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Introduction

Today the international working
class from the metropolitan countries
to the colonial world are moving on
the offensive against the capitalist
class and its decadent system, In
this period of world-wide crisis the
question of who will hold political
power is being raised, Socialism
is not a long range solution but is
more and more becoming a burning
necessity for today. Either there
will be socialism or the barbarism
of fascism.

This struggle requires above all
the independent mobilization of the
working class internationally to take
power, A mass disciplined party of
the working class based on the ex-
periences of nearly two centuries of
struggle against capitalism must be
built to lead this struggle to victory,

LESSON

There can be no substitutes--this
is the central lesson not only of the
victorious October Revolution but of
the bloody defeats suffered by the
working class in this century, All
kinds of ‘‘fronts’’,  <‘coalitions’’,
“blocs’* and ‘‘alliances’’ have in the
past been thrown up by those who
seek to prevent the independent mo-

. bilization of the workers and to keep

them under the leadership of the
middle class, thus tying the working

class to capitalism.

The American working class in
particular has historically been tied
to the capitalist parties through mid-
dle class refcrmism. Herein liesthe
deep contradiction between the im-
mense power of the trade union move-
ment and its failure to develop an
independent political party.

It is the central task of the Marx-
ist party today in the United States
to break the working class from its
traditional leaderships to build a
political arm of the powerful or-
ganized workers movement as an
essential and immediate part of the
struggle for state power.

It is precisely this task which the
centrists and revisionists refuse to
take up--substituting <‘broad coali-
tions’’, “‘anti-war movements’’,
‘‘united fronts against fascism’’,
¢‘left-center coalitions.”’ These
forces consciously furn their backs
on the working class and begin to
icok for new arenas and non-working
class organizations in order to build
anti-Marxist fronts.

ALLIANCES

By far one of the most dangercus
tendencies in this direction is the
Progressive Labor Party with its
Workers-Student Aliliances and its




Left-Center Coalition., These ‘‘al-
liances’’ seek to give a workingclass
cover to middle classprotestpolitics,
On' the campuses the Worker -Student
Alliance means that by the students
raising o few demands for a few
campus workers and/or by demanding
the subway fare be decreased or
housing for community residents can
continue their stricfly student strug-
cle under the guise of helping the
workers. The Worker-Client Alli-
ance has meant in practice that wor-
kers are asked on the basis of moral
sympathy to join client demonstra-
tions. In the meantime at the ‘‘point
of production’’ in the welfare centers
PL. completely supports the trade
union bureaucracy., FPL supportsersin
the Social Service Employees Union
in New York never uttered a peep
against the sell-out contract which
cut out 9,000 jobs and allowed for a
tremendous speed-up,

This working class cover serves
to divert the struggles today away
from the working class, away from
the trade unions and the fight for an
independent political struggle by the
workers. 1Ii seeks to keep the work~
ers under the leadership of the middlie
class,

WORKING CILASS

Marxists begin with the understand-
ing that the working class is the only
revolutionary force in society. All
other sections are mobilized behind
the working class. It is only in the
context of the independent mass mo-
bilization of the working class on its
own demands that we can speak of
alliances and united fronts, Thepro-
gram of the working class is not, we
repeat not, a matter of tacking on a
few workers’ demands to students’
and clients’ programs--it is a pro-
gram which mobilizes the workers to

take the power,

The program of the working class
is not something that can be sucked
out of one’s thumb to meet the im-
mediate tasks at a particular campus
or demonstration. Rather it is the
product of the struggle of the Marxist
movement for gver a hundred years
and the strategical experiences of the
working class historically, its defeats

as well as its victories. This body of

experience is the most preciousthing
the working class possesses,

HISTORY

This is the nub of the question for
Progressive Labor., Like the New
Left, PL has no history. PL has had
to erase over 50 years of struggle,
%50 years of bloody battles by the
working class internationally.

Basing itself not on the working
class but on Stalin and the Stalinist
bureaucracy internationally Pl dares
not confront history, for it was the
policies of the Stalinist bureaucracy
internationally that led the working
class to defeat. At each point PL
would have to confront Trotskyisn,
Only Trotsky and the movement he
built, the ¥Fourth International which
today iives only in the International
Committee of the Fourth Interna-
tional, have been able to draw the
iessons of these past struggles and
it is only on this basis that a re-
volutionary party can be built.

it is the purpose of these articles
10 expose those, namely Progressive
Labor, who use the language of soci-
alism and communism but who in
reality serve the capitalists and their
allies in the middle class. An objee-
tive understanding of the historical
and methodological roots and role of
this tendency is absclutely essential
in arming the workers and students
for the tasks ahead.
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Trotskyism

Lenin once heaped heavy abuse
during a discussion of the question
of self determination on those ‘‘who
had never learnt anything or even
read any Party history,’” who thought
it fashionahle ‘‘going about in the
nude, . .as far as knowledge of the
Party and everything it stands for is
concerned.”’ Nothing could be more
appropriate to describe the outlook
of Progressive Labor, This is not,
however, just a dislike for history
and cynicism towards the experience
of the working class, but represents
a disdainful attitude towards theory

in general.
Marxism is hisiorical materia-~
lism. Marx did not develop his

theory in isolation or based on what
he saw even during his lifetime but
on 3 study of the whole history of
man, Marx and his followers in the
labor movement spentyears, decades,
in studying every phase of the Paris
Commune just as the Bolshevik Party
took up the problems of the defeated
Russian Revolution in 1905. The
present cannot be understood unless
the past in which it is rooted is
understood.

We are often told by members of
Progressive Labor that they do not
have ““time’’ for such matters, that
they are too ‘‘busy’’ with ‘‘what’s
going on now.”’ This is not just a
guestion of the opinions of a few
members but is evidenced in PL’s
press,

FORMULAS

PL seexs to substitute feormulas
and ‘“‘Marxist~Leninist’’ double-talk
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| Stalinism versus

for theory, It evades problems and
never gets to the roots of any ques~
tion. For example, after nearly four
vears and many atfempts PL still
is incapable of giving a materialist
understanding of the degeneration of
the Soviet Union,

In the August, 1869 issue of Pro-
gressive Labor we are given an
example of their approach to theory.
“In the past we have made the seri-
our error (that is being made today
by others) of supporting struggle--
any struggle, We were confused, ,.”’
On the question of Cuba PL says:
‘It all seemed good to us and to
other radicals,”’

Far more revealing however is
their complete lack of understanding
of method in dealing with the national
question. Somehow or other they
came o the belief that nationalism is
reactionary but this is put not in the
context of any real understanding of
the discussion of this question in the
Marxist movement or an attempt to
deal with the guestion of self deter-
mination through an historical, poli-
tical, socio-economic analysis., This
ig what we are itold:

‘We readily admit that it has been
difficult for us to grasp the comple-
xities of Lenin and Stalin on this
question. We don’t pretend that what
we do or say is unecessarily what
they meant or did themselves., And
we don’t feel that guotations we pre-
sent are the final authoritative ans-
wer on the national question. We
simply ask you to consider these
ideas and see how they apply to the
American and the world scene.



““The important thing for us to see
is how liberation can be accomplished.
We should not consider Marxism-
Leninism as a collection of ossified
rules, hut rather apply it creatively
to present political circumstances,’’

In one fell swoop the editors have
actually thrown Marxism~Leninism
out the window. What PL. says
essentially is this: ‘‘We tried to
read Lenin and Stalin but it was too
hard, we just could not comprehend
it, and anyway we cannot be bothered
with these ossified rules. Whatreally
concerns us is our immediate needs
now,”’

CONTEMPT

This contempt for theory, thisideo-
logical superficiality and theoretical
sloppiness has a lot to do with Stalin-
ism but absolutely nothing to do with
Marxism and Leninism. There is an
old saying in the Marxist movement,
made by Lenin in fact: ¢Without
revolutionary theory there can be no
revolutionary movement, This idea
cannot be insisted upon too strongly
at a time when the fashionable pre-
aching of opportunism goes hand and
hand with an infatuation for the nar-
rowest forms of practical activity,”’

It is precisely PL’s substitution of
immediate gains and mindless acti-
vity for struggle based on serious
theoretical analysis and principled
politics which has put it in the posi-
tion it has been in almost since its
birth--correcting mistakes.  This
does not mean that Marxists do not
make mistakes, But there are mis-
takes and there are mistakes,

Revolutionary theory, as Lenin
said, is absolutely essential to the
building of a party and the leader-
ship of the working class, Tt is a
guide 1o practice; it enables the
leadership of the class to understand

developments and their movement;
it enables them in some degree to
exercise foresight to prepare the

class for future struggles. Correct
policies are essential for correct
practice. Correct theories alone
are not enough., They only really
become f‘correct’”’” and can only be
developed in the actual struggles of
the working class.

STRATEGICAL MISTAKES

PL however has not foreseen the
inevitable results of developments on
major strategical questions, Thisis
something far more serious thantac-
tical errors., It has been caught
napping at each point and its ¢‘theo-
ries’’ have been created after the
fact and with little or no regard for
what it was saying yesterday.

So now four years after over a
million workers, peasants and com-
munist leaders were massacred in
Indonesia. PL says it was wrong,
but cannot probe the cause nor put
forward a solution. This is true of
Cuba, Algeria, not to mention Black
Nationalism. Breast beating and
apologies are not enough. The world
class struggle where strategical mis-
takes mean the loss of life to mil-
lions of workers and the beheading
of the leadership is not a confession-
al booth where, if you confess, your
sins will be absolved, Absolution
comes only through the struggle to
learn from these mistakes, to take
them up theoretically and to carry
forward the fight. i

This PL cannot do. We say PL
will continue its zigzag path learn-
ing after the fact and that this policy
can only lead to the defeat of the i
working class, It will be a fine day,
after fascism has taken its toll, that
PL announces it made mistakes. ¢




This is the history of Stalinism,
Defeat after defeat was suffered by
the world working class-~each time
the Stalinist parties continued on their
treacherous course.

If PL could face history it would
see that history repeated itself in
Indonesia. The same policies that
Stalin carried out in China in 1927,
which led to the defeat of the Chinese
revolution and the murder of thou-
sands of workers and comimunists
in Shanghai, were carried out by the
Indonesian Communist Party.

STALIN

PL, cannot get to the bottom of
these ‘‘mistakes’” until it confronts
Stalin. Thus it is totally incapable
of dealing with not only the degen-
eration of the Soviet Union but also
with the American Communist Party.

In its 1964 document ¢‘Road To
Revolution’’ PL sees the origins of
revisionism as a result of the CP’s
theory of ‘‘American exceptiona-
lism.’’ Separating the degeneration
of the American CP out of its inter-
national context, PL does not explain
why the same policies carried out by
Browder were carried out by every
Communist Party in the Comintern
under the leadership of Stalin. The
American party in that sense was not
“‘éxceptional.?’

In the same document PL allows
itself a brief analysis of Stalin, taking
up the attacks on Stalin by Khrush-
chev at the 20th Congress of the
Communist Party of the SovietUnion.

¢‘Both in content and in the manner
it was presented this report had
nothing in common with a serious
Marxist analysis and evaluation of
Stalin’s true role. It did not place
both his enormous contributions and
his serious errors in their historical
context, but offered instead a sub-

jective, crude, total negation of a
great Marxist-Leninist and proleta-
rian revolutionary. It did not exa-
mine the source of Stalin’s errors, -
many of which were matters of prin-
ciple and others in the course of
practical work.

““This is not to say that Stalin’s
errors were not serious and without
severe consequences, A heavy price
is being paid both within the Soviet
Union and in the international working
class movement for errors contrary
to socialist principles,

““Thus it can be seen that Stalin’s
errors and their sources are not
being studied and corrected, but are
only being opportunistically used.
Stalin’s contributions, which anover-
all historical evaluation of his life
demonstrates tobe primary, are being
wmrown out,’”’

TRUE ROLE

Where then is this ¢‘serious Marx-
ist analysis and evaluation of Stalin’s
true role?’ Where is the analysis
of ¢‘his errors in their historical
context.”’ What in fact were these
errors and their historical and me-
thodological roots for which the work-
ing class is paying ‘‘a heavy price?’
Surely, if the working class has paid
heavily, it is deserving of more than
a paragraph or two about Stalin’s
inconststency.

