wiich
was even a shade dificrent from what the Stalinists and reformists offered. The otner imporiani factor in
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tkoning with the global class current of Stalinism. We mustinvade iheir arena, aiwa

ﬁeTito experience is that it offered the happy alternative of circumventing the struggie against Staunist
wements everywhere by a “new independent road.” Would that that were so! Unfortunaiely, that was

fithe e. It indeed would be a happy aliernative if it had cbjectively exisiea, oui it did not.
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In our struggle to vanquish Stalinism, we cannot chart out an ilusory Indogendont read whereoy
gwould avoid them. Our path towards the masses on a wor.d scale, and 0 a narrower exientin the USA,
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{blocked by the Stalinists; and itis | orial corangt (and not aversion) that we wiit come out VIiCiQTious.
it of course does not depend on our efiorts aione but on the Wirn in the objective conditions, whnich are
fening all over the world. An attempt o chart out on the American arena an indepenceni road is just as
{sory as on the world arena. As Comrace Cannon said in 1640 to Comrade Trotsky, “Trne Staiinisis are
 problem. We've got to get them out of the rozd.” We cannot do this by circumventing them, by

fluding oursgives, by seeking an illusory independent road toward the American workers. We must

et them in cornbat, in irreconcilable struggle, with the recognition that they are a gicbal class current,
nt efforts of ali the workers and oppressed peopies in our

ire class camp. This will be done and it can be cone.
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On the other hand we must not conceive the Stalinist milieu in this country as rerely "an arca for
Ll work,” “an area where there are advanced peopie” or procecad on the basis “that the iabor move-
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slinism must go on, not merely because we think itis a good so

urce for recruiting, but because we are in
olutionary competition with them as one giobal class current against another for hegemony ci the

rld camp of ail the proletarians and cppressed peopies.
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We cannot proceed to vanguish Stalinism on the Amecrican arena merely on the basis o
ierican peculiarities.
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The above words of Trotsky in no way contradict his stalement that “America is the founary

efate of man will be forged." | quoted this last stalement and elasorated onitinthe memorancum wailn
resented to the 1950 Convention. To some comraces, the remarks seemed to be out of piace secause
b discussion was on Eastern Europe and Yugosiavia. Buil feitthey had arcievance to tne ciscussion, &3
kel they have a relevance to the present one. However, tngy cannot D@1y LG
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fene. Only the comprehension of the diaiectical inter-unity of cotatnese Trotsky coOncepis an thaircon-
ete application on the field of the American ciass struggle, will serve to accompiish our nisioric tas«s.

May 20, 1953
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