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1. The Different Character of the Two Wars.

S
3
{
A

A chief characteristic of Marxism, as a guide to the stratégy

and tactics of the workingclass in its struggle for power, and for—

(2

o

/ ,

socialism, is that it always proceeds from an analysis of the--

actually existing situation in each country and in the world as
a whole. It does not draw its strategy and tactics from dogma,
from formulae and slogans carried over from former periods of
experience,_ mmntly changes them under the impact of new
facts and new experience. When these chan_ges attain a_ certain
volume, they take on a qualitative character and mark a new
period of development, in which there is a general readjustment
and change of strategy and tactics. Such a qualitative.change
is_revealed when we compare. Communist. strategy. and._tactics
after World War. I with-those-being folowed-after World - War IT.

The most obvious of these changes are the following:

After World War I, the Marxists initiated the formation of the
Communist International with the central slogan of immediate
struggle for the dictatorship of the proletariat in all advanced
countries, to be realized through a Soviet type of government.
In the course- of World War II, the Communist International
was voluntarlly dissolved, and after the War, the predominant
opinion of world Marxists was expressed by Joseph Stalin when
he stated that any attempt to revive the Communist International
would be “Utopian and quixotic”; by Dimitrov of Bulgaria,
when he said that his country would realize socialism through
its own forms, not necessarily by a dictatorship of the proletariat
and Soviets; by Tito of Yugoslavia, in the statement that the
program of the Communist Party of Yugoslavia contains nothing
beyond the program of the Peoples’ Front; by Marxist Jeaders
of most countries in Eastern and Central Europe, who declared

1
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“new democracy” emerging from the war opens up
for these countries the possibility of a transition to socialism
without civil war . . .

These primary facts are sufficient to establish that Marxist
Strategy and tactics after World War IT differ so fundamcntally
from those following World War I, as to re
re-examination and revaluation of all problems of strategy and
tactics.

The primary factor in defining the difference between the two
postwar periods is, of course, the different character of the two
wars.

World War I was an imperialist war, in that both camps were
dominated by monopoly capital, aiming at extending their
respective empires; a victory for either side would result, chiefly,
in extending one empire at the expense of the other. What
was progressive in that war came, not from the victory of the
winning coalition, but from the overthrow of one of its members,
the Czarist Government, by a proletarian revolution which
established a new socialist system in face of bitter opposition
not only from Germany but also from Britain, France and the
US.A. The progressive vesults that came out of World War 1
arose, and could only arise, from a strategy which rejected both
sides of World War I and directed itself to transforming the
imperialist war into ciyil war.

W World Way I, on the contrary, was a war

_ ~ conquest on the part of Germany and her Axis partners, but
N P @ peoples’ war of national liberation on the part of the victorious
" ' Ynited Nations. The chief progressive result of World War 11

of imperialist

3 _%_\ came directly from the victory of the Allied po

wers, and the
/ |Marxist strategy and tactics during the war were determined by
- \this goal of victory, which brought with it the downfall of three
Y4 of the six imperialist world powers and the release of the long-

suppressed  European movement toward socialism.

This different evaluation of the two war
Joseph Stalin in the following words:

“As distinct from the First World War, the Second World War
against the Axis States from the very outset assumed the nature
of an anti-fascist war, a war of liberation, one of the tasks of
which was also to re-establish democratic libertics, The entry
of the Soviet Union into the war against the Axis States

S was summed up by
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i ist regime
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Nl kg in the course of a quartcr-century,hltS Prldl Thiedc
NES Il : ful state in the world.
i o seC t powerful s 3 :
Y res es into the second mos O : e b
§ if‘;";‘e‘rgowem formed and led jointly dﬁ United Na
h 2 .
. emerged victorious from World War ; st b p i
3 D eI e R slhal‘p }ri Ci(r)ln the Anglo-Soviet-
” : i inheren >
ictions and antagonisms . e
: contrz}dl;ucc)oalition. So much so, that, un.tll tl_le_tm:f British
3 i}gle;;ﬁm D, ey thet;:;;(t:;“:fythe United
: . - liminary neu
= h forces and the pre : i
*:*‘\*’glaﬁefrfsnﬁafanible signs that World War 11 had the sa
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i i im on both
W mental character of World War I, with the primary aim o

' __sides being to crush t.he Soviet -UEOE;e S
When e arllnljf (tllrl(;vterul::l character of the war WastO(}):;
i g 21,ha?i f,allen almost without a fight, ?nh 1tle
re\{efiled. Fra?ceawoke to their terrible danger from w%uc t el?/
e sUddmdyonl if the Soviet Army broke Hitler’s F{)oxt/\érn.
COUId' = Sﬂ?’C m\?‘:we _for the. first_time, that.the Far. Eas Ext
AHI}:“GM:"".hmimnleheen },ner protection from Japanese aggre_zsrllese,
{ | %I'Iﬂ}; 12:“&(» forces fully engaged in the West, the ]appmﬂ
3 | that with the ¢ ike—as they did on December 7, 1941, at 2 .
a2 Strj\xis Powers became so swollen with conqmlts
I?laibggthizg estood between them and wml‘lld :}lll;e r::::if}l)]ts :1:2
oL i i ‘ces. Tor all other :
'SOViet Uni(l;n a;rllcl 1;.5 25:;:;(‘)%1 rgiﬂzheir very survival, with tl;:
lssu'e' i ?CO in Soviet hands. The world was so much avyaan
e resu'ng Union saved it from Hitlerism, that Ame(rilcf .
o Slome-tdrilled in anti-Sovietism, openly thanked God fo
gttl;?lri;h(;sr;do;rgayed for the success of the Red Army.
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WORLD COMMUNISM AND

Establishment. of the character of the war as being one of
Mational survival and liberation on the side of the United Nations
did not, of course, resolve the contradictions within the Anglo-
Soviet-American alliance. Not for nothing had Hitler relied
upon these contradictions to prevent, or to disinlegl‘ale, any
alliance against him. Britain, under Churchill’s lr:;tclcrship,
delayed the attack against Germany through France for two
years after it had been promised—for the obvious purpose of
putting the full military burden of the war upon the Soviet
Union, in order ultimately to dictate the péace.  Churchill
planned to throw British and American forces into the Balkans
(instead of into a decisive blow through Trance), a strategy
which was directed as much against the Soviet Unj
Hitler. Obviously the most reactionary Anglo
ists never for one second forgot their aims
them. They were inside the camp of the peoples’ war for
national liberation, but working with all thejr forces to subvert
it, to turn it back into the pattern of World War T,

Churchill’s plan failed, because Rooseve
-arid__ingt_ead led America_into_another C
“Roosevelt, at the head of the Americ
steadily towards a close alignment witl
real coalition Strategy for the war
Churchill. He forced Churchill to
slogan of “unconditional surrender”, to guarantee against a
deal with Hitler that would doublecross the Soviet Union, He
initiated the Teheran Conference, where he boldy joined Stalin
to overrule Churchill, and made the first long-range commitments
that recognized Soviet interests on an equal plane with those of
America and Britain, He forced the belated execution of Anglo-
American promises regarding the second front, At Yalta, he
extended the policy of recognition of Soviet in

victory was already in sight. Before his death, h
main decisions that Truman ex

Conference. Thus he laid a r

on as against
-American imperial-
or ceased to fight for

1t refused to join him
ourse,

an government, moved
1 Stalin, (o establish a
and to enforce it upon
commit himself to the

terests, when
e charted the
ecuted for America at the Potsdam
eal, not merely formal, foundation

suarantee peace for generations to come, in accordance with
the promise of the Teheran Declaration of the “Big Three",
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i i nd
i armies, in hastening the victory, a
ructi the Nazi armies, in 7 the i
2 dcs]':imi:::‘:lgl Zi the war’s end the real possibility of a long
in establis

T‘%‘?}‘J@d f:'ncver doubted the ability of 1;11;: Sov:&LeU‘r::in; ;1(:::1(:1;
e shi - ictorious from th ‘
s ]eadtlzl'sl_llp;e;? ;T;;igc B‘:.l:‘:: neither were they unliler a:gﬁ
desel‘.md = 1mifcgt;ory under such conditions would not Ae er:ica
e 1.11}1 t gstl and less immediately complete. That r;ﬁ‘cive
i it 1t': leadership played on the whole a PS boe
under F}Oosev!e in alliance with and leaning upon tl'lne Ohis.
p:-o:g?'esnve :Eo (i’;e war's victorious end, was of far-reac nng[ e
Un.torll. ':;Tl;:cljrtt It shaped the whole character of the post-
torical 1 e
period and zgl ;;si ({Jlttl)]l;lter:;érxists generally foresaw th{»: Pl,?%ﬁ:
. 1e Cann:’}: tewas to be played by A.merif:a. in the wai .Marxists
:11;';: zgifsideiable surprise, and evenuskepti::flg,i sa‘n:;fli s
sea
of all nations, WII:;eﬁg?m"?;Esbg :‘l’i{ise was rr:':peated w}mnl ttll;;
i Teheran.agrz carried these agreements still further. thav.;_-
e Confelencmudl to say that most Marxists would :m;-l e
Eerhalli?;:i:;(l) if Roosevelt had tlurnedd l;z;ltc Oftog;ﬁ;r e
Frarit i 'he military de
urchill policy, at least when t 2 oEH
gehﬁnitely Estab]ishcd as only _a m-au.(;l:: ng;o:;igg e M
But Roosevelt never wavered in his e o
el and { coalition with the Soviet Union, for the var
- 1'1'-.*_::}1 _gmd e to come. He understood that this cqm_d
_and for the P_ci_tﬁi only if the books were closed on L.héﬁfaﬁ-
- ﬁa_“%:gg_l_@_t.:l__cﬁlp : c'ayit'alist world to eliminate the Soviet Jeion
ambl%m“ .O{al'ft: s l::f:m. He knew that only by aca:eli:a:eri1 &
.t 'ngﬂ l?dnyzs an equal, by accepting a future ;:u:e o8
e Sovl(".‘t ;Jletween two systems, could a long—terfn P
gggfri?tlople acted consistently upon these ﬁr:ciﬁtl?}r:: g
" 3 - - su
ey pOlé?}fulSC;;I;ii lt?l?c;lel;q}:'tionl:lgy circles of ﬁnair:-l(!:::
Stat_es. But p?“:"a s against Roosevelt and were doub-lg{1 ?{gzos&
T e By colion with the Sovier Ualon With Roase
- . lcy}? these reactionary groups gradually too lo il st v
VEI& sc:fl?:ill,ed Roosevelt's policies strapl bycstlgpr;e;:ui r:nt;:e faigl i
= m the Cabi
oy glliﬂgsilnoffflu?ﬁ:\ Elé::;g:n:o Congress in March, 1947,
1940,
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announcing the so-called “Truman Doctrine”. The U. §. faced
the post-war period with a program flatly contradicting that on
which it had fought the war, an open anti-Sovi

opposed to the Roosevelt program of a coaliti
war and peace.

Marxist world opinion remains, predominantly, firm in the
judgment that the Roosevelt policy, if it had continued to guide
the U.S.A. in the post-war world, would have guaranteed the
perspective announced at Teheran of peace for several genera-
tions. Communist spokesmen of the Soviet Union and most
European countries have consistently reflected this judgment.
The Communist Party of the U.S.A. has made the reinstatement
of Roosevelt'’s policy its main immediate goal.

The different estimate given the two World Wars by the
Marxists is thus fully reflected in the quite different strategy
and tactics with which they face the present post-war world,

To the extent that Roosevelt’s policy determined the pro-
gressive character and outcome of World War II, to an equal
extefit has the possibility of a long-term peaceful co-existence
of the socialist and capitalist systems been created.