PL did not take these questions up
in 1964 and hasnottackled them since.
PL merely uses Khrushchev’s re-
marks as a cover to defend Stalin,
Instead of a ‘‘serious Marxist analy-
sis’’ PL sets up a tally sheet listing
various abstract errors on one side
and abstract good deeds of Stalin on
the other side. These errors and

deeds are completely removed from
the actual struggles in which they took
place, and the resulting consequences.




PL concludes that Stalin wasa ‘‘great
proletarian revolutionary.”

What in fact was the historical
experience of the working class in
the days when Stalin was the leader

of the international Communist move-
ment? What about China in 1927,
Germany in 1933, France in 1935,
the Spanish Civil War, the era of the
Popular Front? ¢‘Truth,”’ as Lenin
said, ‘‘is concrete.’’

Unable to answer these guestions,
today PL is haunied by Stalin. In
the August, 1869 issue of Progres-

sive Labor in an article entitled
‘“‘Revolutionaries Must Fight Nation-
alism’’ all of the chickens have come
home to roost.

First PL states: ¢‘In the Soviet
Union workers’ political power has
been overthrown. . . Simply to as-
cribe this development to past bure-
aucratic practices begs the guestion
. . » The main problem has been that
once socialism has triumphed in a
particular country a new working
class culture has not automatically
taken the place of bourgeois culture
. There is nationalism that has
flowered into a socialist state and
helps turn socialism into its oppo-
site or tries.””

Secondly, the editorial goes omn:
““We say that self determination can
be accomplished under socialism. , .
The slogan ‘all class unity’ is a
cover-up for perpetuating capital~
ism’’,

Thirdly, the article admits: ‘“We
were confused by the concept of the
two stage struggie, which claimed
that first there is the battle for
national liberation and then commu-
nists transform it {0 the battle for
socialism. . . . Communists have
no business advceating national lib-

e ®

eration movements that do not open-
ly proclaim socialism as a goal.”’

PANDORAS BOX

Unknowingly in thesge three sec-
tions PL has opened a Pandora’s
Box raising some of the central
questions which were taken up in
Trotsky’s struggle against Stalin--
socialism in one country, the ‘‘bloc
of four classes’” and the theory of
the permanent revolution. This is
not to say that PL understands these
questions in the least, In this article
no sooner have they cleared up their
“‘confusicn’’ then they have reaffir-
med it in the next paragraph, But to
get to the heart of this matter, we
must go back to the basicdiscussions
on these essential fundamentals,

This is how PL describes the strug-
gle between Stalin and Trotsky on the
question of ‘‘socialism in one coun~
try,”’ in ‘‘Road to Revolution IL’’

‘It is not new to say that prima-
rily by its own effortsa working class
of any one country mustdefeatitsown
nationai bourgeoisie and establish its
own working class state power, Iis
not new to say that primarily by its
own efforts a working ciassof any one
country must defeat itsownbourgeoi-
sie and build socialism, Stalin’shis-
toric struggle to defeat Trotskyism
was precisely over this question,



Trotsky maintained that it was im-
possible for the Soviet Union by its
own efforts to build socialism with-
out the European proletariat winning
state power., Yet Stalin, who fought
to defend the dictatorship of the pro-
letariat and to build socialism in the
Soviet Union, NEVER took the position
that this was possible without the
support of the world proletariat, nor
could the victory of socialism be
‘complete’--‘final’ in the Soviet Union
as long as the world bourgeoisie was
not overthrown. . . ."”

ALLIANCE

‘““Again Stalin indicated that the
proletariat in the Soviet Union could
overcome its own bourgeoisie by ITS
OWN EFFORTS ONLY IN ALLIANCE
WITH THE PEASANTRY AND WITH
THE WORLD PROLETARIAT, He
said:

“Only in . iiance with the world
proletariat is it possible to build
socialism in our country. The whole
point is how this alliance is to be
understood. , . . The trouble with
the opposition is that it recognizes
only one form of aliiance, the form
of ¢¢ direct state support ..."”"

It is absolutely true that Trotsky
contended that socialism could not be
built in a single country without the
spread of the socialist revolution.

PL does not deny the fact that
Stalin contended that socialism could
be built in one country, The question
of the ““inal’’ and ‘‘complete’’ vic-
tory became for Stalin and the bureau-
cracy a cover for the jogic of its
perspective., In fact Stalin at various
times proclaimed the ‘“‘complete tri-
umph’’ of socialism in the Soviet
Union. At the Seventh- Congress of
the Comintern, in a resolution of
August 20, 1935, thebureaucracy con-
tended <“‘the final and irrevocable

triumph of socialism and the all-
sided reinforcement of the state of
the proletarian dictatorship is achi-
eved in the Soviet Union,'*

SUPPORT

But the heart of this matter is
elsewhere., PL contends that Stalin
never took the position that this
{victory of socialism in one country)
was possible without the SUPPORT
of the world proletariat.,”” {our em-
phasis} The character ofthis support
is included in PL’s quote from Stalin.
It becomes not a gquestion as Trotsky
posed it, the spread of the socialist
revolution and the taking of power by
the proletariat, but a2 question of
“‘alliances’® with the peasaniry and
worid proletariat,

The purpose of these ‘‘alliances’’
is not a question of struggle for state
power on the part of the working class
internationally but for the defense of
the Soviet Union against intervention
from outside,

NEUTRALIZATION

Stalin contended that the Soviet
Union could be defended without re-
volutions in other countries by way
of the ‘‘neutralization of the bour-
geoisie,”” Thus socialism could be
built on the basis cf a natio nal state
if only there is no intervention, It
is from this conception that follows
a collaborationist policy towards the
international capitalists to avert in-
tervention, thus guaranteeingthe cen-
tral task, the building of socialism in
one country, The task of the parties

in the Comintern then becomes auxil-
lary and a question of ‘‘alliances’’ with
the working class the sole aim of which
is to protect the Soviet Union from
intervention and not to fight for the
conquest of power,




This as PL correctly states is
where Trotsky differed from Stalin
and we might add where Marx, Engels

and Lenin differed from Stalin, This
is why Stalin and his cohorts did not
dare raise this ¢‘theory’’ until after
Lenin’s death,

The very idea that socialism could
be established in a single country is
completely alien to the literature of
Marxism as well as the entire history
of Bolshevism.

MARX

Even before the epoch of imperia-
lism and the export of finance capital,
Marx and Engels arrived at the con-
clusion that the uneveness of histori-
cal development stretches the prole-
tarian revolution through an entire
epoch in the process of which nations
will enter the revolutionary struggle
one after another. The organicinter-
dependence of the several countries,
the development towards an interna-
tional division of labor excluded the
possibility of building socialism in
one country, The epoch of imperia-
lism has only deepened these contra-
dictions. More and more the fetter
of the nation state inhibits the growth
of the productive forces. The socia~
lization of labor occursnot just within
one factory or even in one country but
throughout the world, creating an
international working class within an
international eccnomy.

The Bolsheviks recognized thepos-
sibility of a seizure of power by the
proletariat in a single country, while
capitalist rule still remains unde-
feated in the others. From April
1917 they fought for the taking of
power in Russia and achieved this in
October. But they never, never con-
fused the ‘‘dictatorship of the pro-
letariat’’ with the ¢‘establishment of
socialism,’”” They never maintained
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that it was possible to build socia-
lism in Russia, except through the
international revolution, The depen-
dence of the revolution in Russia
was openly acknowledged by all lea-
ders of the Bolshevik party (including
Stalin before Lenin’s death) in their
writings and speeches bothinthedays
of the October insurrectionand after-
wards,

LENIN

Lenin himself always proceeded
from an internationalist point of view
precisely because he understood the
objective laws of capitalist develop-~
ment, beginning with the world eco~
nomy and the international division
of labor. Thus, he saw that the
victory of socialism could only be
achieved on an international scale
~~that the QOctober Revolution would
be in danger if the revolution did not
spread to the advanced -capitalist
countries.

In March of 1918 Lenin warned:
““This is a lesson to us because the
absolute truth is that without a re-
volution in Germany, we shall per-
ish.”” In April he said: ‘‘Our back-
wardness has thrust us forward and
we will perish if we are unable to
hold out until we meet with the mighty
support of the insurrectionary work-
ers of other countries.?’

In March, 1919 Lenin repeated:
‘“We do not live merely in a state but
in a system of statesand the existence
of the Soviet Republic side by side with
imperialist states for any length of
time is inconceivable. In the end one
or the other must triumph.”’ 1

In July, 1921 Lenin spoke again on £
this gquestion to the Third Congress 3
of the Communist International:

‘It was clear to us that without the

aid from the international world revo- ¢

lution, a victory of the proletarian




revolution is impossible. Even prior
to the revolution, as well as after it,
we thought that the revolution would
also occur either immediately or at
least very soon in other backward
countries and in the more highly
developed capitalist countries, other-
wise we would perish, Notwithstand-
ing this convietion, we did our utmost
to preserve the Soviet system under
any circumstances and at all costs,
because we know that we are working
not only for ourseives but also for
the international revolution.””

DANGERS

In 1922 Lenin warned against the
dangers of having the gains thai had
been made in the Soviet Union taken
away without the spread of the revo-
lution, ‘‘We have not compietied even
the foundation of a socialisteccnomy.
This can still be taken back by the
hostile forces of a dying capitalism,.
We must be clearly aware of this,
and openly acknowledge it, For there
is nothing more dangerous than illu-
sions and turned heads especizlly in
high places. And there is ahsolutely
nothing ‘terrible’, nothing offering a
legitimate course for the slightest
discouragement, in recognizing this
bitter truth; for we havealways taught
and repeated this ABC truth of Marz-
ism, that for the victory of socialism
the combined efforts of the workers
of several advanced countries s
necessary.’’

Lenin saw the main task
Soviet Union as the struggle for the
international revolution. At a Con-
gress of the workers in the needle
trades, he said: ‘“We have always
and repeatedly pointed out tc the
workers that the underlying chief task
and basic condition of our victory is
the propagation of the revolution to
several of the more advanced coun~

of the

M

tries,’’

Being a Marxist Lenin was more
than just a man of word but also a
man of deed, It was his understand-
ing of the necessity for a world
revolution not in the far distant fu-
ture but as an immediate task for
the day, that he spsnt half of his
life building the Communist Inter-
national,

THIRD INTERNATIONAL

Lenin began this struggle in 1914
in opposition to the betrayals of the
Second International whose parties
declared support for their respec-
tive bourgeoisies ai the advent of
World War . After the October
Revolution, Lenin and the Bolsheviks
did not sit back and content them-
selves with bujlding socialism in one
country but began ic prepare for the
building of the Third International,

The First Congress of the Third
International was heldin March, 1918,
In the ‘‘Manifesto of the Communist
International’’ written by Trotskyand
presented at this Congress, the CI
outlined the task of the Communist
movement: ““We Comrounists, the
representatives of the revolutionary
proletariat of ihe various countries
of Furope, America znd Asiz whohave
gathered in Soviet Moscow, feel and
consider curseives o bethe heirsand
consummators of the cause whose
program was affirmed 72 years ago.
Our task is to generalize the revelu-
tionary parties of the world prole-
tariat and thereby facilitate and has-
ten the victory of the Communist
revolution throughout the world.”’

The Manifesto ended with: ¢If
the First International presaged the
future course of development and
indicated its paths; if the Second
International gatherad and organized
millions of workers; then the Third




Iniernational

is the Iniernaiional of
open mass action, the International
of revolutionary realization, the In-
ternational of deed.”’

STRATEGY

The first five years of the Com-
runist International during its Leni-
nist period and before the rise of
Stalin dedicated itself to the tasks of
the struggle for state power by the
working class internationally. it
was not conceived of as an “‘alli-
ance’’ of various national partiesthat
came i0 exchange their experiences
and proclaim solidavity for each
other, or merely a collection of
national parties. The Third Interna-

tional at its Second Congress laid

down Twenty~one Conditions for ad-
wittance into the International making
explicit the positions which the par-
ties had to adhers to.

