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“By its very nature the

mynist Party of the Soviet Union] was bound to inspire
true democrats, Socialists and Communists,” says Alex-
»

ander Bittleman in his serialized
article on the crizis of the Com-
munist Party entitled, “I Take
a Fresh Look.” As of this writ-
ing, eleven installments have
appeared in the Daily Worker.

According to Bittleman, “Com-
munists especially were hound
to be stimulated by the fresh
look which the 20th Congress
took at the world, to themselves
take a fresh logok at their own
programs, policies and organiza-
tions.”

But, he woefully adds, “in our
own Party it did not work out
quite like that. The bright new
vision tended to become some-
what obscured for the American
people and the American Com-
munist Party by certain aspects
in the reappraisal of Stalin’s
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'ests of Kremlin foreign policy

role. . . This may not haye
added much to our difficulties,”
Bittleman informs us, “but it
certainly did not help.”

This almost ludigrous “esti-
mate” of the sghattering impact
of the 20th Congress on the
Communist Party is born of Bit-
tleman’s efforts to prove the
roots of the CP crisis aye pure-
ly “American,” springing from
unfavorable “objective” circum-
stdnces in this country and “sub-
jective” errors by the party.

STEIN'S VIEW

The entire tract is intended to
provide a “theoretical” platform
for the drive now being launched
by the Eugene Dennis-Sid Stein
wing of the CP leadership (with
the apparent acquiescence of
Wm. Z. Focter) to “reconstruet”
the crigis-ridden organization.
This drive was opened with a
report by Stein, national organ-
jzation secretary of the party,
to & July 27 National Committee
meeting and entitled, “Rebuild
the Party!”

In this report, to the party bu-
reaucrats, Stein did not try to
slither around the obvious rela-
tion of the 20th Congress to the
CP cricis as Bittleman does in
the Daily Worker. The basis for
the crisis, said Stein, is found
“in the serious weakening of
what some of us call our moor-
ings or our ideological founda-
tions.,” These consist of ‘“confi-
dence in the first land of so-
cialism. . , For 27 years such
confidence abounded in our par-
ty.” But, he added. “the founda-
tions crumbled when it bécame
clear from the 20th Congress of
the CPSU that Soviet society
was not as we had pictured it.”

‘Stein, like Bittleman, signaled
the need to divert the discussion
in 'CP circles from the grave is-
sues posed by the 20th Congress.
The need of the hour, they both
say, is to concentrate on “Amer-
ican” problems.

Stein assured one and all that
democratization will be “ac-
celerated” by XKhrughchev and
company. But he was very charry
of putting all the CP's eggs in
one basket. “I do not want to
create the impression,” he hasti-
ly added, “that it is the founda-
tion of our ideological rebuild-
ing, . . For the ideological roots
of our perty are right here in
our own country.”

This does not mean that Stein
favors cutting the CP’s ideo-
Jogical ties with the Kremlin, It
is necessary to combat the no-
tion, he declared, “that our fu-
ture depends on disassociating
ourselves from the land of so-
cialism.”

DANGER IN DISCUSSION

But both Stein and Bittleman
understand that the projected
“reconstruction” cannot proceed
on the basis of a searching,
party-wide discussion of the
revelations from “the land of so-
cialism” which made the “re-
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20th Congress [of the Com-

construction” projget necessary
in the first place. Such & dig-
cussion would reveal mot only
that the CP leaders made the
“error” of serving as blind apol-
ogists for 'Stalin, but also that
their politics were, and still re-
main, tailored to serve the inter-

and not the interests of the
American, the (Soviet, or the
world working clags.

For example, Bittleman points
to the period when Earl Brow-
der was dumped as one Wwhere
the party “went overboard” in
changing its line. Omitted,
however, is the key fact that
neither the decision to oust
Browder, nor the chiange in line,

—

Some Buried History
About Bittleman

The Daily Worker failed to
offer a single biographical
note in publishing Alexander
Bittleman’s “fresh look”
series. This ommission un-
doubtedly. arises out of the
fact that Communist Party
history proved embarrassing
after the Stalin revelations.
Yet some of Bittleman’s his-
tory should be of interest. In
1937 he undertook the defense
of Stalin’s frame-up trials.
He wrote a pamphlet called
“Trotsky the Traitor” in
which he said, “Conspiracy
with Hitler and Japan to dis-
member the Soviet Union . ..
to engage in wrecking activi-
ties . . . to plan assassination
of Soviet leaders. . . Trotsky
and his agents have been
proven guilty of all these un-
speakable crimes.” From the
20th Congress came the ad-
mission that these charges
were all lies. Little wonder
he and his fellow CP leaders
fear discussion of the 20th
Congress. It is easier to forget
than to explain.

originated in the American CP.
That particular somersault — as
with all the others since the
Stalinization of the party in the
1920’s — sprang  directly from
the changed foreign policy needs
of the bureaucratic caste in the
Kremlin,

But, it will be argued, all of
that is in the past. Now “the
ideological roots of our party
are right here in our own coun-
tl'y."

LIVE TOGETHER

Those who may believe this
should read Rittleman with par-
ticular care. If nothing else, he
ha2e the dubions dictinetion of
spelling out the mnolicv of the
narty leadarshin in surorisinely
frank fachirn. His point of de-
narture is the line reiterated at
the 20th Congress on the need
to estahlish a “durable era” of
peacefn! co-axictence with world
capitalism. He snells out the fact
that the Kremlin conrept of co-
existence means a “live. and let
live” deal with eavitalism which
completelv sacrifices the inter-
ests of the workers.

“The emer~ing  period  of
peaceful co-existence nnd com-
vetition,” annonnees Bittleman,

“does not call for the abholition
of capitalism in the UK. . ..
To use the scientific terminolo-
gy of Marxism-Leninism, the
social and political nature of the
struggle will be generally dem-
ocratic, not socialist.”

Can the OP be “reconstructed”
on the basis of a orogram which
rules out a socialist perspective
for an entire “historical pe-
riod?” Does such a program co-
incide with the realitv of Amer-
ican developments? We will xe-

turn to these questions.