The strategic and tactical concepts of world Marxism are
today dominated by the task of realizing this possibility. Tt js
a struggle to prevent a new world war, it is the struggle for peace.
The forms this struggle takes are profoundly different from those
which characterized the period following World War I. The
starting point for fully understanding these post-war differences

must be from the fundamentally different character of the two
wars,
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9. The World Relationship of Forces.

it f whole
“Men miake history, but the¥ do n0t'aIlI;atl](f:1 t1;) 1(;1tlth i(;lory ol
'k with the materi 4 ‘

* They must work wit ; e
CI(‘)tili.cled for}r the current task. If the present posittwda;ef i
p]f(; so fundamentally from the previous ?ni;-i. als deﬁﬁition
di ersndergtanding of this difference must inc u(.le1 a‘e}“i(msmp
th'cl;l changes that have taken place in the wor (Vl Ici e
0;; Icces sin%e World War I and in the course of Wor VR

al clisiv
° Stalin and Roosevelt were the tw}i) men lv(x;l(lioirrlnzztuasomtioz
i i i tion, They wor ;
history in this genera Paraion
ma?}(:e mostydecisive moments. But they W(.)I:ked fiti)arlrllistpsgstem
b ; the first from the base of the new, rising so : sen
baseli’ tSoeviet Union, created in a life-and-death stlrufg%11 ?3 asttgrong_
(t)lflet o(;cl capitalist world; the secqncll_[romi‘:htiztsb:;:;:ggm e
d capitalism highes )
nd center of world ; e ¢
ligitiloa;)ment. Stalin was guided by tpe su'lgh:: TiI:c?tfi é) e 0%
(Lhe Soviet socialist system, of r‘na;:}l:;gw;:nl?woﬂd- i{oosevelt

: : - : -

- ing the democratic forces i _ > daeelt
advam;.;ggd by the single aim of preserving :&menczn; cis e
'[Nas glevolutionary change in a generally disintegrating cap
rom r

: 2ol

orld, the aim of survival. . e
w Without the most profound study of th? changi?olrl:althexplana_
relationship of forces, it is impo]slsngle ;3 (;gl:v:i)gl ;aeen Bl explone:

istor i abor :

i e history-shaping co : i S
Roc owfelth which e?cpressed the relationship begt\;ee;'lvtel}g o
%O?;i and America—the opposite poles of soaz:ldc :xplali)n e

ni _ -
i ts of history c -
es going to the roots o i

On}}' Ch?:lg re(ﬁcteg. and unpredictable developmefnt Iv?; r:( i
urElqm:fl: ispthe peculiar and unavoidable task ;(:n fanxiess 19
E"z{ and trace a rational explanation, and to rfnat iea

jl?dgment regarding its significance for the future.
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world, including first of all j(s most advanced and powerful
segment, the US.A., is in general crisis, expressed even by decay
and disintegration in its weaker segments. Socialism.hasg emerged
a5 an_expanding world power, for the first time in history;
capitalism is_in_growing difficulties which it is unable to meet
except by emergency stop-gap measures, or by fascist-retro-
gression to the doctrines of brufe force and violence.

Stalin was the leader and symbol of the rising new socialist
system.  Roosevelt and Hitler came to power in the U.S.A. and
Germany as the result of the crisis of capitalism.

their immediate measures to meet the crisis bore more than a

. superficial resemblance. Roosevelt suspended the anti-trust Jaws,

Hitler formed a direct amaleamation with German monopoly
capital; Roosevelt devalued American currency and took pold
out of circulation, while Hitler set up the intricate fascist system
of managed currency; Roosevelt sacrificed the international
economic conference in London to the exigencies of America’s
immediate problems, while Hitler announced the policy of
“autarchy” and launched a state-subsidized driv.
world markets: Roosevelt put the unemploved to work with
government funds, and so did Hitler. Roosevelt even had as
close assistants men like Hugh Tohnson, who openly expressecd
their admiration for Hitler and Mussolini and copied their
ideas and methods.

Stalin gave 3 sharp correction to this first Marxist evaluation
of Roosevelt, early in 1934, in an interview with Walter Duranty.
in which he characterized Roosevelt as an intellicent and out-
standing statesman. Already Stalin’s thought had penetrated
beneath the deceptive appearance of events to recoonize a
deeper trend of opposite significance. America and Germanv
were not taking the same road. While Hitler was whipping

e to capture
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1 as encouraging and help-
. Germar(ll trar(;lieoxlllsn lt(())ni,is? (t)(())sfl‘flzsichights of organgiz:iltion and
i Snljier the compulsion of events and the stimulus of
1nﬂ1§eflce. ht, Marxists everywhere carried out a cautious but
StallI}S thougluzgltion of Roosevelt and of America’s world role.
e re-evatime the anti-fascist front was being forrped every-
g SameAmerica it took its broadest and most .1nﬂuent1al
;vhrc;lre.in Itlll1e rallying of the masses of the people in support
for
3 I{{ozsse::l}tt:;linly a decisive factor in fixing the world re!anonsf:ég
f £ rées for World War II and its aftermath', that America tmoard
0ndoer Roosevelt’s leadership away from' Hltler' Germany tow
1tlhe eventual war alliance w1t}11( thfhisso‘ﬁfstm{rj;;;:ping e
Roosevelt was able to make - e e
i ry pole of world develop 1
e et iwag ff}i(i)srzl:({h:nri)?ft)t)osrilti };)(I))werful center of attraction
betfrzizusseoxt/ieetr Union and the anti-fascist peoples’ fronts all over
thi)lvggg' World War I, all governments were ir.l the lgnéis
of imperialists and their puppets. The Soviet }IlJnizgsszrsn wgith
from that war as the only state governed b};( tde d bac,k A
a hostile world arrayed against it, and a wrecke arc}ment gy
try as its inheritance. The world M.arxmt.mov R
C(())lsltr-ler period was dominated by the §1ng1e 1(3.eaf(()i fee)lcl o agt
It)his historical initiative as widely gilgo(s);lll)ll(f;tialré g(())ve;:1 S
. 0053212172;53;1385\%523?1 wzswdominated by t.ha't same §oviet
o hich in’ 1918 was a young and daring experlmen;.
Umﬂoﬂnm]wl!lg two wars, in sharp contrast to the rest of the v:'or]: L
f;:: nIew si;cia_list"sys'tem had proved itself by _trm?ffcfrmu;:&]::
mcd__a‘n_d: wrecked country.-into-the mosl; ;:‘c::‘.\\.?clt (:1 p?(l;(:eus
iﬁaltst;ia]iz_e(l ];;11(1 m}t';idltla theoslg.‘z:;a (I)tf \:ﬁ b
EapatCliZY rflc;rirfulfl‘;lr‘(,lzgnnz)ft tflartnwar, and emerged strs)ngfztrs tilvig
" iet Union was strong in i
ot (l))iﬂyt bis?rtlstehéh;aiozfle;ecessary__g;_l_c_)x_ug, was she able t'(i
Tlght: adeh cl)d the alliance with Britain and thf.f U.S.A. U}’ltl
= etoryiwas 4 hieved. Without Soviet strength as its foundat.:.on,
Roowe evlvt%: a(C)licy could not have dominated anq gu.lded America,
50(:251:31‘21 notphave been more than a brilliant aspiration.
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The course of the war, due first of all to the dominant
position of the Soviet Union, liberated a series of countries in
a manner to enable their peoples, who had united to resist
Nazi conquest, to continue their war-time unity in governments
of a new democracy which arose in the course of liberation. The
old ruling classes, bankrupt and discredited by their anti-national
role as quislings for Hitler, were swept into the waste-basket.
The course of the war itself did much of the work which during
and after the previous war could be done only by civil war,
revolution, and the dictatorship of the proletariat and Soviet
power. It eliminated the most reactionary imperialist powers,
Germany, Italy and Japan. The new democracies that arose
out of World War II did not abolish capitalism and establish
socialism, but they created peoples’ governments which made
possible the peaceful transition to socialism at whatever pace
these peoples should decide for themselves.

During World War I and in the following period, the national

liberation movements of the peoples of the colonial and semi-

colonial empires, who comprised the great majority of the world’s
population, were in their infancy. During World War I, the
colonial liberation movement, was already vast and powerful,
It received further impetus from the pitiful crumbling of British,
French and Dutch rule throughout Asia under the first blows
of the Japanese attack. White imperialist rule of Asia after
World War IT had become an anachronism against which

hundreds of millions of formerly passive colonial subjects were
aroused and ready to fight to the death.

The reactionary camp in world affairs is thus, after World
War I1, in quite a different position from that of the gentlemen
who gathered in Versailles afrer World War I, who proceeded to
settle the affairs of the world as a problem of “deals” between
“gentlemen” who, after all, understood one another and had
similar class interests. At Versailles, the “peacemakers” could
exclude the Soviet Union entirely, and in their spare time
organize military invasions into her territory to overthrow the
“upstart”- government. “Their” colonies were, as a matter of
course and without serious difficulty, immediately restored to
the status quo ante bellum. That is not possible after World
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radically transformed, in favor of socialism, the strategy and
tactics that are guided by Marxist thought must be equally
radically transformed. If anyone could think that the slogans
and formulations of Marxists in the period from the First World
War to the rise of Hi tler, can now be valid for the new situation,
such a person would not be a Marxist at all. He would be little
better than a parrot or a phonograph record. A Marxist is

above all, a person who thinks, not one who repeats. ,
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g. The Resistance Movements and the National Front.

Before World War 1I, and especially during its course, the
old social and economic order seriously involved itself with
Hitlerism in every European country. In some countries (Finland,
Bulgaria, Roumania, Hungary) the ruling classes, landlords and
bourgeoisie, moved as a body into the Axis camp; in others
they adjusted themselves to the Nazi invasion and cooperated
with the conquerors (Greece, Poland, Yugoslavia, and to a more
limited extent France and Czechoslovakia). Those sections of
the upper ruling classes most closely associated with Britain
fled to that country and set up “governments in exile,” ostensibly
to “direct the resistance” but actually to conduct relations with
the Nazis against the resistance, with the single aim of restoring
the old order regardless of which side won the war.

In every nation subjected to fascist conquest, these arose a
spontaneous movement of resistance and liberation. It came
primarily from the workers and peasants, but was joined by
patriots of all classes. It arose among former adherents of all the
old political parties, but in every case the Communists furnished
the best organized, most clear-headed and courageous sectors, and
therefore played the leading role. This leading role of Com-
munists in the 1esistance movements was so strong, and played
such an important role in defeating the Nazis (especially
in Yugoslavia), that Roosevelt, as the chief executive of the
U.S.A., early in 1944 publicly expressed his opinion that it was
desirable for Communists to be included in all governments
which were being provisionally established for the liberated
countries. Roosevelt went so far on this point as to withhold
recognition from deGaulle until he had included French Com-
munists in the provisional government he headed, and only
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finally recognized deGaulle when the French Communists urged
this step. '

Thus it came about that the universal type of government for
European countries that emerged from the defeat of the Axis
was the coalition of all parties and groups that had united in the
liberation movement, including the Communists.

The perspective announced by the Big Three at Teheran and
Yalta of a long-term peace, organized in the United Nations, had
as one of its foundation stones this system of coalition govern-
ments, supporting programs transitional toward socialism with
nationalization of key industries as a central feature.