The new International was to be
made up of parfies which carried out
a COMMON PROGRAM and STRA-
TEGY according to the conditions
which prevailed in each country, The
first four congresses of the CI under
the theorstical leadership of Lenin
and Trotsky hammered out an inter-
national strategy and tactics, Ttis
this material which must be studied
by all Marxists for in it lies the
basic strategical outline for the strug-
gles in this epoch.

it is precisely this strategy which
was destroyed by the opolicies of
‘‘socialism in one country.”’

Socialism in one country, however,
was not just a theory developed by
ore man out of the biue but had real
material roots in and was a reflec-
tion of the inferests of a cerfain
stratumof Soviet society, This stratum
was the new Soviet bureaucracy. The
roots of the bureaucracy lay in the
conditions and problems which faced
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the Soviet Union after the civil war,
While the civil war had been won,
many of the finest workers and com-
munists had been either killed or had
been drawn into the administrative
aspects of work. Thbus many lost
contact with the masses and with the
political developments,

The massesthemselves were weary
after the years of war and wanted
rest, Many previous enemies of the
revolution as well as careerists en-
tered the party, many of these work-
ing through the most conservative
members and leaders of the party.

The basis for the growth of this
theory and for Stalinism was in the
economic weaknesses of the economy
carrisd over from Czarism and in.
tensified by the years of imperialist
intervention, Stalin who was general-
ly disdainful of theory and long term
goals, a man interested primarily
with the everyday administrative func-
tions of the apparatus became the
spokesman for those in.the party,
for the government functionaries
which administered the country’swe-
alth, and the more prosperous pea~
sants, all of which sought to guarantee
privileges for themselves amidst the
general scarcity,

" The ‘‘theory’’ of socialism in one
country was a guarantee that the new
privileged straia would not be upset,
their privileges sacrificed for the
world revolution. The suppression of
workers democracy and democracy
within the party fiowed out of this.
The privileges could only be pre-
served through force through the
elimination of those Bolsheviks who
fought for the principles of Marx
and Lenin,

The defeat of the revolutionary
struggies in the period affer October,
particularly in Germany, and the ebb
in the revolutionary tide in 1920 and
1921 reinforced the conservatism




within the party and the - ountry.

However, the rise of the bur-
eaucracy was not automaiic, Lenin
recognized the problem before his
death and had begun a struggle a-
gainst it, His chief target was
Stalin. Lenin fought Stalin on two
major questions. The first was
the question of the state monopoly
of foreign trade which was consi-
dered by the Bolsheviks to be essent-
ial to holding state power and towards
the building of a soctalist economy,
Without this monopoly remnants of
private capitalism and the peasantry
would seek links to the capitalist
market,

Stalin opposed this, thus putting

forward a position which would open’

the door for world capitalism to link
up with forces withinthe Soviet Union.
After a heated battle on the Central
Committee, Lenin won adoption of
his policy.

GEORGIA

The second fight with Stalin was
over the question of Georgia. Lenin
on his sick bed sought the support of
Trotsky against Stalin. The question
of national minorities had hbeen 2
central one in the October Revolution,
In Goergia where the Mensheviks
had influence, the revolution came
only in 1921, Considering the years
of oppression of the Georgian people
by Cgzarism, Lenin approached the
question of federation very carefully.

In a confidential letter to Trotsky,
Lenin wrote: ‘I ask you urgently
to undertake the defense of the Georgia
case in the C.C, of the party. This
case at present ‘being shot at’ by
Stalin and Dzherzhinsky and I cannot
count on their objectivity.””

Stalin concerned only with the

technical and administrative aspects
of the federation conducted a brutal

campaign against Georgian national-
ism and even attacked those
Bolsheviks who were working for
unification along the lines approved
by Lenin.

Lenin took up Stalin very sharply:
“Political responsibility for this
whole truly Great Russiannationalis-
tic campaign should be placed square-
ly on the backs of Stalin and
Dzherzhinsky.”’ Explaining his po-
sition on the question, Lenin said:
‘I have already written in my works
concerning the national question, that
an abstract conception of nationalism
is absolutely worthless, . ., . nothing
so0 much impedes the development
and strengthening of proletarianclass
solidarity as national injustice . . .
It is for this reason . , . that we
never treat the national question in
a FORMAL MANNER, but always
take into account the indispensable
difference which should exist in the
relationship of the proletarian
oppressed (or small) nation with the
oppressing {or large) nation (our
emphasis).’”’

Contrary to PL’s contention, Lenin
and Stalin stood far apart on the nat-
ional question, This was due to
Stalin’s disregard of Marxist method
and his substitute of formal, abstract
reasoning to justify his bureaucratic
practices,

TESTAMENT

It was these two incidents which
convinced Lenin that Stalin was po-
litically unfit for the position of
General Secretary. In January, 1823
he wrote his letter to the party
which became known as his ‘Testa-
ment.’ - As long as Lenin remained
alive, his wife Krupskaya kept this
document under lock and key. In
1924 after his death she handed it
over to the Secretariat of the Cen-~




tral Committee with the request that
it should be placed before the party

Congress. This was not done and
after the reading of it to a selected
few party leaders, the publication of
the document was forbidden. Later
its emstence was made known by
Trotsky. Parts of it were alsc used
by Stalin himself, particulariy Lenin’s
remarks about Buhkarin,

In his ‘Testament’ Lenin wrote:
““‘Comrade Stalin, having become Gen~
eral Secretary, has concentrated an
enormous power in his hands and 1
am not sure that he always knows
how to use that power with sufficient
caution.’”” Lenin further called for
the removal of Stalin from his post:
““Btalin is too rude, and this fact,
entirely supportable in reglations a-
mong us Communists, becomes in-
supportable in the office of General
Secretary. Therefore, 1 propose to
the comrades to find a3 way toremove
Stalin from that position and appoint
10 it anocther man who in all respedts
ditfers from Stalin only in superi-
ority~-namely, more patient, morse

ioyal, more polite and more attentive
to comrades, less capricious, ete”’

Lenin’s ‘Testament’ was just a
warning, By the time Stalin had
finished he had used his position
28 General Becretary not only to
threalen the existence of the work-
erg’ stats in the Soviet Union in-
ternally butl alsc under his leader-
ship the Comintern led the working
class inio a whole series of bloody
defeats, in 1948 Stalin dissolved
the Third International, the insiru-
ment which Lenin had spent most of
hig life building to lead the working
class to victory internaticnally, This
was the price Stalin paid for the
““Grand Alliance’” with Churchill and

“Bisenhower.

1 was Trotsky with the Left Oppo-
sition who continued the struggle that
T.enin had begun and whc drew the
lesscns of the defeats, who developed
the strategy worked out in the first
five years of the Commiunist Inter-
national in order to build a party
which could lead the working class
to.victory,

Progressive Labor today uses all

the language of “*MarxismeLenin-
ism?’, but behind this facade lles iis
counter-revolutionary, anti-working
class perspective, PL is a cenirist
tendency attempting to ride the mid-
die of the road between reformism
and a revolutionary sirategy, bet.
ween Stalinism and Trotskyism, ifo
develop a new ideology. But there
is no third ideology-there iz only
the ideology of reformism, of change

N

within the confines of capitalism with-
out the international destruction of
capitalist power or the revolutionary
stratepgy of the struggle for power of
the working class internationally,

s

e roots of P syrevisionism lie in
wisim, PL, ke its menior Mao,
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cidal lire of support of Chiang Kai-
shek much as PL split from the
Communist Party, But neither Mao
nor PL have ever repudiated Stalin
and today PL continues to maintain
that Stalin was a ‘‘greal proletarian
revolutionary’’, Without confronting
tre roots of Stalin’s errors, both
Mao and PL continue the basic out-
look of Stalinism--of sgeialism in
one couniry,

The zigs and zags of PL/s line and
the ideclogical mumbo.jumbo which
changes from month {0 month are a
reflection of its inability {c come o
grips with Stalinism, its attempts to
create a halfway house.

STALIN THE MAN

In its original document ‘‘Road to
Revolution T’ which PIL. still pub-
lishes as a basis for ‘‘strategicideas
for revolutionary siruggle inthe U.8.”’
PL separates into distinet and unre-
lated parts the ‘‘errors’’ of Sialin
oo the cne hand and his “‘good deeds??
on the other, FL concludes of course
that his merits outweigh his demer-
its. This is a maneuver, Stalinis
completely separated out of Stalin-

ism. He is removedfromhispolicies.

and their historical and material
roots, This method is subjective
idealism. Stalin’s errors become
merely a question of personal idec-
syncracies, of confusion in Stalin’s
head.

PL refuses to grapple with Stalin
as a representaiive of the growth of
bureaucracy in the Boviet Union., It
considers the ‘‘bureaucratic prac-
tices' a minor question. As we have
shown in thelastarticle Stalin became
the spokesman for the rising bureau-
cracy that grew up in the Sovie{Union
after Ociober, & stratum that sought
privileges within abackward economy
and a situation of scareity and within

a5

the context of the defeat of the Euro-
pean revolution.

This bureaucracy rested and still
rests in the Soviet Union on the basis
of the Soviet social system of the
nationalization of the land, the means
«f production, transport and exchange
together with the monopoly of foreign
trade, At the same time the bureau-
sracy usurped the political power of
e proletariat in order to preserve
its existence and itsprivileges. This,
=8 Trotsky pointed out in his exten-
sive analysisof the degeneration of the
3oviet Union in the ‘‘Revolution Be-
trayed®’, is af the basis of the contra-
dictory roleof the ruling bureaucracy.
It is forced tc defénd the material
basig of its rule, the gains of October
while at the same time threatening
these gains by defending them not
through the reliance on the struggles
of the working class internationally
but through coliaboration and capitu-
lation to forces hostile to the working’
class, The theory of socialisminone
country is justification for the ruleof
the bureaucracy,

IDEALISM

Unable to face these questions PL
is reduced to the most ridiculous ab-
gurditiesand to idealism in approach«
ing Stalin and the degeneration of the
Soviet Union., PL seesthisdegenera-
tion now as & question of nationalism
and culiure, Without probing to the
political and economic roots of culture
and nationalism PL must conclude
that the problem lies not in material
reality but in peoples’ heads, Both
cuiture and nafionalism are a reflec~
tion of a system of social relations,

Nationalism and the inability to
develop a high cultural level flowed
from the preservation of the bureau-
cracy through collaboration with capi-
talism, through the policy of merely




defending the borders of the Soviet
Union as opposed to the fight for
international revolution and the in-
ability to develop a socialist eco-
nomy within a world capitalist system,

But to understand this, PL would
have to go back to the theory of
socialism in one country, not just to
the individual Stalin but to Stalinism.

A realindependent, objective Marx-
ist analysis would mean that PL would
have to confront the only tendency
which has historically fought Stalin.
ism and that is Trotskyism.

TROTSKY

It is becoming more and more
difficult for PL to get away from
Trotsky and the movement he built
through the fight against the betra-
yals of Stalinism. We are livingina
different period today with the per-
spective and program of Trotskyism
being confirmsed every day. This is
the epoch of imperialist decay, the
working class is moving to the of-
fensive from the highly industrial
countries to the colonial world, from
France to Argentina, The guestion of
capitalist restoration in the Soviet
bloc countries has not been settled.
As Trotsky pointed out, the working
class will have something to say about
it--this is the meaning of the struggles
in Czechoslovakia, Soviet Union, and
China, The end to the isolation of the
Soviet Union and China is an imme-
diate task of today.

The international victory of the pro-
letariat is on the agenda, Trotskyism
is no longer an isolated tendency,
forced into a propaganda existence by
the defeat of the working class at the
hands of the Stalinists. The Stalinist
bureaucracy fed on these defeats while
Trotskyism fought to analyze these
defeats in order to strengthen the
working class for its historical task,
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Basing himself on the strength of
the working class Trotsky continued
the fight for the international socia-
list revolution and an International
capable of leading it. He continued
the fight against bureaucracy within
the Soviet Union that Lenin had begun
and provided the theoretical under-
standing of the complex nature of
Stalinism and the degeneration of the
Soviet Union.

PL does not DARE confront Trot-
sky. Its superficial dealings with the
Socialist Workers Party in articles
such as <‘FBI-CP-SWP Combo Tries
Baiting Panther Trap’’ is merely a
waiy to get off the hook. The SWP to-
day does not speak for Trotskyism,

At the same time PL has had to
hack away at Stalin. This comes not
from a Marxist analysis of Stalin’s
role but from a pragmatic reaction
to the logic of Stalinism in the Soviet
Union and in Dimitrov’s rehabilita~
tion by the Black Panthers, Stalin
just “‘does not work'’ these days
among increasing numvers of work-
ers and students.

ADMISSION

In the November, 1969.issue of
Frogressive Labor FL makes the
following admission: ¢‘‘Revisionism
did not magically appear after the
death of Stalin. Revisionism is al-
ways preceded by a series of oppor-
tunistic policies and practices. The
slow growth of uncorrected opportu-
nistic errors inevitably leads to the
apparently sudden appearance of
counterrevolutionary revisionism. . .

¢¢After the historic October Revo-
lution, Stalin defeated the counter-
revolutionary line of Trotsky, who
s5a2id it was impossible to build soci-
alism in the Soviet Union unless
there was a proletarian revolution in
wastern Europe. . .




‘“As long as the CPSU was com-
mitted to building socialism as a
base to advance the world revolu-
t.on, its national tasks merged with
its international tasks. But this
correct position was short-lived;
Stalin deviated toward nationalism
and great power chauvinism, In
the nineteen-thirties the official line
was that Soviet socialism had be-
come irreversible.’’

In other words Stalin’s position
was correct as long as he was fight-
iag Trotsky within the Soviet Union,
his theory of socialism in one coun-
try was correct and then somehow
or other in the 1930’s Stalin ‘‘de-
viated.?”’ We agree with PL that
revisionism does not ‘‘magically ap-
pear’’, It did not magically appear
any more in the 1930’s than it did
with PL’s earlier contention that
it appeared with Khrushchev in the
1950’s, The roots of Stalin’s poli-
cies in the ’30s, and in particular
the Popular Front, lay in the deve-
lopment of the bureaucracy and its
cover-socialism in one country,

In the period after Lenin’s death
to the expulsion of the Left Oppo-
sition, the bureaucracy threatened the
dictatorship of the proletariat within
the Soviet Unicn through its adapta-~
tion to the Kulaks and its refusal to
take up seriously the measures of a
planned economy and industrializa-
tion. In Britain Stalin urged on the
British Communmst Party an alliance
with the left wing of the trade union
bureaucracy in the Anglo-Russian
Trade Union Cominittee which pre-
vented the CP from giving indepen-
dent leadership to the workers, tie-
ing the party and the working class
to the bureaucracy and paving the
way for the sellout by these same
bureaucrats and the defeat of the
British General Strike. This alli~
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ance not with the working class but
with the reformist forces within the
working class was a precursor to the
Popular Front,

SUPPORTS STALIN

FL, however, mast maintain Stalin
against Trotsky. To bolster Stalin
they attempt to enlist Lenin in his
behalf. 1In an article ‘“‘Don’t Be a
Sucker for the Bosses, Nationalism
Divides Workers’” PL states:

¢‘Stalin upheld Lenin’s belief that
socialism could be built in a single
country, Lenin believed that un-
even economic and political develop~
ment is an absolute law of capita~
lism. Hence the victory of socialism
i5 possible first in several or even
one capitalist countrv taken separa-
tely. The victorious proletariat of
that country, having expropriated the
capitalists and having organized so-
cialist production, would stand up
against the rest of the world, the
capitalist world attracting toits cause
the oppressed classes of other coun-
tries raising revolts in those coun-
tries against the capitalists, and in
the event of necessity coming out even
with armead force against the exploit~
ing classes and their states’’ (‘“The
United States of Europe Slogan’’)

Now this is one quote from Lenin.
It is not as if PL studied Lenin and
developed this understanding. This
is precisely the quote which Stalin
used against Trotsky.,  Obviously
Mort Scheer, the author of this arti-
cle, dragged it up from Stalin,

The use of this quote is specious
in other ways however, It is used
to defend Stalin’s position that soci-
alism could be built in Russia. In
the first place Lenin was not talking
about Russia at all butaboutadvanced
capitalist Western Eurcpe, At the
time he wrote it in 1915 he was not




even talking about the socialist re~
volution in Russia but about a demo-
cratic revolution.

Secondly, Lenin was not writing
here on the thesis of socialism in
one country but was discussing a
tactic--a slogan. He was concerned
that the slogan of the United States
of Europe might have given rise to
the idea that the proletarian revolu-
tion must begin simultaneously, em-
phasizing that not a single country
must wait for the other countries in
its struggle, Surely if as Stalin
contended this was the first time
Lenin advanced the thesis, he would
have spent more than a paragraph on
it. Above all Lenin was a very
thorough man,

Thirdly, Lenin was saying some-
thing quite different in this quote-~
that the working class in each country
ought to win the power and enter upon
the socialist construction without
waiting, When he said the ‘‘victory
of socialism’’ he was using this
loosely meaning the victory of the
socialist revolution or the dictator-
ship of the proletariat. The ‘‘victo-
rious proletariat then, he says, orw
ganizes ‘‘socialist production.’’ He
meant here the dictatorship of the
proletariat organizes the operationof
tne factories taken from the capita-
lists and that is all.

To give any other interpretation is
to literally deny everything Lenin
said, wrote and did, the program of
the Bolshevik Party, the program of
the Third International in its Lenin-
ist period, the program of the Young
Communist League which Lenin ap-
proved not fo mention Marx and
Engels,

POSTIVE?
FL is not in the least concerned
with a serious, consistent analysis
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~-Stalin must be maintained against
Trotsky. The strategy of Stalinism
must be keptintact even if it means
discrediting Stalin himself a bit. Ac-
tually despite FL’s attacks on Khru-
shehev’s Revelations on Stalin at the
22nd Party Congress, PL isfollowing
Khrushehev’s road. While Khrush-
chev attacked Stalin, he recognized
some of his merits and in particular
saw Stalin’s fight against Trotsky
as a ‘‘positive’’ contribution, Xhru-
shchev’s condemmation of the ¢/Cult
of Stalin’’ in no way represented a
break from the outlook of Stalinism
but was conducted in order fo rein-
force that bureaucracy’s (which Stalin
built) hold over aworking class which
had become increasingly hostile after
its sufferings at the hands of Stalin.

We stand behind the protest of the
surviving children of the Bolsheviks
whose parents were brutally miur-
dered by Stalin and who in 1967 on
the 50th Awnniversary of the October
Revolution addressed a letter to the
Central Committee of the Communist
Party of the Soviet Union condemuing
the attempts by the Breshnev-Kosy-
gin leadership to rehabilitate the
“merits’’ of Stalin.

‘A1l the attempts to whiten the
black deeds of Stalin raise the danger
of a repetition of the hideous tragedy
that struck our party, our people and
the wnole communist movement,

‘‘How can one praise Stalin after
all that our people and the interna-
tional commnunist movement have suf-
fered because of him?

““This adulatory praise shackles
our movement, weakens our ranks,
destroys our power and makes the
triumph of communism impossible,

‘It is impossible to forget and to
justify the crimes of Stalin in the
name of any of his services,”!

To whiten his black deeds, to raise
a single merit for Stalin, is to apolo-




gize for the policies which led thou-
sands of workers to defeat, which
liquidated literally the entire Bol-
shevik Party.

PL wants its cake and wants to
eat it too, While being critical of
Stalin, it also whitens his deeds,
It is this ambiguity that haunts this
tendency, Fully facing up to Stalin-
ism would mean facing up to Trot-
skyism and this would mean the
dissolution of FL as a party and
surely it is not about to dissolve.
PL bases itself not on principled
politics and a consistent revolutio-
nary strategy, not on the objective
needs of the working class, but on
opportunism and maintaining the
“‘movement,’’ Thus it criticizes
Stalin and pretends to put forward a
third alternative,

This involves PL in the most dis-
honest theoretical games, Nothing

i3 beyond these people. They attempt
to enlist Lenin in support of Stalin,
They even use some of Trotsky’s
theoretical formulations against
Stalin’s Popular Front tactics. This
is embodied in their more recent
P attacks on the ‘‘stage’’ theory and
i, ¢fall class unity.”’ Despite all their
red book waving, when it becomes
efficacious they are quite willing to
throw even Mao to the winds, ¢We
are not batonists,’”’ PL says, ‘‘the
old C.P. always awaited Stalin’sbaton
before they would adoptanew policy.’’
PL uses this baton business in order
to justify a completely eclectic me-
thod. History, Lenin, Stalin, Mao
and even Trotsky make up a stock-
pile from which PL can pick and
choose this or that line depending
on what suits their purposes at any
particular time.

While Marxism is not a dogma nor
a matter of batoning, it is a method
and a very consistent method. Lenin
did not just pick and choose from

5
i
4

Marx and Engels but based his de-
velopment of Marxism on the en~

tirety of their work Where there
were new developments which Marx

had not forseen, Lenin explained these
ia detail relating them at all times
ty> the basic theses laid down by
Marx and Engels,

This continuity is a crucial ques~
tion because it is an expression of
the Marxist method, seeing reality and
history in its totality in all its sides
and its development not as isolated
moments and facts. To ignore this
continuity is to ignore the history of
the working class and its develop-

ment.
Pragmatically PL realizes the im-

portance of this continuity and this
explains not only why they have not
totally rejected Stalin but also how a
man like Arne Swabeck in joining PL
can completely erase over 30 years
of bitter struggle. Swabeck was one
of the founding members not only of
the Communist Party in the U,S, but
also of the Trotskyist movement. In
1967 he was expelled from the party
he spent most of his life building, the
Socialist Workers Party. His ex-
piulsion was in fact a symptom of the
degeneration of the SWEF and its
bureaucratic handling of all opposi-
tion within it. _Swabeck writing to
Gerry Healy, Secretary of the Socia-~
list Labor League, shortly after his
expulsion said the following:

‘“The revolutionary origin of the
American Trotskyist movement CAN-
NOT BE QUESTIONED,. During the
early years it was able to combat
the increasing Stalinist degeneration
and at the same time participate on
a madest scale in the class struggle
and build up its working class con-
tacts--a development that reachedits
highest stage during the Minneapolis
strikes and the subsequent events.’’
(Our emphasis) A year later in an




article in

Progressive Labor on
James Weinstein and the history of
the Socialist Party (May, 1969), Swa-
beck attempts to establish PL’s con-
tinuity with <‘Marxism-Leninism’’ by
completely ignoring the ‘‘Stalinist
degeneration’” and the ¢‘revolutionary
origin of the American Trotskyist
movement.”” He skips over 40 years
of history to declare that Progressive
Labor represents the continuity of
the Marxist movement.

A year after that Swabeck in the

Without getting to the roots of
Stalinism, PL is incapable of deve-
loping a revolutionary strategy, a
strategy that has its continuity in
history from Marx and Engels and
the First International, Lenin and
the Bolshevik FParty to the only force
capable of drawing the lessons of the
defeat of the working class in this
century--the Trotskyist movement.
Instead of a revolutionary strategy
PL like other centrists attempts to
substitute all sorts of ‘‘coalitions’”’,
f‘blocs’’, ““fronts’’ and ‘‘alliances’’
which lack any kind of theoretical
foundation, revolutionary tradition, or
finished program and which are hy
nature' ephemeral, The purpose of
these alliances is to confine the pro-
gram and the struggles of the working
class within the limits of capitalism
and bourgeois democracy.

‘*Alllances’’ of various classes on
a reformist program sprinkled with
revolutionary propaganda and rheto.
ric do not equal a revolutionary
sirategy, This is the program of
Stalinism and the Popular Front,
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November, 1969 issue of ‘““Progres-
sive Labor’’ writes a whole article
on the history of the trade union
movement without mentioning the role
of the SWP in those very important
struggles in the 1930’s,

This is the logic of PL’s refusal to
confront history and Stalinism, of its
seeking continuity not in Trotskyism
and in the working class butin Stalin-
ism and the betrayals of the working
class.