But early in 1945, even before Yalta, the British government,
under Churchill, struck a heavy blow against this program by
violent military intervention in Greece to expel the liberation
movement (EAM) from the Greek government along with
the Greek Communists. Greece was thrown into violent civil
war even before ejection of the Nazis had been completed.
Churchill did not hesitate to carry out this coup d’etat through
the instrumentality of military and police formations which
had been openly in the service of the Nazi occupationists. The
U.S.A.,, so long as Roosevelt lived, openly disapproved of
Churchill's Greek adventure; but by March, 1947, it was the
U.S.A. which started a general assault against all the war-born
peoples’ coalitions which secured the exclusion of Communists
and associates of the liberation movements from the govern-
ments of France, Italy, Belgium, Holland, and so on, and
reconstituted these regimes to include the extreme right and
remnants of fascism.

The attack launched against the Soviet Union and the new
democracies by Anglo-American reaction in 1946-4%7 attained
only partial and temporary success in Western Europe; in
Central and Eastern Europe those clements that could be con-
trolled and directed by Anglo-American reaction were too weak
and discredited to make a major bid for power. Their desperate
efforts in that direction, under stimulus from Washington and
London, only exposed and isolated them, and resulted in their
elimination from public life. The peoples’ coalition came more
firmly together than before, and answered the blows of U. S.
withdrawal of economic collaboration by speeding up their
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programs of nationalization and drawing closer to the Soviet
Union. '

Thus, the main pattern f_o_r_' the 1'¢const1}|cuqn of Eu-ropfc.
envisaged in the Roosevelt-Stalin plan at Teheran and Y:illl.ai
survived even its desertion by U. S. and Bn‘tg_m,. and survivec
the general offensive launched by ~Anglo-American reaction.
Even in Western Europe, above all in France and Italy, the
basic concept of the liberation coalition as'thc force to rebuild
these countries remains a main political m{luerjcc among the
masses, a chief obstacle to the schemes of reaction.

Against the background of this development of post-war
Europe, it is easy to see the sharp differences it shows from fhe
period after World War I, from the point of view of Marxian -
strategy and tactics.

After World War I, the camp of reac‘lion had a monopoly
of legality everywhere outside the Soviet Union. .Thereforr:
Marxists had to direct the workingclass and its allies toward
breaking that monopoly at all costs, as the first price of any
freedom of action; this could be accomplished onl'v by defying
and breaking the monopoly of legality, that is, by illeal action.
This is why, in that period, the Marxists, under.the leadership
of Lenin, poured such scorn upon the opportunist leaders who
advised the workingclass to keep within the framework qf a
lecality which was determined entirely by the camp of reaction;
this is why, in that period, illegality was in Europe synonvmous
with freedom of action for the people, the first condition
necessary for any progress.

After World War T1, the condition is radically different for
the lareest part of Europe. Leegality is now a weapon in th'e
hands of the people, exercised through the mn.hn(m‘nf ':1]1 their
forces that won liberation from the Nazis. Illegality. is to!:lay
the slogan, in these countries, of the forces.of l'eaction.- It‘ls a
sign of the times that conspiracies, underground organizations,
and all the paraphernalia of illegality, are to be found in a large
part of Europe exclusively under the mnd-anre. and with the
material support of agents operating under direction from Wash-
ington and London; it is a reactionary undergroupd composed
of the remnants of the shattered old order of semi-feudal land-
lordism allied with international finance capital.
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The decisive role that has been and is being played by the
national liberation movements and the new democratic govern-
ments which they created in Eastern and Central Europe, and
the coalitions which lead and unite them, brings about another
sharp difference between the present strategy and tactics of
Marxists and those followed after World War I. Whereas in the
former period, Marxists gave first and predominant emphasis
to slogans and forms of struggle which were common to all
countries, today Marxists must give major attention to national
pecularities and national forms. Whereas, in the former period,
the main Marxist effort was directed toward uniformity, in the
present period this aim is disregarded without compunction
. whenever it conflicts with the most expedient and effective

solution of pressing national problems.

For example, the state forms of the new democracies in which
the Communists play a leading part are most varied, In Bulgaria
the old monarchy was obliterated with a minimum of delay,
because it was inextricably entangled with Nazism and responsi-
bility for national catastrophe. In neighboring Roumania, how-
ever, the monarchy still exists at this writing and the new
democracy functions quite effectively with these old forms; if
it is quickly abolished, this will probably be the result of a revolt
by monarchist cliques. In Yugoslavia, the new federative republic
that unites several nations bears some striking similarities to
the governmental structure of the Soviet Union, while in Czecho-
slovakia, the forms of government are but little changed from
pre-war times.

Similarly, wide variations appear between the countries in
the degree to which nationalization of industries is projected,
and the speed with which it is carried out. All these questions
are regulated not by any aim of uniformity among the Marxists
of Europe, but almost entirely by the national peculiarities of
the particular country, the stage of its economic development,
the role of various classes in its liberation, and its past history and
traditions.

Such an outstanding Communist as George Dimitrov, Premier
of Bulgaria, former secretary of the Communist International,
does not hesitate to declare that his country is finding and will
continue to find its own peculiar road of development toward
the general socialist goal, that it is not following any universal
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theoretical pattern. In the period after World War I, such a
statement by a Marxist leader would have been 'generally con-
sidered by Marxists to be “revisionism”; today it has become
the new orthodoxy. ‘

In such concrete examples does one find a measure of tI_le
profound changes that have taken place in the world, and in
sarticular as a result of World War 11, that makes the present
: - period qualitatively different from that of a quarter-

ost-war U
}:)entury before, and requires, therefore, a profoundly new strategy

and tactics from Marxists.




18 WORLD COMMUNISM AND

4. The Possibility of Peaceful Transition to Socialism.

Marxism is, everywhere and always, the science of the transi-
tion from capitalism to socialism. In contrast to all other schools
of socialist thought, Marxism identifies the motive force of history
with the class structure of society and the consequent struggle
between classes. It finds in the modern industrial workingclass,
resulting from the rise of the bourgeoisie, and the industrial revo-
lution created by machinery, modern power and scientific tech-
nique, the historical bearer of the new socialist system which is
destined to replace capitalism everywhere. The rise of the
workingclass to the leading position in society, which is the
necessary culmination of the growth of democracy, is bound
together with the victory of socialism over capitalism.

Marxism finds in history that the rise of a new and more
progressive social-economic system has always taken place through
prolonged and intense struggles between the classes in society
which represent the rival systems. The culminating points in
such struggles have, in the past, always occurred in the form
of violent revolutions, civil wars and wars between nations. The
Cromwell “republic” in England, the French Revolution of 1793,
followed by the Napoleonic wars, the 1848 upheavals through
Europe, and the Civil War in America of 1861-65, were the
decisive moments of struggle, violent and bloody, which marked
the rise of the bourgeoisie to power and the defeat of feudalism.
Only when the power of the feudal landlord and clerical ruling
classes had been violently broken, could the way be opened for
the rise of modern capitalism.

Marxism finds no grounds to expect that this universal lesson
of past history is not also valid for the period of transition from
capitalism to socialism, as well as for the completion of the
bourgeois-democratic revolution in that large area of the world
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still existing under pre-capitalist social-.economic ‘cqnditim:ls.
The first system of socialist states, the Union of Socnal:s_t Soviet
Republics, arose and estabhshe‘d itself in .v1olent revo!uuo_n and
civil war, and had to defenc! itself within a generation in the
most destructive war of all history. New soaal-econonuc' systems
have always had to undergo the test of war, to prove their ability
to survive with arms in hand. The war of mdepencler}t& tilgt
gave birth to the Alr}m"ican Republic was but following this
universal pattern of history. .

When, in the present period followmg World Wgr 11, h(_)wever,
we find well-grounded Marxists i'n various coupt_rles posing the
question that these lands have gained the condm.ons in fvhu:h. a
peaceful transition to socialism has become possible, it is qmtg
wrong to suspect that these men_ha\re :v.uccumbed to_pamﬁsm: that
they have reverted to the old discredited pre-Marxist theories of
socialism, that they are “revising” Marxism. Something new
has entered upon the scene, but the new idea has a very m.fztewn!
foundation, viz., that the reactionary forces !;hat would: h'ltherto
have been expected to resist the introduction of socialism by
violence, by arms, no longer have the power to make that cha]-
Jenge. In these countries, those class.forccs .host:lc by their
nature to socialism no longer exist in sufficient strength to
obstruct the introduction to socialism by violent means. ‘There
remains in these countries only the question of how, when, at
what tempo the people (primarily wor_‘ke_r_s and peasants) w.mh
to introduce socialism, and these questions they can now decide
by peaceful consultation among themselves. ‘

This_new.situation, this new relationship of forces, is a
result of World War II. Ttarises from the fact that the reactionary
groups.and classes within these cou_ntrie_s, having in the main
cast_in_their lot with Hitlerism in its bid for world conquest,
shared fully in the crushing military defeat that ended the
Hitlerian adventure, In the course of the war they had fully
revealed not only their reactionary character in social-economic
questions; they had further unmasked themselves as ant:—n_aéwnal A
as traitors to their own nations, as quislings in the service of a
foreign conqueror.

In the course of the war, the workers and peasants of the
Nazi-occupied nations engaged in a stubborn re‘sistance to the
temporary conquerors that in all these countries became, in
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vatious degrees, a war of national liberation conducted by parti-
san, guerilla forces which in some lands (notably Yugoslavia)
became full-fledged modern armies in the course of the fighting.
Workers and peasants not only contributed the great bulk of
such forces (that is true in modern times of all wars and all
armies), but they furnished the chief leadership and formulated
the strategy, tactics and program of the fight. Small sections
of other classes joined them, but not in sufficient force to
determine their character and leadership. The new leaders thus
thrown up by the war united the body of the nation around
them. They were the nation in arms; all who opposed them were
traitors.

This new national unity, forged in the terrible fires of war,
was carried over into the post-war period, and assumed the tasks
of national reconstruction. From its class composition and the
character of its leadership, it moves in the general direction of
socialism, and begins the task of reconstruction by the national-
ization of the most important industries, banks, systems of
communication, and so on.

These new democracies have the general historical character
of being transitional, they move in the direction of socialism,
but they are not yet socialist. Their social-economic programs
and patterns correspond rather closely to what Lenin had in
mind, when he said (at the Fourth Congress of the Comniunist
International, Nov. 13, 1922) :

“All these economic elements (1. patriarchal; 2. small com-
modity production; 3. private capitalism; 4. state capitalism;
5. socialism) were represented in Russia at that time. I set
myself the task of explaining the relation in which these
clements stood to each other and whether one of these non-
socialist elements, namely state capitalism, should not be
appraised higher than socialism. T repeat: Tt seems very
strange to everyone that a nonssocialist element should be
appraised higher than, should be regarded as superior to,
socialism in a republic which declares that it is a Socialist
Republic . . . Although it is not a socialist form, state capitalism
would be for us, and for Russia, a more favorable form than
the existing one. What does that mean? It means that we did
not overestimate the rudiments, or the principle, of socialist
economy, although we had already accomplished the social
revolution; on the contrary, already at that time we realized
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to a certain degree that it would be .bett’f,:r if we first arrived

at state capitalism and then at socialism.

Much in the same sense, then, 1!1at Leflill psed the term in
regard to the economy of the Soviet Ur'uon' in 1922, the Ple-
dominant_economy of the new dfamocraf:l::es in Europe must be
characterized.as state capit hth.‘It is transmona.l mwar(} sqmahsm,
it has the possibility of evolving pefr.ce,fuliy into socaa.l'rsm, but
it starts from the point which Lem{l described as bemg'sta_te
capitalism (with accompanying surywals of even pre~ca1?.1ta'llst
forms). And as Lenin in 1922 considered sgch state capnal_lsm
better for Russia than an attempt to jump. directly into
socialism, it is doubtless true also for the countries of the new
democracy for a certain period, the length of which we cannot at
this moment estimate.*

It is, of course, not solely because of the defeat and dispersal
of the reactionary classes within the countr.y. that the new
democracies can realistically speak of the possibility of the peace-
ful transition to socialism. This is due, at least equally, to Fhe
fact that in world relations the Soviet Union, r?I?resent{ng
developed socialism, has attained an imp'rcgnable position which
the reactionary camp can no longer reallstu":ally hope to (_lesr.roy
by military means. The anti-Soviet camp in world affairs .has
‘been driven, in desperation and to console itself, to the expedient
of borrowing phrases from Marxism in order to speak of some
dim future when “the inner contradictions of the Soviet system
will bring about its downfalll 1 1 ']

This impregnable position of the USSR in world relations
serves as a bulwark to the new democracies, preventing the reac-
tionary world camp from utilizing the remnants of the old
ruling classes within the countries of the new democracy for
an armed attempt to restore the old order. All the efforts along
that line, directed from Washington and London have collapsed.

*T am aware of the fact that there is a dilference of opinion on this po_int
among Soviet economists. This was revealed in the records of a discussion
held in the Institute of Economics, Academy of Sciences of the USSR, con-
cerning Eugene Varga's book entitled Changes in Capilalist Economy as a
Result of the Second World War, which were xeported in the lzuestia of the
Academy No. 4 (July-August) 1947, pp. 279-290, and the article by M. Gladkov
in Bolshevik, No. 17, Sept. 15, 1947, pp- 57-64. These discussions are evidently
continuing, and are not yet available in the English language.




>

22 WORLD COMMUNISM AND

Any dreams of their more effective revival are entertained only
by the irresponsible adventurers who drunkenly speculate that
with the atom bomb they can conquer the world. Only in such
grandiose fantasy can even the dreams of restoring the old order
survive in the cold realities of the present-day world.

It is, of course, only in these countries of the new democracy,
where the reactionary classes have been defeated, discredited
and dispersed, that there is a solid body of Marxist opinion
which speaks with confidence of the possibility of the peaceful
development of socialism without major upheavals and civil
struggles. In relation to other countries, the question has been
raised for discussion as to whether the new relationship of forces
on a world scale does not give some validity of a general nature to
this concept of “peaceful” development. There is, however, no
decisive answer to this question that is generally accepted by
Marxists, except as to the possibility of a long-term peace between
nations; but as to an equal possibility of avoiding civil wars
as a general rule there is no such confidence. And there is no
doubt whatever among Marxists that national liberation wars
conducted by the peoples of the colonies and subject countries
are unavoidable for some time. When the U. S. abjectly scuttled
Roosevelt’s plans for securing systematic liberation of the colonies
through the United Nations, and instead re-joined the com-
pany of British, French, and Dutch colonial imperialists against,
the subject peoples, the prospect for peaceful solution of the
colonial problem vanished. It can be restored only by a full
and complete restoration of the Roosevelt policies in control of

% .sthe American government.

In the new democracies of Europe, the tempo, the rate of

| “ospeed, with which these countries move toward a full socialist

system will doubtless be greatly influenced by the world situation.

S f the U.S.A. continues its anti-Soviet reactionary policies, and

L its attempts to interfere in the inner life of the new democracies,

. this will force these peoples to move much more rapidly toward

full socialism. If the U.'S., on the contrary, finally makes a realistic

* settlement with the Soviet Union on such key questions as Ger-

many and Korea, and undertakes a program of economic col-
laboration with all Europe without any reactionary political
conditions, then the new democracies will be able to adopt a less
hurried (and thereby more sound) tempo of socialist development.
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5. The Dictatorship of the Proletariat.

A characteristic feature indicating the profound difference
in Marxist strategy and tactics in the present post-war period, in
contrast with that after World War I, is the different role that
is played by the slogan of the dictatorship of the proletariat
outside the Soviet Union. : i

In none of the countries of the new democracy, in which
Marxists play a leading role in the governments, has the dictator-
ship of the proletaviat been put forward as an immediate goal or
as a_major-propaganda-slogan.

How different this strategy is from that of a quarter-century
before! In the previous post-war period, the key to Marxist
strategy was that expressed by Lenin, in the words:

“Those who have read Marx and have failed to understand that
in capitalist society, at every acute moment, at every serious
conflict of classes, only the dictatorship of the bourgeoise or
the dictatorship of the proletariat is possible have understoosl'
nothing about the economic or the political doctrines of_Marx.
(April 15, 1919). . . . The overthrow of the bou}‘geors_le, the
establishment of a Soviet Republic and a proletarian dictator-
ship—this is the main task of the historical period through.whlch
all the advanced (and not only the advanced) countries are
now passing.” (April 27, 1920) .
(Selected Works, Vol. 10, pp. 37, 135) .

Obviously, in the present period, the realization of the tI‘i}ll’If.lph
of popular democracy and the opening of the road to socialism
is taking a different form than that envisaged by Marxists in
1919-20. For now Soviets and the dictatorship of the proletariat
are not spoken of in the same immediate sense even though the
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power of the revolutionary movement of the masses is far broader
and deeper than it ‘was in the former period, and Marxist
leadership is much more firmly established.

Tito, Premier of Yugoslavia, declared in a recent speech that
the program of the Communist Party of his country contains
nothing that is not in the program of the National Front, the
coalition of all national liberation forces forged in the struggle
against Nazi occupation. That program does not contain the
dictatorship of the proletariat or the Soviet form of government.

The situation- is similar in all the countries of the new
democracy.

In other European countries, first of all in France and Italy,
where the national liberation unity has been broken, where the
reaction rallied by Washington'and London has taken power and
has excluded the workers’ organizations (especially the Com-
munists) from the governments, there the problem is more com-
plicated but similar. It is more complicated, in that the camp of
reaction holds state power and is driving in the direction of civil
war; it is similar in that the Marxist strategy is directed toward
taking the same general path as that established in the countries
of the new democracy. Not in Italy and France, any more than
in other countries, do the Marxists operate under the immediate
slogan of the dictatorship of the proletariat.

It is, of course, not excluded that if the reactionary camp
forces the development of civil war in France and Italy, this
event may bring the necessity of rapid changes in the strategy
of ‘Marxist leadership in these countries. But even under such
conditions, there seems little likelihood of anything resembling
a simple return to the strategy of the previous period.

What seems to be established as the preponderance of Marx-
ist opinion throughout the world is that in the present post-war
period, when the forces of the workingclass and its allies are
incomparably stronger and more mature than in the period
after World War 1, the correct strategy of struggle for historical
progress is no longer immediately and directly for the establish-
ment of the dictatorship of the proletariat and Soviet power.

It must be especially emphasized that this major modification

of ~Marxist “strategy is not a retreat or compromise dictated

by the weakness of the workingclass forces. wﬂ@m

oice of a better course, more suited to the actualities of the
\_.._.__.—-—"‘— e
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new situation. The much higher‘ stage of workingclas§ power
and maturity now existing is precisely what makes possible and
a55ar is new course.
“(Tf"l:?;;' :(T:u strange that for Marxi:ils the .I'IOII-SOCJ:HIESL Eorn.i:; ol
the new democracy should be appraised 'hlgher t.hau the direct
socialist form of the Soviets and the d!ctatorsl}lp of _thc pro-
letariat. But it is no more strange that_ th_c pre}rlously cited Efxct
that in 1922 Lenin appraised state ca[_)n.ahsm higher than social-
ism for the Sovict Union in its then existing stage of developmept.
1t is not the task of this examination of the problem to furnish
the theoretical analysis required for the fulll estima-tion of the
significance of such a Fundamr?ntal clm_nge in Marxist strategy,
namely this retirement of the dlf:t.':lt:’.)l‘.‘ihlp of the pl:olctal'laf fror'n
the foreground of practical policy in the non—Sn}uet lands. It is
sufficient for the immediate purpose to establish the fact as
a general phenomenon, to show that it is a part of a general
pattern of strategy adjusted to a new and d1fferﬁent period, and
to indicate that it is not a revision of Marxism but, on the
contrary, a correct application of Marxism to a more advanced
stage in the general historical transition to socialism. _
To quote the words of Lenin, -nllererl in a different connection:
“This is proved, not by theoretical analysis, but by practical ex-
B’éifﬁ?&! which, 1 think, is more important than all the theoreti-
cal discussions in the world.”
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6. Strategy and Tactics of Coalition.

One of the chief differences in the two post-war periods lies
in the different role played by coalition. After World War 1,
coalition governments of the left played an ephemeral role
and very quickly passed from the scene; after World War II
such coalitions have been a universal tactic of the left and have
\displayed a growing stability instead of declining.

The greater vitality of left coalitions in the present, compared
with the previous, post-war period, reveals two factors of some-
what contradictory significance. First, it reveals that the broad
democratic mass movement is much stronger and more mature;
it is much more difficult today than go years ago for the camp
of reaction to split the left coalitions and smash them by a
combination of internal disruption with outside pressure and
blows. Second, however, it shows that the broad left movement
is still not fully consolidated and homogeneous, that coalition
remains a necessary form to achieve sufficient unity to direct
the .given nations most effectively, that no single party as yet
has won and consolidated a sufficiently firm majority to render
expedient the systerh of one-party government.

Thus the present coalition form of government that prevails
in the new democracies (and is put forward by Marxists for the
other countries also) , is a sign of the strength of the mass move-
ment to the left, toward socialism, of its unity against the camp
of reaction; but it is, at the same time, a sign that more time
is required for the full unification of this movement, for the
maximum mobilization of its strength. Coalition is a transitional
form of government. ' :

It is the task of the Marxists to ensure that such coalitions
move in the direction of socialism. Since such coalitions inevitably
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contain a wide range of political trends, including .groups which
desive a transition backward toward the old.soczal order,‘the
coalition is not only the instrument for unity but also is a
battlefield between these two trends. It is a central task of the
Marxists to so guide the inevitable inner struggle within the
coalition that it does not narrow the coalition or shake its
stability, but on the contrary, broadens and consolidates it.
Of such far-reaching importance has the coalition form become
that it is perhaps no exaggcrfltion to say that the maturity and
adequacy of Marxist leadership may be .measur-ed, from country
to country, by the degree of success it displays in extending and
stabilizing the democratic national coalition. !
In a series of countries, notably in France and Italy, the local

.camp of reaction, with the help of Washington and London,

has succeeded in breaking up the coalition regimes that emerged
from the war under the combined influence of the war experience
and the encouragement of the Roosevelt-Stalin policies which
still dominated through 1945 and part of 1946.

Roosevelt actively encouraged the formation of coalition
governments, including the Communists, for the liberated
countries. Doubtless he saw in such coalitions a factor that would
facilitate the realization of his key project for a long-term
peace guaranteed by close cooperation between the U.S.A. and
the U.S.8.R. When the Washington government departed from
Roosevelt’s line, and took the path of anti-Sovietism, it neces-
sarily undertook to break up and disperse the war-born coalitions
of national liberation and reconstruction.

In the countries of Eastern and Central Europe; the-reactionary
offensive directed from Washington failed miserably, and re-
sulted in exposing and isolating those leaders and groupings
that attached - themselves..to. the_reactionary camp, and they
were soon eliminated from the coalition governments. In the
West, the reactionary camp attained a tactical victory in break-
ing up the coalition governments of national liberation, replacing
them with new coalitions of the extreme right and vacillating
center, resting directly upon American dollars and tending
toward military dictatorship, (as shown by de Gaulle in France).