Popular Front
or United Front?

In ‘‘Road to Revolution II’’ PL states
the following on Stalin’s policiesdur-
ing the thirties:

““The point is that there have heen
instances, and there will be more
instances, in which different class
forces work together in temporary
and unstable alliances. Butif each
cus2 is examined, it will be seen
that a progressive aspect dominated
the partial unity purpose. For ex-
ample, during World War Tlthe Soviet
Union was in an alliance with the
U.5. Both wanted the defeat of Hitler
but each for a different reason, Since
the defeat of Hitler was critical for
mankind’s progress to socialism,
there was a basis for partial and
temporary unity. And the result was
that the socialist revolution did ad-
vance.”” (Progressive Labor, Feb-
ruary-March, 1966)

DIMITROV

Here in one of PL’s basi¢ docu-
ments is a defense of the Popular
Front policies of Stalin during the
thirties. Lately, bowever, PL bhas ;




had to do a little backtracking as a
result of the Panthers’ revival of
Dimitrov. In the August, 1969 issue
of Progressive Labor in an article
entitled ‘‘FBI-CP-SWP Combo Tries
Baiting Panther Trap,’’ they attack
Dimitrov: ¢‘In callingthisconference
BPF leaders have relied heavily on
material from Georgi Dimitrov.
Dimitrov’s strategy of the Thirties
is the C.P. strategy now, He said
fascism was open terror against the
people by the most ruthless section
of the ruling class. Therefore com-
munists must decide which are the
‘progressive’ capitalists and unite
with them. . we thought this old
chestnut had died, We were wrong;
it is being offered again by the BPP
leaders. They would like to obscure
things with quotes from Dimitrov.’’

Clearly PL would like to obscure
things by merely dismissing Dimitrov
as an ‘‘old chestnut’’. Not one word
is said about Stalin and the record
of Dimitrov’s policies in the ’30¥’s,
Dimitrov was only a spokesman for
Stalinism,

In the same issue, in an editorial
‘‘Revolutionaries Must Fight Nation-
alism’’, the editors attack the con-
ception of the two stage theory of
the revolution and the conception of
‘‘all class unity’’, the two principles
on which the DPopular Front was
based and which Stalin himself deve-
loped during the early Chinese Re-
volution, PL even alludes to this:
¢‘During the Chinese Revolution there
wzare those who said that you couldn*t
skip stages and go from fuedalism tc
socialism,’’ Still we have no mention
of who those ¢‘those’’ were and no
discussion of the Popular Front, PL
in this article advocates ‘‘Marxists-
Leninists working within nationalist
movements’’ and terms thisa ‘‘united
front,’” It also continues to defend

Stalin’s ‘‘anti-fascist’’ front against
Hitler: ¢‘Socialist leadership in the
war against Hitler showed that socia-
lism was not only powerful but was
the most progressive force in the
world,’’

In the August, 1969 issue of Chal~
lenge, PL again hits at Dimifrov -
“‘The French Communists are hailed
by Dimitrov, . .as ‘setting an example
to the whole world. . .of how to fight
fascism. . Jof how the tactics of the
United Front should be conducted.’
Yet within five years of Dimitrov’s
report, the Nazis controlled France
without firing a shot! The ‘anti-
fascist united front’ of France paved
the road which Hitler took to Paris.”

Two months later in the November
1969 issue of PL, PL finds that it
just cannot completely separate Stalin
from Dimitrov so we get a veiled at-
tack on Stalin for his position during
the ’30’s. Stalin we are told ‘‘de-
viated’’, ‘‘In the nineteen- thirties
the official line was that Soviet soci-~
alism had become irreversible. Bo-
urgeois nationalist culture then flo-
urished. The great anti-fascist war
became the Great Patriotic War in
defense of the motherland, As part
of a deal with the anti-Nazi imperia-
list powers, Stalin unilaterally dis-
solved the Comintern.”’

Still we have no analysis of the
Popular Front, Does PL still hold
the “‘socialist revolutiondid advance’’
through the alliance with U.S. im-
perialismm? Clearly PL cannot come
to grips with this question, In the
same article that they denounce Stalin
and two months after denouncing ¢‘all
class unity’’, they proclaim the Popu-
lar Front policy: ‘‘A broad anti-
imperialist united front based on the
alliance of workers and peasants can
and must be established. This alli-
ance may include sections ‘of the
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national bourgeoisie, but certainly
not as a leading force. . .”” PL’s
Trade Union Program proposes build-
ing the same kind of ¢‘froat’’ - ““an
anti-fascist, anti-racist Left-Center
coalition,”’

No wonder PL wanted Dimitrov to
be an ‘‘old chestnut’’, Is FL’s for-
mulation really different from Dimi-
trov’s. Dimitrov posed it this way:
“‘In the mobilization of the toiling
masses for the struggle against fas-
cism, the formation of a broad
people’s anti-fascistfront on the basis
of the proletarian united front is a
particularly important task, The
success of the entire struggle of the
proletariat is closely connected with
the establishment of a fighting alli-
ance between the proletariat on the
one hand and the toiling peasantry

and the basic mass of the urban petty
bourgeoisie, . .’

UNITED FRONT

Despite all the squirming on this
question and because PL cannot ob-
jectively confront the tactic of the
united front - PI’s conception of ‘‘a
broad anti-imperialist united front’’
has a lot to do with both Stalin’s and
Jimitrov’'s Peoples Front butabsoiu-
tely nothing to do with the united
front tactic worked out at the Third
and Fourth Congresses of the Com-
munist International.

The tactic of the united front was
developed in the context of the ebb
i1 the revolutionary wave in Europe
i1 a period of TEMPORARY retreat.
The period was szen as one of pre-
paration, of the Commmnists gaining
the confidence of the massesby work-
ing for transitional demands and by
assisting the working class to resist
the attacks of the capitalisis. This
definitely did not mean submerging
the party in mass movements, con-
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cealing its identity or altering its
organizational premises. The united
front tactic wasdeveloped specifically
for those countries in which impor-
tant Communist Parties existed side
by side with reformist parties and
trade unions which held the leader~
ship and loyalty of a large part or
majority of the working class.

In other words the united front was
a tactic developed for mass parties,
and political organizations BASING
THEMSELVES ON THE WORKING
CLASS. Tt involved the relationship
between the revolutionary party and
the reformist parties within the work-
ing class, The tactic was an agree-
meiit between these parties wnich have
DIFFERENT programs for joint ac-
tion on specific issues. Inthisagree-
ment there is absolutely no question
of a commonpolitical program, Above
all the independence and freedom of
action of the Communist Parties had
t> be maintained,

The united front did not at all
meun that the party should cease to
struggle to establish its leadership
of the class or to make completely
ciear the difference between revolu~
tionary Marxism and reformism. But.
tis difference was not to be made
merely through propaganda but thr-
ough ACTION. The task wastocreate
MASS pressure which would force
the reformist leaders to take part
in joint action or explain why they
would not. Through this struggle
the situation would he created to
win over part of the rank and file
of the reformist organizations from
their existing leaders.

The purpose ot the united front
and the tactics worked out at the ¢
Third Congress was not a matter
of simply recruiting a few workers
ty the party through propaganda in a
united front. The goal was: ‘‘the




formation not of small communist
seccts, trying by propaganda and agi-
tation only to establish influence over
the working masses, butparticipation
ia the struggle of the working masses,
the direction of the struggle in a
Communist spirit, and the creationin
the course of experienced, large,
revolutionary mass comununist par-
ties,’’

In the Theses on the United Front
drafted by Trotsky for the enlarged
plenum of the ECCT in 1922, he made
absolutely clear the difference bet-
waen the united front and a “‘Left
Bloc” f(a.precursor to the Popular
Front), “‘Oue of the most reliable
methods of counteracting. . .ideas
of the ‘Left Bloc,” i.e., a bloc bet-
ween the workers and a certain sec-
tion of the bourgeoisie againstanother
saection of the bourgeoisie, is through
promoting persistently and resolutely
the idea of a BLOC BETWEEN ALL
THE SECTIONS OF THE WORKING
CLASS AGAINST THE WHOLE BOU-
RGEOQISIE.”’” In relation to those who
‘‘seek to use the idea of the united
front for agitating in favor of unifi-
cetion with the reformists’’ Trotgky
said they ‘‘must be mercilessly ej-
ected from our party.’’

This is a far cry from the tactics
of Stalinism. During the period when
a united front was desperately re-
quired in Germany to mobilize a
united working class against Hitler
and prepare for the struggle for
power, Stalin opposed a united front
with the Social Democracy whichheld
the leadership of the majority of
workers in Germany., The Social
Democracy was termed ‘‘social fas-
c¢ist’’ and the German C,P, at one
point even formed a bloc with the
fascists against it. This enabled the
fascists to divide the working class,
to defeat it and come to power (See
our coming series by Robert Black

“‘Fascism and the German Working
Class’’)

It was only Trotsky inhis extensive
werk on Germany in the period prior
to the victory of Hitler that calledfor
the united front, who said that without
this struggle the Germany working
class would go down to defeat.

POPULAR FRONT

From the suicidal policy of ‘¢social
fascism’’ Stalin moved to the ¢‘Peo-
ptes Front.”” This froat became not
a united front of WORKING CLASS
organizations for action against the
bourgeoisie but a front of ‘‘people”’
of all classes including a section
against another section of the bour-
geoisie.

For . Stalin this meant instead of
mobilizing the working class against
imperialism in all itsforms including
fascism through the struggle for po-
litical power by the working class,
an ‘‘anti-fascist’’ struggle in defense
of bourgeois democracy. Stalin
formed an ¢‘alliance’’ with the ‘‘de-
mocracies’, i.e., the U.S,, England,
France, against Germany. The price
Stalin paid for these alliances was
subservience of the Communist par-
ties to capitalism and the agreement
that the working class would be held
in check.

The Popular Front took its toll in
all the countries. In France the
Popular Front Government of Blum
composed of the Communist Party,
Socialist Party and the Radical Party
became the force with the full sup-
port of the French C.P, that put down
the revolutionary strikes of 1936 and
1937, During the Spanish Civil War
the Blum government, despite the fact
that an overwhelming majority of the
French workers supported the Spa-
nish workers and peasants, refused
to give aid to the Spanish Revolution,
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refused aid even to the Fopular Front

government in Spain, The French
C.P, at the most carried on careful
piropaganda asking the Blum govern-
ment to ¢‘lift the embargo.”?

In Spain the price the workers and
peasants paid for Stalin’s alliances
with the bourgecisie was in blood.
In Spain the Stalinist leadership first
prevented the revolutionary struggles
of the workers and peasants from
achieving victory through a socialist
revolution by supporting the liberal
bourgeoisie under the guise that the
struggle was not for the ‘‘dictator-
ship of the proletariat’’ but was ‘‘to
defend the democratic republic.’” But
then even the latter was subordinated
to the needs of the Soviet bureau-
cracy’s foreign policy. When
French and British capitalists cz-
manded a stable capitalist govern-
ment based not only on the liberal
bourgeoisie but aiso the big bour-
geolsie behind Franco, the Stalin~
ists went along. To this end the

Mao&the

Stalinists conciliated withthefascists
and became the most ruthless exter-
minators of the revolution. Thousands
of working class militants were mur-
dered not by the fascists but by the
counterrevolutionary Stalinist thugs,
(See our upcoming series by Robert
Black, ‘“Thirty Years After--Lessons
of the Spanish Civil War?’’)