What is characteristic of the new period is that throughout all
these events, under the impact of temporary defeats as well as
victorics, the tactic of coalition that expresses the strategical




28 WORLD COMMUNISM AND

orientation of Marxists has remained firmly established. The
setbacks which such coalitions have suffered in Western Europe
have not resulted in changing or weakening the position of
Marxists in advancing coalition as the characteristic form for
this period. The validity of the coalition tactics was clearly based
upon factors more permanent than the current success or failure
in its application in particular government regimes.

It is worthy of special study and attention that the project
for a democratic coalition government for China was the
occasion of a joint declaration of policy by the U.S.A. and the
U.S.S.R. as late as December 1945. This was one of Roosevelt’s
most cherished policies, upon which he placed much of his
hopes for the success of the larger concept of a long-term peace.
When after Roosevelt’s death Washington began to scuttle
his policies, it found it most difficult to formulate any alterna-
tive poliey. for China. General Marshall spent a yedr in China,
ostensibly trying to effect the coalition, but, as has since become
apparent, in reality trying to cancel the project and come up with
something else. The cancellation of Roosevelt’s policy was car-
ried out, but the “something else” 1o take its place is still to be
found. Marshall accepted his “defeat” in China at the hands
of the Kuomintang with such equanimity as to prove beyond
question that he did not go there to attain his declared object,
the democratic coalition. This masked scuttling of the Chinese
coalition, which surrendered China to prolonged civil war,
preceded the America-inspired break-up of the coalition govern-
ments in Western Europe, and indicated the direction of the
new policy in Washington. Instead of peace and stabilization,
Roosevelt’s.goals, America’s course moved to inner strife and even
civil war in_country after country.

Thus the pattern of Greece, where the coalition had been
broken by British military intervention against which Roosevelt
had protested, became the pattern and the symbol of American
policy now known to the world as the “Marshall Plan.”

The Marshall Plan was born in the betrayal and break-up of
the democratic coalition governments wherever Anglo-American
hands could reach. Its highest products are the corrupt feudalistic
regime of Chiang in China, monarchist neo-fascism in Greece,
fendal-militarist Turkey, and the rising threat of a de Gaulle
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military dictatorship in France. It was born as the betrayal of
democratic coalitions.

The struggle against the Marshall Plan is being organized
under the banner of broadening and strengthening the demo-
cratic coalition governments where they have survived the Anglo-
American betrayal, and to establish similar governments in the
other countries. . .

The. goal of the democratic coalition survives all temporary
defeats. It is a characteristic feature of the period after World
War T1. It is one of the hallmarks of Marxist strategy and tactics

in the present period.
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#. American Imperialism as a Stage of Capitalism.

The Truman-Marshall “Doctrine” or “Plan” is the name given
to the present reactionary course of U. S. foreign policy. It is a
reversal of the policy known all over the world as “Roosevelt’s”
policy, and which was hailed everywhere as democratic and
progressive. These two opposing concepts of America’s role in
world affairs are at this moment the two opposing poles of Ameri-
can political life.

There has grown up a generally-accepted practice of designa-
ting the Truman-Marshall policy as “imperialist”, to define its
difference from the Roosevelt policy. In the loose, colloquial,
“popular” use of words this is quite natural and inevitable. It
has one most serious objection, however, from the viewpoint of
Marxism. It tends to perpetuate and spread the Kautskian
concept and definition of imperialism, at the expense of hiding
and confusing the Leninist (the only consistent Marxist) concept
and definition of imperialism.

If we follow Lenin’s understanding of imperialism as “the
highest stage of capitalism”, then we unavoidably see that both
the Roosevelt and the Truman-Mashall policies, however much
they contradict each other, are equally expressions of the existing
American social-economic system, are equally bound within its
framework, equally aim at its preservation, and are therefore
equally “imperialist” in the Leninist sense that America is
“capitalism in that stage of development in which the dominance
of monopolies and finance capital has established itself; in which
the export of capital has acquired pronounced importance; in
which the division of the world among the international trusts
has begun; in which the division of all territories of the globe
among the great capitalist powers has been completed.” They
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arc not cqually “imperialist” only according to Kautsky’s
definition of imperialism as a policy, a policy preferred by
finance capital.

Marxist scientific understanding of this question has been
greatly hampered in America by tl}e emotfonal revulsion of those
who support the Roosevelt policy against any identification
of it with imperialism. They refuse to support imperialism, there-
fore if Roosevelt’s policy is an imperialist one they would have
to abandon it. They solve their problem by denying that the
Roosevelt policy is imperialist. That may be helpful for emotional
reasons, but it throws the scientific problem into confusion.

It is, of cours¢, impossible to explain Roosevelt’s policy by
using Kautsky's definition of imperialism. But it is possible by
means of Lenin’s concept.

Roosevelt came to power in America as a result of the world
crisis of capitalism, at almost the same moment Hitler came to
power in Germany as a result of the same crisis. We have already
noted in previous pages how Roosevelt’s and Hitler's paths
diverged until they led their two countries into opposite sides
in the great War, so deep was the contradiction between them.
But both paths had something more deeply in common than these
surface aspects already noted. Both accepted the existing capitalist
system (imperialism), and both made its preservation the key
to all their detailed policies. The goal of preserving imperialism
they held in common; the means of reaching this goal (that
is, their policies) became completely different, so different that
Roosevelt led America into war against Hitler, and into alliance
with the U.S.S.R., the country of a rival system, of socialism.
But Roosevelt never abandoned his goal of preservation of the
American system (imperialism). Roosevelt’s policy proved more
successful than Hitler’s.

One can deny that Roosevelt’s policy was of an imperialist
character only by repudiating Lenin’s whole analysis of imperial
ism. Such a denial would have to explain how America, th¢
most advanced imperialism of the world, by ‘“accident” and
without social upheavals, had a ‘“non-imperialist” President

shaping its policy for more than 12 years, and then, without \°
upheavals and by “accident”, relapsed into imperialism. It would

have to explain how under that “non-imperialist” leadership,
American imperialism climbed out of its crisis and expanded its

Vs
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power over the world on a scale dwarfing its previous wildest
dreams.

Of course there can be no such “non-imperialist” explanation
of Roosevelt and his policies, except by abandoning all pretense
of Marxism and having recourse to the most extreme philosophi-
cal idealism. Roosevelt was a favored son of the bourgeoisie, of
its most aristocratic strata, and despite the ranting of his reac-
tionary enemies, he was no “traitor to his class” but represented
its interests with the greatest effectiveness. Roosevelt was an
imperialist, an enlightened one but an imperialist all the same.
His policies served imperialism, American imperialism, and
raised it to a new high level of power. '

If American Marxists’ strategy had placed the overthrow of
American imperialism as the immediate task, superior to all
other tasks, then it would have been impossible for them at any
time, before or during the war, to support Roosevelt and his
policies, for these policies were the most effective restorers of
imperialist power in America. And if now American Marxists
placed the overthrow of imperialism as the first task, to which
all other tasks are subordinated, they would have to stop calling
for a return to the policies of Roosevelt which built up American
imperialism far more effectively than the stupid blunderings
of Truman and Marshall.

But American Marxists (with the approval of Marxists all
over the world) did support Roosevelt before and during the
war, and now in the post-war period, they demand the restora-
tion of Roosevelt’s policies as the immediate answer to the
Truman-Marshall Plan. That only proves that Marxists, sworn
enemies .of imperialism on a world scale, found in imperialist
America, under the Roosevelt type of leadership, the still-
existing capacity for a progressive role, sufficiently important in
its world effects to demand the open and direct support of the
Marxists.

According to a new dogmatism that has temporarily established
itself but recently among American Marxists, to speak of any-
thing progressive coming out of American imperialism is the
“crime against the Holy Ghost”, it is the “original sin” of
“revisionism”, it is the unspeakable word which puts the man
who utters it outside the pale, to be shunned like a leper.
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But was Roosevelt progressive? And was Roosevelt first, last,
and all the time an American imperialist? "The answer to both
questions is an inexorable Yes! . .

Our new dogmatists of Marxism try to dlss_oive 111'13 problem
in a fog of words resembling in thelr'gc.ueral cffect, as in tcllectya]
processes, an explanation by a Christian theologian of the im-
maculate conception, the holy trinity, and the miracles. It is
true, the chatter runs, that Roosevelt had a 'cl.ass mother, lbu_t
his father was pure spirit drawn from the toiling masses: it is
true that he was an imperialist, but that was only one member
of the trinity since he was also an anti-imperialist and a non-
imperialist, and Marxists supporl'ed only one mcmb‘el: ol _Lhe
trinity; and the whole history of thf: Ronsevell' a(hmmsu-aur:m
and its development is a cycle of .1’111!'3(51(35 defying the Marxist
analysis of the role of classes in society.

Tl‘m difficulty in finding a Marxist understanding of I_{oosevelt
and his role in history must not be blamed on Marxism. It is
an inadequacy of particular Marxists.

Marxism finds its basis not only in the uniformities of history
but also, and especially, in the departures from uniformity, in
the mew things that emerge from the old and established.
Marxism is never at a loss in facing and recognizing a fact; it
never grows red-faced and embarrassed because the new fact does
not bear a certificatc of its legitimate birth signed by Old
Doc Tradition. If Marxism can be said in any sense to. have
a dogma it would be the primacy of fact before theory, of the
material thing hefore the ideas-about-things. And Roosevelt was
a fact, with all his contradictions, a history-making fact—a great
progressive bourgeois leader of American imperialism in a
period of imperialist crisis and decay, the first such leader of
great stature to arise in America since Lincoln.

There is no basis for assuming that the appearance of Roose-
velt on the stage of history cancels—or weakens—the basic Marxist
analysis of (he deepening general crisis of capitalism, of the
inherent drive of imperialism in general and American imperial-
ism in particular toward domination and oppression of other
nations, of the rapidly increasing parasitism of imperialism and
so on. On the contrary, it is only by taking these factors fully
into account—and in particular the deepening general crisis of
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capitalism—that any coherent estimation can be arrived at on
the role of Roosevelt.

Roosevelt as a major political figure was a product of the
deepening general crisis of capitalism as a world system. Capital-
ism, tied in the knot of its contradictions, unable to solve the
problem of markets, was headed rapidly toward an explosion, an
effort to cut through the knot with a sword. Hitler secured
the support of the main body of Furopean capitalists by his
promise that the sword would, first of all, cut down the Soviet
Union and restore it to the capitalist world. Armed force,
violence, was deliberately chosen by the leaders of world capital-
ism (Americans were also involved) as the only way out of
the crisis. Hitler came to power in Germany as a result of that
decision; he rose to power not only. as the expression of German
reaction,. .but-alse. of world reaction. Without international
capitalist support, Hitler’s conquest of Germany would have been
impossible. But Hitler, his power aggrandized so swiftly and
gigantically, automatically received from these events the sug-
gestion that German imperialism could (and therefore should)
dominate the world, and not merely share it with Britain and
America, as the price of “solving” the crisis for world capitalism.
The contradiction within the capitalist world exploded into war
even before the contradiction between the capitalist and socialist
worlds—and thereby threw Britain and America, as a simple
measure of survival, onto the side of the socialist Soviet Union
in the final showdown. Roosevelt became a world-historical
figure as leader of the Anglo-American choice of survival as
allies of a growingly powerful socialist system, rather than defeat
and assimilation into a triumphant Hitlerite imperialism.