The Popular Front wasnoaccident,
It was the logical conssquence of
socialism in ‘one country and the
defense of the privileges of the
bureaucracy. It was a very con-
scious policy and required not just
the subjugation of the working class
iaternationally but aisc the compiete
ligaidation of the Bolshevik party by
tortures, concentration camps, frame
up trials and executions. Stalin
literally decapitated the ‘leadership
of the Red Army, destroyed almost
the entire military cadre that had
gained its experience in the Civil
War, Thi s is how Stalinism defended
the dictatorship of the proletariat,

Bloc of Four Classes

Progressive Labor is stuck with
the Popular Freont and its toll. As
with its approach to Stalin it {finds
some merits as well as demerits,
Everything is ‘‘on the one hand’’ and
‘‘on the other hand’/., “‘Marxism-~
Leninism’’ is reduced to a middle
course incapable of taking a clear,
sharp stand on anything, PL es-
tablishes its line by trying to stick
together Dbits and pieces of every-
thing instead of making an independ-
ent scientific study of the whole.

First ¥1. .eeks to separate out
the Popular ¥+t and Dimitrov from

Stalin and Stalinism. ItattacksDimiw
trov and denounces theprogram of the
NLF as ¢‘a variant of the Dimitrov
‘popular front’ theme of the 7thWorld
Congress of the C.1, 77 wich ‘“‘en-
visions the peaceful transition to
sacialism!’,  While denouncing the
Viet Cong for receiving aid from the
Soviet Union, it praisss the Popular
Froat or alliance Stalin made with
U.S. imperialism during the Second
Worid War, According to PL, ‘‘soc-
ialist leadership®’ was i
this pertod the ‘so
lution did advance’

ven during

izlist revo-




On the other
completely satisfied with Stalin’sline
in the 1830’s - 2 ‘‘devizted’” ~ ‘€ as
part. of a deal with the anti-Nazi
imperialist powers Stalinunilaterally
dissolved the Comintern,”’

But PL still maintains that WW II
was a ‘‘just anti-fascist war’’, It
was correct for the American CP
to supportthis ‘‘justanti-facist war*’
but the problem was that the CP
‘‘glossed over the class antagon-
isms’’,

The point is that the Popular Front
and the conception of a ‘‘just anti-
fascist war’’ were what glossed over
“‘class antagonisms’’. The problem
with the American C.P,, says FL,, is
taat it “‘did not help the working class
understand the necessity to defend
communists,”” The real problem of
the American C,P., as well as the
Popular Front as a whole, is thatit
prevented the mobilization of the
working class against capitalism and
for the struggle for political power,
This exposzs the centrist character
of PL. They defend capitalism, de-
feni the brake on the working class
in its struggle {or power under the
cover of propaganda about <felass
antagonisms’ and the ‘‘dictator ship of
the proletariat’’. In other words itis
correet todefend capitalismaslongas
you propagandize against it,

FL turns against ¢‘all ciass unity’’
and admits ‘‘we have learned thatyou
cannot unite with the so-calledliberal
bourgeoisie.”’ But then on the other
hand they contend: “‘Communists
strive for unity in the anti-imperialist
siruggle’. Such unity can take place
“‘around an immediate ANTI-IMPER-
IALIST PROGRAM-- ‘U,S. Get Out
of Vietnam Now!’ or ‘Smash the Im-
perialist aggressors!’” ( our em~
phasis), This unity can be ¢‘with all
wino genuinely oppose the imperialist
enemy, whether they are naﬁonalists,'
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reformists or liberals,”” All of this
is fine as long as‘‘communists’’ pro-
pagandize against ‘‘nationalist and
bourgeois ideology’’.

While PL attacks the Popular Front
i1 France and Browder in the U.S,, it
continues to support Stalin against
Trotsky. But it was Trotsky who
fought against the Popular Front. How
does FL stand on Trotsky’s analysis
of France in this period ? Where does
PL stand on the defeats in Spain? We
can predict that they will be full
square in back of Stalin, for it wasin
Spain that Stalindefended his crushing
of the revolution on the grounds of
wiping out “Trotskyism’’.

EL can pick away at Dimitrov but
it cannot give up the Popular Front
or ‘‘all class unity’’ because it is
precisely on this basisthat PL main-
tains its political bloc not only with
Stalin but also Mao, and it is on this
basis, as we will see in the rest of
this series, that FL carries out its
work,

NEW DEMOCRACY

Despite P1’s railings, particularly
in the August, 1969 issue of PL, against
the ‘‘stage’” theory and ¢‘all class
unity’’, it is these premises upon
which PL is built. In the November,
1969 issue of PL they reaffirm these
conceptions:

‘“Mao Tse-tung developed the sirat-
egy of the Peoples DemocraticDicta-
torship, or New Democracy. He be-
lieved that to win victory over im-
perialism threeweaponswere essen-
tial: ‘a well-disciplined party armed
with the theory of Marxism-~Leninism,
using the method of self-criticismand
linked with the masses of people, an
army under the leadership of such a
party, a united front of all revolu-
tionary classes and all revolutionary
groups under the leadership of sucha




party.” ,
Now the strategy of the ‘‘Peoples

Democratic Dictatorship’> and the
“«‘New Democracy’’ were in fact not
developed by Mao but by Stalin and
before him the Mensheviks, in the
form of the democracie dictatorship
ol the workers and peasants and the
“‘ploc of four classes’’.

Stalin through his representativein
Cchina, Borodin, used these concep-
tions in order to justify the Chinese
Communist Party’s entry into and
savbordination to the nationalist Kuom-
intang of Chiang Kai-shek, Stalinand
later Mao held that the revolution in
China was a bourgeois democratic
revolution, Stalin, following the Men-
stieviks’ position after February in
Russia, said that first China had to
go through the democratic revolu-

tion, The instrument for this strug-
gle was to be the “‘bloc of four
classes’ - {.e,, workers, peasants,

urban petty bourgeoisie and the
national bourgeoisie, The revolution
in China therefore was to take place
not through a Bolshevik Party buta
““workers and peasants party’’ as
Stalin named the Kuomintang, ‘‘We
are convinced’’, said Stalin, ‘‘that
the Kuomintang will succeedinplaying
the same role in the Fast and thereby
d=stroy the foundations of rule of the
imperialists in Asia.’”” The Chinese
Comimunist Party was ordered to
enter the Kuomintang and submit to
its leadership. Stalin’s representa-
tive in China said: ‘‘Thepresentper-
iod is one in which the Communists
do coolieservice for the Kuomintang’’,
Stalin admitted Chiang Kai-Shek into
the Comintern with only one opposing
vote--Trotsky’s.

LENIN

Stalin completely broke from Lenin-
ism on this question. Lenin had be-
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tore February formulated the concept
of the ‘“democratic dictatorship of the
workers and peasants’’ in relation to
the democratic revolution. After the
February revolution he abandoned
this formulation and took up very
sharply all those who wanted to con-
tinue it and to limit the program of
the Bolsheviks to the democratic
revolution. In April he fought this
out with a whole section of the Bol-
shavik party including Stalin. Lenin
said: “‘“Whoever now talks only about
the ‘revolutionary~democratic dicta-
torship of the proletariat and pea-
santry’ has lost touch with life, has,
in virtue of this circumstance, gone
over, in practice, fo the petty bour-
geoisie against the proletarian class
struggle; and he ought to be relegated
to the museum of ‘Bolshevik’ pre-
revolutionaries (or, as one might call
it, the museum of ‘old Bolsheviks’)’’

In abandoning this formulation
Lenin stood firmly with Trotsky on the
question of the permanent revolution,
Trotsky’s basic work on this question,
““A Review and Some Perspectives’’
was in faet published by the Com-
munist International in 1921,

Later, at the First Congress of the
Communist International, L.eninagain
took up this question of posing the
dictatorship in terms of ‘democracy
in general’ and ‘dictatorship in gen-
eral’ ‘‘without posing the question
of the class concerned’’, Lenin said
that this ‘‘non-class’’ and ‘‘above-
class’’ presentation of the question
was ‘‘an outright travesty of the basic
tenet of socialism, namely, itstheory
of class struggle.”” In his remarks
Lenin  makes this crystal clear:
‘“There can be no alternative but the
dictatorship of the bourgeoisie or the
dictatorship of the proletariat,
Dreams of some third way are re-
actionary, petty~bourgeois lamenta-




tions,”’

It is these lamentations that went
out from Stalin, from Mao, and now
from PL, The ‘‘People’s Demo-
cratic Dictatorship’’ is nothing but
the formulation of ¢‘dictatorship in
general’’ or ‘““‘democracy ingeneral’’,
‘““Feople’ is not a class presentation
of the matter -~ the capitalists are
people too, remember. PL wants to
cloud the issue by stating that the

‘“‘essence of a People’s Democratic
Dictatorship’? is a ¢‘form of the

dictatorship of the proletariat.’’ But
there is no third road--as Lenin put
it--the dictatorship of the proletariat
means precisely thatand nothing else~
any other formulation is reactionary
and is a cover for the ‘‘dictatorship
of the bourgeoisie,’?

This petty bourgeois road to revo-
lution is completely tied up with the
conception of the ‘‘united front of all
revolutionary classes’™, the ‘‘bloc
of four classes’’ or ‘‘all classunity’’.
From Marx to Lenin, the Marxist
movement never had any cther con-
ception outside of the working class
being the ONLY revolutionary class.
This is pointed out clearly in the
Communist Manifesto: ¢“Of all the
classes that stand face to face with
the bourgeoisie today, the proletariat
alone isareally revolutionary class,”’
The middle class and the peasaniry,
Marx and Engels said, were ‘‘con-
servative’’, even ‘‘reactionary’’., To
become revolutionary, the Manifesto
# states, these classes must ‘‘desert
¢ their own standpoint’”’ in order to
place themselves with the working

i class. ] .
Lenin even during the period when

- he spoke of the ‘‘democratic dicta-
- torship of the workers and peasants’’
never equated their class interests,
He continually warned that there would
have to be a struggle against the pea-
santry, Above all, Lenin pointed out
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the absolute necessity for the working
class to organize separately from all
other classes.

Lenin stated explicitly that there
could never be a *‘fusion of the
different classes or parties of the
proletariat and the peasantry’’ or
‘‘even any sort of lasting concord’’.
This he said would be ‘‘fatal’”’ for
the revolutionary party of the work-
ing class. The proletarianrevolution
could be carried through, according to
Lenin, only on the basis of the work-
ing classorganizedina separateparty
and on the basis of a working class
program, leading behind it the other
classes,

It was Stalin’s rejection of this
basic strategy, his tactics of the
“ploc of four ciasses’ which led
to the bloody defeat in China in
1827, the murder of thousands of wor-
kers and communists at the hands
of Chiang Xai-shek. Even after
the defeat Stalin affirmed that his
perspective had been correct,

In 1937 the Chinese Communist
Party under the leadership of Mao
Tse-tung again entered into a ‘*bloc
of four classes’’ with the Kuomin-~
tang to fight Japan. Mao gave full
expression to Stalin’s formulations:
““Is the anti-Japanese national front
merely a united front of the two
parties~-- the Kuomintang and the
CCP? No, it is a united front of
the whole nation.... The two part-
ies are undoubtedly the leading ele-
ments  within this great united
front.,..”” The revolution according
to Mao was for the establishment of
a ‘‘united democratic republic.’”” The
agreement imposed in the united front
required that the CCP abandon its
policy of overthrowing the Kuomin-
tang and its land reforms and that
it put the Red Army at the dis-
posal of the Nationzlists.




Chiang Kai-shek used the ‘‘united
front’” to direct most of his attacks
against the Communists and not the

Japanese imperialists, Chiang re-
ceived the corplete support of Sta.
lin all the while. When a group
of Kuomintang military leaders de-
fected with 170,000 troops to the
Communists, Stalin denounced it as
a Japanese plot. But Mao welcomed
the revolt.