One can no more deny that this decision, this choice, had
a great historically progressive significance putting its mark on
World War IT and its outcome, than one can deny that in Anglo-
American ruling class circles the decision was entirely for the
preservation of their own particular brand of imperialism. Anglo-
American imperialism simply judged. it better to live in a world
where socialism was getting stronger, rather than be dead in a
German imperialist world.

- Of course this decision was not unanimous. In America, for
example, Herbert Hoover and his kind never wavered in their
judgment that it was better o permit Hitler to conquer the
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entire world rather than come to any terms with the Socialist
Soviet Union and the democratic masses of the world. Hoover

iis i itleri r has been
even repeats this view after the Hitlerite powe

’ ed' . - -
cle.sIt‘xhoey Anglo-American decision for alliance with the Soviet

Union against the Axis was progressive, and t'hcrefore commanded
Manrxist support to the al'llance as a whole in the war. iy

There was a definite difference, ho*.fever, het“feen the British
and American roles within this all:anf:e. It. is an apparent
paradox that Britain, the lesser, weaker 1m1?er1ahst partner was
less progressive (or more reactionary) ) while the stronger im-
perialism, America, was more prqgresm{e (or less reactionary).
This was expressed most dramatically in the struggle between
Churchill and Roosevelt over the strategy of tl}e war; Churchill
wanted a very limited alliance wiLh.the Soviet Union, to be
changed into hostility as soon as Hitler's dfafeat ‘was assurf.:d,
while Roosevelt demanded ever closer cooperation with the Soviet
Union, laying the basis for a pqst-war alliance to guarantee a long
peace. Roosevelt joined Stalin to enforce this course upon
Churchill at Teheran and Yalta. . -

The apparent paradox, that the strongest 1m1:.)ergz_1hssp played
the more progressive role, is fully to be explainqd- 'wnhm Ehe
terms of the Marxist-Leninist analysis of imperialism, which
by no means excludes the influence of inz,‘e{liger'lce upon _the
course of history. Roosevelt’s greater progressivism, in comparison
with Churchill, arose from his more intelligent understanding
of the realities of the war, and not from a less single-minded
devotion to the preservation of capitalism. .

Roosevelt was no Marxist. But he did have a keen under-
standing that the war was itself only the su premr;_manifesta}tign. of
a general crisis of the capitalist system. He had been battling
with that crisis, as President of the U.S. since 1933, with limited
success and constant setbacks. Iis running battle with the
“economic royalists”, as he called the reactionary circles of
monopoly capital, had convinced him of the fatal danger.of a
leadership guided by short-sighted greed and old establlsl}ed
prejudices. He knew that the greatest danger to the preservation
of capitalism was the stupidities of the capitalists themselves. He
‘has-been correctly compared, in orre-respeet; with the well-known
British economist Maynard Keynes; like Keynes, Roosevelt could
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S‘ see the weakness and dangerspots in the capitalist system. As
Lenin said of Keynes: “He arrived at conclusions which are
stronger, more striking and more instructive than any a Com-
munist revolutionary could advance, because they are conclusions
drawn by an acknowledged bourgeois . . . Keynes arrived at the
conclusion that Europe and the whole world . . . is heading for
bankruptcy.” (Sel. Wks. Vol. X, p. 184) “I do not think a
single Communist manifesto, or any revolutionary manifesto,
. could be compared with those pages in Keynes' book in which he
depicts Wilson and ‘Wilsonism’ in practice.” (p. 188) Yes, Roose-
- velt had such a mind as Keynes, seeing clearly the bankruptey of
. his world, although he had no fundamental program, and he

N .SE believed in no “ism”, not even “Keynesism.”
'1"~T:;J Because of his deeper intelligence and understanding of the
V5~ weakness, the general crisis, of capitalism, Roosevelt knew that
\\{‘ Churchill's proposed strategy was stupid, that it would inevitably
~ fail and might even lose the war. He hknew that American
5\ \;’ capitalism could not survive another war. Therefore he set him-
<L self the goal to prepare a long-term peace. He knew that socialism
| L could not be eliminated from the world. Therefore he accepied a
IS future in which socialism and capitalism must co-exist — and. (o-
& operate. He knew that the Soviet Union and America would be
N | the two outstanding powers after the war. Therefore he worked to
o ;{ lay the foundations for a long-lerm peacetime alliance between
W them.
). In all this Roosevelt never went beyond the framework of
%] bourgeois thought and motivation. His goal was to save American
capitalism from being engulfed in the whirlpool of general
capitalist bankruptcy. He was the best representative of bourgeois
leadership and intelligence, truly representing the basic and
long-term interests of his class, even when in bitterest struggle
against its inherent reactionary trends and its “normal” stupidi-
ties. It was the Roosevelt type of bourgeois intelligence tg which
Stali in 193g, when he said the Soviet leaders rely
upon, amprig other things, “the good sense of the countries which
for one.reason or another have no interest in the violation of
peace,” and which Molotov had in mind when he said, on Nov.
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our time nNew imperialistic adventures constitute a dangerous

game with the destinies of capitalism. ‘

“Certain Ministers and Senators may [:u_l to l.lll.(l@l?slﬂntl. that.
But if the anti-imperialist and democratic camp consolidates
its forces and utilizes its opportunities, it will force the im-
serialists to be wiser and to co_ndu.ct thc_msel\rcs more (:aln?ly.
Tt must be surmised that capitalism is not interested in speeding

up its own collapse.”
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8. America’s Course After Roosevelt’s Death.

Alter Roosevelt's death in April, 1945, the reactionary forces
that always fought him inside and outside of the government went
to work to destroy his policies which had guided America to
victory. The reactionaries dominated the U.S. delegation at the
initial assembly of the United Nations, and nearly wrecked that
organization before it was formed. They controlled the new Sec-
retary of State Byrnes, and thereby doomed to frustration his pro-
longed negotiations on the peace treaties. Anti-Sovietism became
the keynote of American foreign policy, growing day by day more
shrill. When President Truman, after announcing in advance his
approval of Henry Wallace’s speech in September, 1946, a speech
that appealed for a return to friendship with the Soviet Union,
soon thereafter collapsed under reactionary pressure and dis-
missed Wallace from the Cabinet on the demand of Byrnes, that
dismissal marked the liquidation of the Roosevelt foreign policy.

“The Truman Doctrine” followed in March, 1947, with large-
scale military measures in Greece and Turkey, openly directed
against the Soviet Union. Then came the “Marshall Plan”, the
offer of dollars to Europe in return for supporting Hoover's
project of a rejuvenated Germany as the center of Europe — the
plan for organizing Europe as an anti-Soviet and anti-socialist
fortress. The alternative to Roosevelt’s policy had now emerged
in its full outlines, and its full ugliness and stupidity. Even the
London Times commented on this plan, when Byrnes revealed
it in his book ““Speaking Frankly”, that it is a blue-print for war,
and wondered if it was criminal or merely stupid.

The last glimmer of Roosevelt’s intelligence is gone from
official Washington. Reaction reigns supreme without effective
challenge. American imperialism has become synonymous with a
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mobilization of all the darkest forces ol reaction Ll.n‘ougho‘ut the
world., And as always, domestic reaction accompanies reactionary
foreign policy like Siamese (wins. The democratic gains of the
New Deal period and the war are rapidly being whittled away.
The air of America again has the odor of the days of Palmer and
Herbert Hoover. ) . )

The new policy of Washington is obviously merely an Amen-ca.n
edition of Hitler’s foreign program. It rcprc;sents a'grar_ldlosq
scheme to turn the course of history, which is in the direction of
socialism, back to capitalism —but now a capitalism guided and
controlled by America. -

The most important question to be answered regarding the
neo-Hitlerian Truman-Marshall plan is, what are the elements
of strength and weakness contained wit!lin it, what are the con-
sequent perspectives of its success or failure? _

Any Marxist analysis of the world situation points to a rgt:_l_.ft..l-.l
tively quick and obvious failure of the 'I'ru1nan-Ma’1’%_IJm_1_l_ lelcy."|
But it does not require Marxist theory to perceive this funda- |
mental fact. The reactionary-conservative Walter Lippmann, !/
analyzing the world situation from an anti-Marxist, anti-Soviet
point of view in his recent book “The Cold War", comes to the
same conclusion. Lippmann’s conclusion that the Truman-Mar-

shall plan is headed for inevitable bankruptcy is soundly based |

upon a perception of reality, and has a double value as it cannot
fall under suspicion as “wishful thinking”, it is an unwilling }
judgment forced by facts and logic against the influence of interest §
and desire.

Lippmann sees that the present policy of Washington is a

“strategic monstrosity”. He says that “the Americans would

themselves probably be frustrated by this policy long before the
Russians were.” He points out that American dollars cannot
purchase reliable ‘allies, that “we must not deceive ourselves that
we stand at the head of a world wide coalition of democratic
states in our conflict with the Soviet Union.” He exposes how
this policy is turning governments into ‘“clients of the U.S.”,
puppets, stooges, “in whose affairs we intervene”, and that
nationally self-respecting peoples “do not wish to become
such . . . clients.” “They are alienated” from America, he says,
“above all by the prospect of war . . . total war which would merge
into a general civil war”, as the outcome of Washington's present
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course. He warns America: “We have been preparing the grounds
for a gy]_;_am:ic diplomatic disaster.” “The policy of containment
is a booby-trap”, he says, for America. It is “suicidal . . . to treat
the western portion of Germany as a prospective ally in the
operation of the Truman Doctrine.” He points out that it will
“compel” the peoples of Europe “to choose sides for a Third
World War” and “the enormous civil war it would surely precipi-
tate.” He shows that “The Truman Doctrine would take us to the
destruction of the United Nations”, and says that American
delegates to U.N. “treat the United Nations as expendable”. He
concludes this devastating attack with the judgment that America
is_heading toward ‘‘gigantic disaster” because our Government
“does not have as its.objective a settlement with . .. Russia.”
Lippmann’s indictment of the Truman Doctrine, and of the
whole anti-Soviet policy it expresses, is unanswered —and un-
answerable. It is all the stronger because Lippmann is himself
avowedly anti-Soviet in all his basic attitudes. He is against the
Truman Doctrine only because he sees its inevitable failure.
Marxist analysis must go deeper than merely to support a
judgment to which even a Lippmann can come. It must define
not only the immediate facts and the basic historical trends which
will defeat the Truman-Marshall plan, but it must also, which is
more important, define the forms of the historical process by
which it will be defeated and what will be the result, what will
follow the Truman-Marshall plan.
j'( American imperialism operates. under the contradiction of;

/ being an expanding power, both relatively and absolutely, within'

a capitalist sector of the world which is drastically shrinking. It is

producing goods at a rate far higher than in any previous peace |
time, it is planting bases of power over the world with unprece- |

W dented speed. From this condition it draws confidence and aggres-

siveness, and the assumption that this is a sufficient credential for

oy

- world leadership and domination. When it collides with the fact,
snevertheless, that the capitalist sector of the world continues o

/shrink, that the world trend toward socialism grows stronger, not
. weaker, it is filled with doubt, frustration, and fear. Some factor

“contrary to nature” must be operating to cancel the most
Y “Ratural” expectation of America’s naive reactionaries that the
dollar mustgnarch triumphantly anywhere it “damn well pleases”

]
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—just-as tlp/(! American Navy boasts it can sail the world’s waters. | |
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[ This “unnatural” stubbornness of the trend of world. events,
|which insists on going contrary to the exprcs.:;::-:(l wishes t::'f
' American imperialism, can 0111y. b?. .causcd. h).; t'he Red spectre”,
:lhe “Bolshevik plot”. This primitive animistic cxplanal_z'(_mﬁ.ui
|(11t: course of history, “reasonable” only in the sense lhal‘ insane |
obsessions have an inner mnsistcps‘.y when their premises are |
granlcd! gives rise as do all superstitions to waves of unreasoning |
fear. =i

Thus it can happen that America, rich and powerful beyond
the dreams of Midas and Caesar, su[fm"s from an acute attack of
hysterical fear, the “Red Scare”, at which the whole world gapes
wondering whether it dares laugh! Thus the nervous fumbling
of the President, from endorsement of Wallace’s call to restore
the Roosevelt policy, to the raw aggression of the “Truman
Doctrine” within six months, and to the more sophisticated but
equally unreal Marshall plan_ in another hal[-)'e_ar. ']:hus. ll}f:
“Joyalty purge”, and the ludicrous “Hollywood investigation”,
the intellectual terror which has effectively put a stop to serious
thinking in the U.S.A. or has driven it underground. .