After the war Stalin tried to get
the Chinese Communist Party to ne-
gotiate an alliance with Chiang at
the very same time that Chiang’s
army was attacking Communist

ongholds. Maoc broke from Sta-
lin’s eollaborationist line realizing
that there was going to be no poss-
ibility of a coalition with Chiang--
either it was going to be the vie-
tory of the revolution under the lead-
ership of the Chinese Communist
Party or the vietory of Chiang and
reaction. While Mao was denouncing
Chiang as a ‘““fascist chieftain’’, Sta.
lin was praising him as a ‘‘demo-
crat’” and was supplying him with
war goods which he used against
the Communists,

BREAK

it was Mao’s break with Chiang
aud with the policies of the ‘‘bloc
of four classes’’ and the independent
mobilization of the masses by the
Chinese -Communist Party and the
Red Army that achieved the great
victory of the Chinese Revolution
in 1948,

it was Mao’s break from Stalin’s
policies which directly led to the
victory of the revolution in China.
But this represented only an empir-
ical break from Stalinism, After
the Chinese Communist Party came
to power, it began to establish a new
bureaucracy and continued to putfor-

28

ward the very same policies of Sta-
linism: socialism in one country, the
democratic dictatorship and the bloc
of four classes or the ‘new demo-
cracy.’”” Theore:ically Mao and the
Chinese Communist Party defended
the very perspective which if it had
been followed in practice by the
CCP would have led to the defeat
of the revolution and the victory
of Chiang,

1t is only Trotskyism which today
bases itself on the strategy that
actually led to victory in China,
and the strategy of world revolu-
tion which alone can guarantee the
victory of the revolution in China,

Like Stalin, the Maoists today main-
tain the position that socialism can
be built in China or has been built
in China without the spread of the
revolution to the advanced countries,
Why is it that Mao has not called
for the formation of a new inter-
national? sao like Stalin seeks to
substitute alliances with the nation-
alists rather than to mobilize the
working class for the overthrow of
capitalism.

INDONESIA

The same policy that led to the
defeat of the Chinese Revolution in
1927 was urged on the Indonesian
Communist Party by the Chinese
Communist Party--support to and a
bloc with Sukarno who in turn opened
the way for the generals and the
massacre of a million people, Clear-
ly Mao did not evaluate and draw
the lessons of the very revolution
he led. It is precisely the fact
that Maoism cannot get to the roots
of Stalinism (or even Maoism) that
endangers the revolutionary move-
ments under Maoist leadership and
the future existence of the Chinese
Revolution.
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PL today admits that it made a
mistake about Indonesia--this is al-
most five years later--but it cannot
probe the causes or the basis for
this defeat without totally rejecting
Stalinism.  Just as China of 1927
was repeated in Indonesia because
of the Maoists’ failure to grapple
with these questions,. so history can
repeat itself again under the lead-
ership of such forces as PL,

PL’s bloc with Maoism is a bloc
not with the actual practice of the
Chinese Revolution but with the i-

deology which if implemented would
have led to the defeat of ihat revo-
lution-~¢‘alliances’’ with ‘‘liberals’’,
with the middle class, hamsiringing
the working classunder the leadership
of reformist forces.

This political bloc, the bioc of four
classes, and the fight for ‘‘peoplés
democracy’’ as opposed to the fight
by the working class independently
for power, is at the heart of zll of
FL’s actual practice-~ 2ll ifg ‘‘allie
ances and ‘‘coalitions’”’.

Internationalism
& Capitalist Crisis

Adherence to ‘‘socialism in one
country,’”” meant for Stalinismacom-
plete break from the traditions of the
Marxist movement, and inparticular,
from the program of the Third Inter-
national in its Leninist period. It
meant a return to the politics of the
Second International--to a nationalist
and reformist program, This called
for the subordination of the working
class and the communist parties to
the reformist leaders from the trade
union bureaucracy to the bourgeois
nationalists through blocs, fronts and
alliances,

This perspective stands in bold
contradiction to the program deve-
loped by the young Communist Inter-
national under the leadership of Lenin
and Trotksy. The Third International
in its Leninist period represented the
highest expression of the class strug-
gle and the development of aninterna-
tional strategy for the working class,

Lenin, as we have said, was not
content to rest on the laurels of
October but saw the primary task of

the working class in the
to be the fight for the
revolution. The struggle to
truct the Third Internations
begun by Lenin in 1914 a
betrayers of the Second I
who based their “‘socialis
on a national perspac
ism and collaboration \vlm
eoisie. The Internatioval wg
these strictly ¢‘nmational’’ nart
gathering to exchange experi
proclaim solidarity with ons
with no commoen "mterna’fﬂm;a. &
The parties of the Second ¥
tional did not renounce the goal of
socialism or even Marxism; they just
put that goal away for the rosy future,
Stalinism represented a return to
the outlook of the Second International,
The need for the internationsl revolue
tion was not openly reie Iin its
propaganda; it was just putinioc moth-
balls and thus removed frem the
practice of the parties of the Comin-
tern. ‘‘The movement,’’ 1, e, building
socialism in one country, bscame

£ Union
tional
CONS=
al was
inst the
alional,
HrOgrams

A




everything; the ‘‘goal,”’ i.e. the inter-
national socialist revolution became
‘‘nothing.”” During the Second World
War the parties of the Comintern in
the major capitalist countries were
instructed to support their own *‘pro-
gressive’’ bourgeoisie, Stalinism
threw aside all of the analysis and
strategy for the socialist revolution
which had been hammered out during
the first five years of the Communist
International.

NARROW NATIONALISM

PL today bases itself on ‘‘socia-
lism in one country’’ and the narrow
nationalist outlook that flows from it.
The ‘‘American  Exceptionalism’’

for which it attacks Browder and
Lovestone in its basic document,

‘‘Road to Revolution I’ is merely the
logic of Stalinism’s ‘‘socialisminone
country.’”” It is precisely ‘‘American
Exceptionalism’’ that guides FL
today. Because it has cut itself off
from the strategy of the Third Inter-
national, from an international pro-
gram, it is left with impressions of
the conditions and developments with-
in the U.S,

Internationalism is for FL (‘‘Road
to Revolution II'’) ‘‘self-reliance’’
plus the slogan ‘“Workers of the World
Unite.”” Or better yet thisishow Milt
Rosen, Chairman of PL, puts it:
““Internationalism, the support of the
revolutionary process everywhere,
the subordination of thelocal struggle
to the over-all class struggle, is a
sign of growing maturity, In thefinal
analysis internationalism, the know-
ledge of the factthatthe workingclass
and the oppressed people are united
in a common cause and againsta com-
mon international enemy, gives the
working class a great deal of lever-
age.”’ (‘‘Building a Base In The
Working Class’’) In other words

internationalism 1s the
Of“

“‘knowledge
and sympathy for workers in
other countries, This isacompletely
idealist and subjective conceptionand
becomes the cover for ¢‘‘American
Exceptionalism,”’

A narrow, pragmatic (or as Chair-
man Rosen puts it <‘common sense’’),
nationalist outlook is veiled under-
neath slogans of ““Workers of the
World Unite.’” Internationalism is
reduced to various nationalpartiesor
workers invarious countries cheering
each other on, Internmationalism re-
mains an idea or a feeling.

What is missing from all of ihis
is an international strategy based on
an analysis of the objective world
and an international party to put this
strategy into practice,

Marx and Engels saw the develop-
ment of capitalism not as an isolated
national phenomenon but as an inter-
national process. The ‘‘Communist
Manifesto’’ was written as an inter-
national program. It contained much
more than just the slogan ““Workers
of the World Unite.”’

LENIN

Lenin deepened this understanding
with his work on imperialism. With
the growth of monopoly capitalism
and the export of finance capital, the
national economies had become inex-
tricably linked in an international
system. Lenin saw Russianotisolated
from the world economy butthe weak-
est link in the chain, He saw this
epoch as the epoch of wars and re-
volutions internationally. All the ob-
jective  conditions for  socialist
revolution had been created, Tt was
this understanding that laid the basis
for the program of the Third Interna-
tional.

Trotksy in the Manifesto for the
First Congress as well asinhis other
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works during this period outlines
these developments in the context of
World War T and the decline of im-
perialism, The program of the com-
munist parties was based not on
sympathy but upon a characterization
of the present epoch of the highest
development and collapse of capita-
lism. The internationdl program was
not seen merely as a collection of
national programs or of their common
features, Rather it was based on an
analysis of the conditions and tenden-
cies of world economy and of the
world political system taken as a
whole in all its connections and con-
tradictions, The national orientation
of the proletariat flows only from
an international orientation and not
the other way around, This is the
difference between proletarian inter-
nationalism and ‘‘socialism in one
country.”’

PL uses Mao and China to hide
what are really pretensions to inter-
nationalism. Neither PL nor its
mentor, despite their propaganda,
concern themselves with the real
task of internationalism, building a
party, an international leadership,

capable of guiding the working class
to power.

CRISIS

Having rejected an international
strategy, - PL can have no under-
standing either of the past, the present
or the future. While it talks ab-
stractly about the contradictions of
capitalism it cannot relate these to
the objective world,

Nowhere, we repeat nowhere, inall
the seemingly endless copy of Pro-
gressive Labor and Challenge can we
find a serious, objective historical
analysis of capitalism and its develop-
ment today. A serious analysis does
not consist of merely quotes gleaned
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from the New York Times and the Wall
Street Journal,

The best it can offer for thisperiod
is that the crisis of U,S, capitalismis
a product of the war. ‘‘The failure of
the electionsfarce (Presidential elec-
tions), as we said previously, was
caused by the inability of imperialism
to disguise its crisls, The core of
that crisis is the peoples war. .. The
Vietnamese people’s war severelybat-
tered the U.S. economy, déveloped the
political consciousness of the Ameri-
can workers, brought many into
actions in strikes against bad, war-
induced working conditions, produced
working class opposition to U, 8.
agression, ..”” (Progressive Labhor,
February, 1969),

The war is an expression of the
crisis not its cause. The fight of the
Vietnamese workers andpeasantshas
depeened the political crisis of im-
perialism. Is PL saying that if the
war ends, there will be no crisis?
Is it not true that large sections of the
ruling class in this country want a
settlement in order to get their house
in order to drive back the offensive
of the working class in Europe and
the U.S.?

We might add here that Miss
Jewell’s attempts in the November,
1969 issue of PL are not wsuch of an
tmprovement, She sees that war as
the way in which imperialism has
somehow avoided this crisis,

It {¢ the same simple minded em-
piricism which prevents PL from
having any understanding of the May-
June eventsin France which according
to PL (‘‘Inside The French Rebhellion’’
World Revolution, Summer, 1968)
were sparked off or ‘‘helped along by
& militant student movement,”’ or even
the struggles inthe U.S, whlch in many
cases they see as being sparked off by

the ‘national’’ struggles of black
workers,




REFLECTION

The Vietnam War, the May-June
events in France, the struggles in
the U.8., Czechoslovakia, and in fact
all over the world are a reflection
of the deepening crisis of capitalism.
Captitalism has notremained the same

since the days of Marx. The First
World War marked the decline of
imperialism, the inability of capita~
lism to develop the means of produc~
tion progressively. The crisis today
is in part an accumulation of capi-
talism’s attempt particularly since
WWTI to overcome itshistorical crisis
-~the tendency ilowards the falling
rate of profit.

Each step capital has taken in this
direction has merely deepened the
crisis of the system as a whole., All
of the measurestaken during the boom
period after World War II to rebuild
and expand capital are now coming
home to roostin the form of a tendency
towards a crisis of overproduction,
a contracting world market, and a
liquidity crisis. This is what under-
lies the severe monetary crisis, the
recessionary policies of the capita-
list governments, and the upheavals
in the working class,

The international capitalist class
must take on the working class to
stave off this erisis. In the U,S,, as
in other capitalist countries, the im-
pact of Nixon’s recessionary moves
are already being felt by the working
class in the form of unemployment
which rose to 4% in September and
speed-up. Inflation continuesto.soar.

The strategy of the capitalists isto
hack away at the power of the trade
unions through unemployment creat-
ing conditions under which wages can
be slashed and the standard of living
of the working class lowered, Thisis
why today the wage struggle and the
struggle against unemployment take
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on a new meaning--they posedirectly
the struggle not just against indivi-
dual employers but against the state
itself, These struggles pose the
question of the need for the working
class to fight for political power.