America, by far the strongest country in the world economically
and in sheer military might, may be compared intellectually
today with any blubbering village idiot if it is to be judged by
the tone and direction of its public life. Irrational fear has done
its work. It was not for nothing that Franklin Roosevelt in his
last message warned America that the country had nothing to fear
but fear itself. This fear that eats away the brains of the nation
is the direct outgrowth of the contradiction between expanding
American power and a shrinking capitalist world.

Roosevelt had given America the only answer, consistent with
the continued existence of “the American way of life”, of how
to reconcile this contradiction. That answer is the acceptance
of the co-existence of the two systems, socialism and capitalism,
and cooperation hetween them on a long-term basis.

The Roosevelt answer carries with it abandonment of the
Hoover scheme of rebuilding Germany as the center of an_anti-
Soviet Europe. It requires freedom for each European country to
realize its aspiration to soctalisim in ils own way, without economic
O_!'_Bt_llip_i_(_tg_l_ obstruction from America. It gains for America a long
time peace and a vast expansion of markets for her surplus pro-
duction, without which a catastrophic economic crisis cannot be

»
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long avoided, and the coming of which is warningly noted even
by the United Nations organization.

There is no logical end to the Truman-Marshall plan, which
has replaced the Roosevelt plan, except a new war to resolve this
contradiction by military means, to re-expand world capitalism by
__f_o_rce, since this cannot be achieved by consent.

One canmot say that such a war is impossible, eéven though it is
clearly suicidal for American imperialism. It is hardly necessary
for a Marxist analysis to emphasize that America could not win a
Third World War, since even a Walter Lippmann has taken pains

to demonstrate this fact. But there are powerful forces in Ameri-_

can ruling circles, sufficiently stupid, blind, reckless and adven-
turous to embark upon just such a suicidal course unless they are
restrained by power greater than their own.

‘The major task in America is to unmask and restrain the war-
makers,.and to. restore Roosevelt’s foreign policy. Only this can
restore the perspective of peace, and of world progress without
major.upheavals, This is a realistic task because Roosevelt’s policy
demands no revolutionary change in America, but only tolerance
of and accommodation to the revolutionary changes occurring
elsewhere in the world. '
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9. The New Communist Information Bureau.

The nine most important Communist Parties of Euroge held
a meeting in Poland during September, 1947, and gstab]lshed a
common Information Bureau with headquarters in Belgrade.
The purpose of this new center is to coordinate the work of t.he
constituent Parties in opposing the Truman-Marshall offensive
in Europe and protecting the independence of these countries,
their freedom to restore themselves on a new, not an American,
pattern.

American newspapers have almost uniformly misrepresented
the significance of the new Information Bureau, calling it a
restoration of the dissolved Communist International and the
Communist strategy and tactics of the former post-war period.
This interpretation is quite false.

Unfortunately, even the American Communists are not fully
informed that Joseph Stalin, without doubt the most authorita-
tive Marxist voice in the world, has said that any idea of reviving
the Communist International would be “Utopian and quixotic.”

In sharp contrast to the old Communist International, dis-
solved in 1943, the Information Bureau has adopted no general
program and no centralized organization. It has set itself the
most immediate limited task of securing the freedom of the
countries involved to decide their own policies, and to resist the
pressure of the Truman-Marshall plan that would destroy that
freedom. Its function is to secure consultations that would pre-
vent the nine Parties from working at cross purposes in this
common task.

This is clearly an emergency function, one that would have
been quite unnecessary if America had continued to follow in the
path of Roosevelt. Tt represents a change in Communist strategy
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and tactics only to the degree that this has been rendered neces-
sary by the new hostile pressure from America. It was not the
choice of European Communists that made this change. It was the
choice of America in abandoning Roosevelt’s course.

The declaration of the new Information Bureau, and the
speech of Zhdanov, Soviet delegate, at its formation, clearly up-
holds and continues the main line of Communist strategy and
tactics that has been effective during and after the war. It modi-
fies this line only to recognize and counter the new threat from
America of the Truman-Marshall offensive. The goals remain as
they were, freedom for the liberated countries to reconstruct
themselves in a form transitional to socialism, the overwhelmingly
registered desire of the populations of these countries.

With regard to America, the most characteristic and indicative
words of the Information Bureau were the reiteration of the goal
of securing long term peace and collaboration between the major
countries of the two systems.

Long term collaboration between the two systems, the goal of
world Marxist thought and action, certainly does not signify an
expectation of speedily eliminating capitalism from the world.
If there is to be long term collaboration between the two systems,
this means that both systems. are expected to exist for a long time.
And it must be admitted that America, the stronghold of capital-
alism, has at least as much prospect of continued existence as any
capitalism in the world. The world concept of long term collabora-
tion of systems, if it is to have any significance, obviously means,
first and foremost, collaboration between capitalist America and
socialist Soviet Union.

Jittery capitalists in America, who place so much importance
on the words of the Communist Information Burecau, should
therefore really not fall into panic. The “Cominform”, as they
call the new organization, has really not threatened a socialist
revolution in America. On the contrary, it has assured the nervous
American bourgeoisie that the dominant thought of world Marx-
ism confirms their prospects for a long life, in the course of which

.they will be able to work out that long term collaboration of
systems. :

Of course, Marxists or reasonable men of any ideology what-
ever, would not undertake to assure a long life to any man or
system that fell victim to a suicidal mania. The assurance is only

B
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that in Marxist opinion it is possible, given sane and rez_Lsonable
ici both sides, to ensure long term collaboration and
policies O e T ision is in the hands of America’s
thereby long life. The final decision is 1n the
lu{\filj;*xists do not expect an early sqc:ialist rc_volutiml in z\mcri‘c:u.
While lhcy are ke{mly awa.re that in 'szLerml progress America
is, of all countries, mMost ripe for socmlssm,. they knqx_v .gfqually
well that po]itica]!y. imellecm'a!ly. zu_}d eq'm.tlonaﬂy, this country
is Teast prepared for the transition fo sucnaﬁhsm. They knmf |..haL
an early, quick change of the American attitude toward soqa_hsm
can be expected only as a result of a deep and prolonged cmrs‘of
American capitalism. which would t]{-:mm']strate 'Lhe incapacity
of our present rulers to keep our economy in running order.

A lot of idcological nonsense is sprcad by Ame.ncan newspapers
to the effect that Communi.sts e_vf:rywhcrc dcm‘c.thm, An}enc_a
shall plunge into an economic criss, and are w0.rk1ng to bring it
about. If any so-called Communist has such an idea h.e is a fool,
but not a Marxist. Communists fight to overcome crises, not to
create them. . y

Roosevelt was the leader who did most to raise America [ron.n
the economic crisis which hit the country under Hoover's presi-
dency. Communists cverywhcr(": ’swuug to the support of Roose-
velt precisely because of his ability to lea(} the country out of the
crisis. Communists demand the restoration of Rogsevelt's pro-
gram for post-war reconstruction of 'll‘l(’: wor].d p{'emsely because
it offers the only hope of cushioning the inevitable cycles.of
capitalism, and prevent the gap between American production
and available markets from being so great as to produce a
catastrophe. . .

Marxists know, better than anyone else, that American capital-
ism is terrifically strong, and its overthrow will be made possible
only by the stupidities and incompetencies of the dominant
capitalists themselves. The working-class can make an effective
decision for a new socialist system only when the capitalists have
demonstrated their incapacity to maintain the national economy
as a going concern. Marxists, always and everywhere, educate
and organize the workingclass for socialism in their own coun-
tries, but they know that the time for the change to socialism is
fixed for each country by the moment of capitalist failure and
not by their own desires.
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It American capitalists were wisc enough to recognize their
impotence to overthrow the socialism of the Soviet Union, or to
stop the progress toward socialism in Europe, this country and the
world would be able to avoid the pains that must necessarily
accompany the collapse of the Truman-Marshall plan.

It is not true, as American newspapers falsely state, that Euro-
pean Communists and the Information Bureau wish to deny
American aid to Europe or to limit the markets for American
products and trade.

Andrei Zhdanov, speaking to the nine-party conference in
Poland in September, said: )

“The Soviet Government has never objected to utilizing for-
eign, and particularly American, credits as a means of speeding
up the process of economic restoration. However, the Soviel
Union always insisted that the conditions of the credit should
not be of an enslaving nature and should not lead to the
economic and political subjugation of the debtor to the
creditor states. Soyiet foreign policy proceeds from the fact
of the co-existence over a lengthy period of two systems — capi-
talism and socialism. From this flows the possibility of cooper-
ation between the U.SS.R. and the countries of the other
systems, given the observance of the principle of reciprocity

in the fulfillment of pledges made.”*

The Communists resist only American plans that demand con-
trol of the¢ European countries as the price of their aid and trade.
The Communists, and with them the great majority of Eliropé"s
peoples, will not and cannot agree that American aid can be
allowed to drag them back to a bankrupt and discredited social

_ ¥ The magazine Political Affaivs (New York), issue of December 1947, pub-

lished 2 version of Zhdanov's report, which it says is “a translation of the
text which appeared in Pravda, October 22, 1947", giving a different version
of the first sentence above quoted. Its translation says: “The Soviet Govern-
ment has never objected to taking advantage of foreign, and even American
credits, as a means of Sf)ceding up the process of economic restoration.”
Reference to the original text, however, will show that the Russian word
there translated as “taking advantage of”, is ispolzovanie which is more
correctly translated as “utilizing”; and the words v chastnosti there trans.
lated as “even” really mean “in particular” or “particularly”. These mis-
translations give a tone and direction to Zhdanov's words quite different from
the original. It is possible that the editors of Political Affairs did not make
their own translation from Pravda, but merely copied the version published
in World News and Views (London) which contained the same errors,
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order. They insist on carrying out their firm decision that, while
not immediately establishing socialist systems, while preserving a
large degree of private capitalism and a main structure of state
capitalism, they are on the whole in transition to socialism and
will not permit America to erect any obstacles in that path.

Whenever America’s leaders bring themselves to accept this
basic condition, then American economic collaboration and
trade with Europe (as well as the rest of the world) will be wel-
comed by the Communists as well as by the rest of the people in
all lands. They want American aid and collaboration. But they
will not trade their independence for it.

There can be generations of peace and resulting economic
progress and well-being for the world.

The necessary condition for this, on the part of America, is to
restore Roosevelt’s plan for long term friendship, alliance and
cooperation between this country and the Soviet Union, between
the two rival systems of capitalism and socialism, — a plan which
is shared fully by Marxists everywhere.

At present, under the Truman-Marshall plan, the billions
being poured out under the name of “aid to Europe” are not
helping either Europe or America. As in Greece, this aid is
enriching a few greedy Greek capitalists. who, as_even Truman
tells us, refuse to invest their own money in their own country.
In Turkey, it is sustaining a corrupt military machine which
helped the German Nazis, blackmailed the allies, and is main-
taining a corrupt oppressive oligarchy. In France and Italy it is
splitting national unity, restoring speculators and black-mar-
keteers to power, and plunging the nations into crisis. Through-
out Europe it rallies reactionary forces, in order to split the con-
tinent, which will make any recovery of Western Europe impos-
sible. Truly, this type of “aid to Europe” may properly be called
“Operation Rathole”, it is feeding the rats of Europe and causing
them to multiply, but it is ruining, not feeding, the peoples. The
more billions that are dumped into Europe on the Truman-
Marshall plan, the deeper grows the economic and social crisis
of Europe.

The Truman-Marshall plan is senseless and disastrous.in_an
economic as well as a political sense, for America as well.as-fo
Europe. Instead-of-adjusting American economy to the post-wa
world, it is steadily and systematically deepening the alread
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existing maladjustment, The only sane and orderly economic
goal for America, corresponding to the long term needs of the
American economy as well as to those of the outside world, is to
promote American exports of machinery and capital goods. In-
stead of this; the Truman-Marshall plan promotes and makes
necessary American exports of food and raw materials primarily,
at the expense of our natural exports. 'The only possible result
of this senseless course is o pile up new elements of crisis for
both industry and agriculture in America. Industry is being cut
off from its natural European markets, and does not feel it
immediately only because of the very temporary post-war domestic
boom in capital goods, while agriculture is being swollen by
expansion for a purely artificial, politically manufactured, Euro-
pean market which must inevitably be returned sooner or later
to its natural source of supply in Eastern Europe. The longer
this distortion of world economy is continued, the more painful
and disastrous will be the crisis of accounting —and primarily
painful and disastrous to Western Europe and America,

The Truman-Marshall plan has placed America in the unfor-
tunate position in which every ally it gains is a source of addi-

'@_.}sé.eakness, —a new burden. Because American policy is
direct

d toward preserving the exploiters and parasites who
feed on the body of the European peoples, these allies have
become parasites on the body of America — especially since the
Truman-Marshall plan systematically cultivates this parasitism.

Since American dollars furnish rich nourishment for these profit-

cers, and the volume is greatest to those points where the “red
menace” is sharpest (which means where least is being done to
solve the problems of reconstruction), these American proteges
find their maximum profit in perpetuating disorder and chaos,
and doing everything possible to obstruct any rapprochement be-
tween America and the Soviet Union. The Greck capitalists who
bank their accumulations in America, refusing to invest them in
Greek economic reconstruction, are the perfect fruits of the
Truman-Marshall plan. The Chinese ca pitalists, who have accu-
mulated an admitted billion dollars (much more in fact) in bank
accounts in America (their source in the first place being Ameri-
can loans to the Kuomintang government) are another typical
example of this rapidly growing parasitism. There is no longer
a serious pretense of controlling this parasitism in any of the
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countries drawing American 5tr1ti-Soviet bribes, with the possible
exception of Britain where the parasitism takes on a less vulgar
and more state-organized form.

The new Communist Information Bureau can be a “danger”
for America only in the sense that it exposes the unsound allu.l
harmful character of the Truman-Marshall plan, and forces its
withdrawal. There is a real danger in this situation, but the
danger lies in the inevitable consequences of th.e Trun}aI}-Ma}rshall
plan, and not in its exposure. The defeat of this plan is inevitable,
as even Walter Lippmann has irre[utah!y demonstrated, and the
sooner this is recognized and America returns to '1115: Roosevelt
plan, the less painful and costly it will be for America.
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10. CONCLUSION.

Since the end of the war America has suffered under a reaction-
ary administration, primarily because the progressive coalition
which was the base of Roosevelt's policy has broken up and dis-
integrated. There has not been any reactionary swing among the
masses, but they have lost their unity, their orientation, their elan,
their sense of moving forward to a common goal. The reactionary
camp has seized power and taken the initiative: it has not been
resisted by a common movement of the people with a clear
program and inspiring leadership. The process of disintegration,
of !}r&:aking up the progressive movement into feuding factions
which waste their energy fighting one another instead of the
common enemy, has penetrated seriously even into the most
progressive sections of the labor movement. The progressive
majority of Americans is losing to the reactionary camp by default
from lack of leadership, from confusion in its own ranks. ’

There exists no easy formula for remedying this situation, But
one thing is clear. The experience of all progressive persons and
groups and organizations during the years of Roosevelt’s presi-
dency has given them all one thing in common — the knowledge
that it is possible to enforce a progressive program in the govern-
ment of America, and a knowledge of what minimum program
can ensure progress. That program with which the millions of
progressives and their leaders are already quite familiar, around
which they had already been victoriously united — Roosevelt’s
program — is the necessary starting point for any serious effort to
unseat from power the reactionary camp now riding the country
toward catastraphe.

In order to fight effectively for the Roosevelt program it is
necessary to understand its whole place in the world scene, its’
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role before and during the war. It is necessary to understand that
while Europe has already entered the path of transition to social-
ism, the same is not true of America; in this country the war has
not placed the transition to socialism on the order of the day. It
is necessary to understand that the Roosevelt program starts from
the premise of working out a long-term cooperation between two
systems on the world stage, of capitalism in the U.S.A. and
socialism in the U.S.S.R., with the European countries free to
find each its own way to socialism in accordance with the demo-
cratic decisions of its people.

In order to fight effectively for Roosevelt’s program it is neces-
sary to believe that such a program is possible of realization. It is
necessary to understand that America still contains the potenti-
ality of playing a progressive historical role before it arrives at the
immediate transition to socialism.

Without this understanding and faith, all protestations of sup-
port to the restoration of the Roosevelt program are but cheap,
boastful, and empty phrases. They are but demagogy in the
worst sense of that word. They are futile, without force, and carry
no conviction.

It is the purpose of this little pamphlet to make some contribu-
tion to restoring power and conviction, morale and enthusiasm,
to the fight for restoration of the Roosevelt program as the guide
for America in the post-war world. It is its purpose to help thr
fight against phrasemongering, the most deadly enemy of Marxism
and of progress everywhere, and the cause of most mistakes now
creating disunity and confusion in the progressive camp.

America can be brought back into service of the promise made
at Teheran, of a progressive and peaceful world for several gen-
erations. But this can be only if all progressives fight for it —
unitedly and intelligently.

% QLA ._f\)—‘ (_Z; . ; d Z—» N N

Ny

y,
AR = Wi P D

brodor—~, © -
Aj)l‘-’\/\ w'-‘éﬁ //\rt/ /3'(‘-?1{ O &t

£ Sep— M}
)"—0'//\'? C'f’V/\“/f\\ ' M\l"/{ ‘%\ N f-/

] i
\

T £ ad . - v
z{) 0 Gfrnr, ok A ,‘f:-"l-f?/'f-d.‘-‘p(.'/ : Cé'/'»( “N ra s
/

1



A,,C;r) 1%
y

afﬂoa{) /U/))Avr-f =

Wind, @ty fade] §

/é- \.f_‘“ "\) (4} | / / e -' ) y P)
'J) ‘;A"'\ vl f; i L.’“"‘j44'/"//"-'!'(---“/){"- ¥

L]

F

I’“‘”? LA LW ANAAA ety P,
/W/ éA i 4,/; Mé. pof e, 5
S

J>) /& «\/.mn A, / %} //
B ,pﬁjfy? A

(Do ot m/ // e
%WW\M, ; m)/ j«,u j{l Koy

o Aldiin & (""',l /uu,/
0 /

/:/U ,(_4_’0 {H/‘h s p//j} / (2 A—L‘V\/'\
[ o i /‘/f Lo prns W,
/ g 5, D B J ;( ey / /

e

/}‘2_..,{ é‘,_‘ !J

To U.S, o, codd, @(M Aed g

. OARR 'Zio

inv/ cﬁzﬁ% % 7m/

V§9

Z\:) & e MWHJZJL

=y TR
S/J%f. %\% Fa L

/5w6&&wm/

"" ! f e L«/w’{b( i
Ao

Other Works of Earl Browder.

BOOKS:

COMMUNISM IN THE UNITED STATES, 1935
WHAT IS COMMUNISM? 1936

THE PEOPLES’ FRONT 1938

FIGHTING FOR PEACE 1g39

THE SECOND IMPERIALIST WAR 1940

THE WAY OUT 1941

VICTORY—AND AFTER 1942

TEHERAN 1944

AMERICAN MARXISTS AND THE WAR 1945
WAR OR PEACE WITH RUSSIA 1944

PAMPHLETS:

Unemployment, 1924

Class Struggle vs. Class Collaboration, 1925
Trade Unions in America, 1925

Civil War in Nationalist China, 192y

China & American Imperialist Pohcy, 1927
Out of a Job, 1930

War Against Workers’ Russia, 1931

Secret Hoover-Laval War Pacts, 1gg1

The Fight for Bread, 1932

Technocracy & Marxism, 1933

Is Planning Possible Under Capitalism, 1933
What Is the New Deal? 1933

The Meaning of Social-Fascism, 1933

What Every Worker Should Know About N.R.A. 1933
Communist Position on the Negro Question, 1933
Report to the Eighth Convention, 1934

The Question of a Labor Party, 1935
Unemployment Insurance, 1935

Religion & Communism, 1935

New Steps in the United Front, 1935
Debate With Norman Thomas, 1935

Build the United Peoples’ Front, 1936
Lincoln & the Communists, 1936

53



Communist Position in 1936,

Democracy Or Fascism? 1936

Zionism, 1936 ’

Who Are the Americans, 1936

Hearst's “Secret Documents”, 1936
Peoples’ Front in America, 1936

Results of the Elections, 1936 _
Revolutionary Background of the U. S. Constitution, 1937
Trotskyism Against World Peace, 1937
Talks to America, 1987

Lenin & Spain, 1937

Communists in the Peoples’ Front, 1937
China & the U.S.A., 1934

North America & the Soviet Union, 1937
Next Steps in Spain, 1937

Traitors in American History, 1938
Concerted Action or Isolation? 1938

A Message to Catholics, 1938

The Democratic Front, 1938

Social & National Security, 1938

Theory as a Guide to Action, 1939

The Economics of Communism, 1989
Religion & Communism, 1939

The 1940 Elections, 1939

Unity for Peace & Democracy, 1939
America & Second Imperialist War, 1939
Whose War Is It? 1939

Socialism, War & America, 1939

Stop the War, 1939

Two Speeches, 1940

The People Against the War Makers, 1940
Jewish People & the War, 1940

The Peoples’ Road to Peace, 1940
Testimony Before Senate Judiciary Gom. 1940
An American Foreign Policy for Peace, 1940
Internationalism: Results of Elections, 1940
The Most Peculiar Election, 1940

Way Out of the War, 1941

Communist Party of U.S.A., 1941
Communism & Culture, 1941

The Road to Victory, 1941

The Soviet Union, 1942

Victory Must be Won, 1942

54

Production For Victory, 1942

Wage Policy In War Production, 1943
Is Communism a Menace, Debate, 1943
Policy For Victory, 1948

The Heritage of Jefferson, 1943

Talks About the Communist Party, 1943
Moscow-Cairo-Teheran, 1944

Teheran and America, 1944
Communists & National Unity, 1944
The Road Ahead, 1944

Economic Problems of War & Peace, 1944
Meaning of the Elections, 1944
America’s Decisive Battle, 1945

%J\_ /) e

i /“Mﬂz il

- 7. U, 0

L-2)-¢¥