This is a different period. The
boom of the ’50s is over--reforms
are not forthcoming, The working
class must fight today just to main-
tain what they gained in the earlier
period,

This present crisis poses not just
the question of a recession but every
measure that is taken to control the
sttuation could very well act as a
springboard for bringing the whole
rotten structure down on the order
of 1929, This is why new methods
of struggle are required. There is
no room for complacency and the
talk of ‘‘long range’’ mobilizations,

It is this understanding that flows
from the whole development of Marx-
ist political economy from Marx, to
Lenin, to the analysis made of this
epoch during the first five years of
the Comintern,

LONG RANGE

Cut off from this analysis PL can-
not begin with an objective world view
of the class struggle. Rather itbegins
subjectively--with Progressive La-
bor, TIts perspective is designed fo
advance not the working class but
Progressive Labor. Therefore the
goal of socialism is conveniently
pushed to the ‘‘long range.”’ An
objective analysis of the development
of capitalism and the crisis today is
replaced with idealism. For PL
the fundamental premises for revolu-
tion are not social and economwic but
moral,

“The fight for socialism,’”” says
PL in the August, 1969 issue of FL,




“4will probably take a long time. In
the course of this struggle the work-
ers will recognize socialism as the
only course to their salvation.,”” 1t
sees no real crisis, so il sees no
urgency in the present situation.
Eventually the workers will just rea-
lize that socialism is a better idea.

This comes with all the accutre-
ments appropriate to the Salvation
Army missionaries but hardly to the
class fighters of Marxism., Com-
munists become the preachers, even
martyrs at times, ‘““serving the peo-
ple,”’ bringing correct ideas but not
struggle. Such an outlook is the out-

On the

look not of aproletarian revolutionary
but a middle class radical which sets
himself "above the class and seeks to
do “‘a favor’’ for the workers.

All this insipid middle class whin-
ing is a cover for opportunism, for
PL’s refusal to take up the struggle
to mobilize thé working class Tor the
struggle for power now. For this.is
precisely the task posed today. Capi-
talism facestoday not justa ¢ ‘business
as usual’’ situation, as PL would have
it, but a crisis of breakdown on the
order of 1929. The working classpaid
heavily then and it will pay even a
dearer price this time.

“Center-Left Coalition”

It is in this period that PL seeks
to hamstring the working class with
the very policies which crushed it in
the past, PL is preparing even
more brutal betrayals by tieing the
working class through alliances and
coalitions to the middle class and to
the capitalists when above all what is
required is this independent struggle
against capitalism. It is theprogram
of reform not revolution whichunder-
lies PL’s ‘‘Trade Union Program’’
as well as its practice in the unions.

PL begins by saying in its recently
published ‘‘Trade Union Program’’
(PL, August, 1968) that of course the
“ultimate goal’’ is the ‘‘dictatorship
of the proletariat,”” and thatof course
only the working class is capable of

carrying this through. This, however,

is ‘9long range.’”’ With this aside,
FL maps out its ‘‘main strategy’’ for
today- -the construction of a ‘‘Left-
Center coalition to lead the working
class,’’
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At the heart of the ‘‘Left-Center
Coalition’’ is the same methodologi-~
cal approach inherent in the con-
ception of the ‘‘bloc of four classes’’
and the Popular Front or ‘‘Peoples
Democracy,”” As Walter Linder des-
cribes it in the November, 1969
issue of Progressive Labor, it is
‘“a coalition of revolutionary, com-
munist forces along with the mass
of workers ready tofightthebosses,”’
Further elaboration of this coalition
involves a mechanical, formal set of
definitions similar to a complicated
set of instructions for Chinese chec-
kers, 1tis totally removed from the
actual existence and development of
the working class.

PL divides the trade union move-
ment up into the Left, the Center,
and the Right. The Center as de-
fired by PL is made up of ‘‘the
vast majority of workers; its lea-
dership is militant, class oriented
but non-communist.”” It is ‘‘ready




to fight for immediate demands. . .
under rules established by the ruling

class. Their struggle, therefore, is
“contained within the system and does
not challenge it.”” The “‘Right’’ con-
sists of such labor bureaucrats as
Meany and Reuther but not all of the
labor leaders. The Left is made up
of ‘‘communists following a path of
revolution, not reform, based on
Marxism-Leninism,”’

What is missing from this des-
cription of the Left-Center-Right is
political- and programmatic content
of these ‘‘forces’’ and of the “‘coali-
tion.”” The Center is set upas some-
thing neutral standing between the
Left and the Rigbt. The Left.Center
coalition is also considered neutral
standing between revolution on the
Left and reformism on the Right.
This is the kind of reascning Stalin
used to justify the Kuomintang as a
neutral arena for the struggle of the
masses. ' '

The political consciousness of what
PL calls the Center is not neutral,
As Lenin pointed out in ‘“What Is To
Be Done’’: ‘“We have said that there
could not have been Social-Democra-
tic consciousness among the workers,
It would have to be brought to them
from without, The history of all
countries shows that the working
class, exclusively by its own effort,
is able to develop only trade union
consciousness, i.e., the conviction
that it is necessary to combine in
unions, fight the employers, and to
strive to compel the government to
pass necessary labor legislation,
etc,”” Similarly, Lenin repeats:
*‘Since there can be no talk of an
independent ideology formulated by
the working masses themselves in
the process of their movement, the
ONLY choice is--either bourgeois
or socialist ideology. There is no

middle course. , .’

While PL admits to this, the whole
conception of the Left-Center coali-
tion as a leadership for the working
class denies it. The very conception
of a ‘‘coalition’ implies a comple-
tely external and separate relation-
ship between the ‘“left’’ and the work-
ing class, not an interpenetration of
the two, and through this interpene-
tration a change. It remains a static
relation. This is because PL cannot
confront the question of changing the
trade union consciousness of the
‘‘Center.”” The program of the coali-
tion is the program of the center, the
program of reformism, which PL
contends must be the basis for lea-
dership within the trade union move-
ment,

BUREAUCRACY

By refusing to pose an alternative
to trade union conscicusness and
making this the basis for leadership
in the working class, PL ties the
workers through its Left-Center coa-
lition to the bureaucracy, By basing
its coalition on the perpetuation of
the conscicusness of the center, it
subordinates the working class to
capitalism, and in this sense formsan
alliance beiween the working class
and capitalism, ‘

This “‘coalition’’ is justified on a
number of equally erroneous hases,
all of which have as their aim res-
tricting the working class s a whole
within the confines of reformism.

First is the factthat‘‘communists’’
are present in this coalition, although
as PL makes clear they do not play a
leading role. The role of the ‘‘Left’’
is to help the ‘‘Center’’ along the
-sidelines-~*‘pointing out’’ little les-
sons and propagandizing on “‘political
truths about the state,”” The “‘Left’’
cheers on the ‘‘Center’’ while at the
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same time it uses it as a ‘‘base’’ to
protect PL from ‘‘red-baiting’”’ and
as a fishing pond from which PL can
recruit a few workers.

Secondly, for PL the workers must
fight now on the trade union level
and later the political. While PL
attacks the ‘‘stage’’ theory, the whole
basis on which the Left-Center Coali-
tion is constructed is precisely this
“‘theory.”” As Leninonce said: ““When
the ‘ultimate goal’ is pushed further
and further away from our agitation,
that is reformism.’’ '

Thirdly, and by far the mostabsurd
of PL’s contentions is that the work-
ing class has spontaneously come to
political consciousness, has in fact
broken from reformism. Thisiswhat
PL contended after the last Presiden-
tial election, This was no more than
a cover for its inability to pose a
political alternative. ““The main
lesson,”” PL said in the February
1969 issue of PL, ‘‘is that more and
more working people are giving up
on elections, . .we were entirely right
to place confidence in the working
class, that we were right in expecting
the elections to fail toprovide window
dressing for imperialist rule.”” A-
pathy is not going to lead the working
class anywhere, Itdoesnotrepresent
the conscious rejection of ‘‘imperia-
lists rule’’ or the fight for an alter-
native to its rule.

PL’s alternative ‘Don’t Vote! Or-
ganize!’’ expressed Its inability to
pose this political alternative, to
pose to the mass of the working class
the need to take up the struggle for
power. PL told the workers to
organize, organize a more militant
trade union fight. The question of
how to take this fight to victory was
left unanswered. The point is that
the werking class cannot defeat ¢‘the
bosses.’! ‘‘racism,’’ ‘‘strikebreak-

ing’’ the ‘‘sell-out leaders’’ without
taking these struggles on the economic
level onto the nolitical level.

Fourthly, PL’s perspective boils
down to propaganda about the correct-
ness of the <‘dictatorship of the pro-
letartat’” combined with the trade
union struggie, This is not sufficient
for riising consciousness. I that
was il there w3s to revolutionarv
struggle the working class would have
come to power long ago.

POLITICAL EXPERIENCE

Lenin in his polemic ¢‘Left-Wing
Communism, An Infantile Disorder’’
took up these latter two points in
relation to the resistance of the
Communist movement in Britain to
working in the Labour Party. ‘‘Re-
volution,’’ Lenin says, ‘‘is impossi-
ble without a change in the views of
the majority of the working class,
and this change is brought about by
the political experience of the masses,
and never by propaganda alone.”’
Lenin points out that the ¢ ‘fundamental
law of all great revolutions is that
the masses must have their political
experience.”” The ¢‘mere repetition
of the truths of ‘pure’ Communism,
are of no avail.”’

PL’s ‘‘ultra-leftism’’ is hardly a
question of their being over zealous
about revolution, rather it is so much
jitterbug to hide its refusal to take
on the central task of the revolutionary
party of raising the political con-
sciousness of the working class as a
whole for the struggle to take the
power, This is not an easy task,
PL has rejected it in favor of ‘‘alli-
ances,”’ ‘‘coalitions’’ which keep the
working class subordinated to capi-
talism,’

Contrary to PL’s schematism,
Marxism does not form ¢‘alliances”’
with the working class, but bases
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itself on the working class as the

only revolutionary force. The task
of Marxists is to fight within the
working class, within the trade unions,
to organize the rank and file workers
on the basis of aprogram whichposes
within the concrete struggles of today
the necessity to fight for political
power,

Such a program is a transitional
program: it does not ignore the eco-
nomic struggle but generalizes it,
uniting the class from industry to
industry on the basis of demands that
confront the objective needs of the
working class and poses the way to
obtaining victory.

The conception of the transitional
program 1is not new. It has its
origins within the Marxist movement
and in particular in the program of
the Bolshevik Party. It wasdeveloped
more fully by the Communist Inter-
national during its first five years.
It stood in contrast to the minimum
program of the Sccial Democracy and
the maximum program of the ‘‘Left
Communists,*’

Here is how the Young Communist
International posed it in ““The Funda-
mental Problems of the Young Com-
munist Movement’’ published in 1922:
‘‘Even in their contents our demands
are absolutely different from the
reformist demands put forward by
Social Democracy. These peoplehave
drawn up a program in which they set
forth their minimum demands, and in
which they have allowed themselves
to be guided by the principle of going
out for only those that can be carried
out under the rule of capitalism, We,
however, in fighting for our demands,
do not think it necessary to stop fo
consider whether or not they can find
a place in the profit-making system
of the capitalist class. Indeed we
make a full turn about and make de-
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mands of such a nature as will spell
the doom of capitalism.”” These
demands ‘‘are not to be considered
individually, but as going to form a
system,”’

At the same time these demands
are part and parcel of the party’s
struggle for socialism: ‘‘All our
agitational work and other activities
are inspired by the consciousness that
no lasting improvement can be brought
about in the position of the masses
of the proletariat and no reorganiza-
tion of youth labor is possible aslong
as capitalism remainsinexistence. ..
We raise these demands in order fo
take the working class through a
struggle so that the masses of work-
ers will realize, if they are to be
able to live, the capitalist society
must die.’’

This was the perspective of the
international movement in order to
lead the working class to power.
Stalin tossed this strategy to the
winds when he took up the banner of
‘‘socialism in one country.’”” He
replaced it with an alliance with
reformism through the Popular Front.

TRANSITIONAL PROGRAM

Trotksy fought Stalin for the stra-
tegy of the early Communist Inter-
national, He developed it in the
light of the strategic experiences of
the working class in the decades
after, This work found its expres-
sion in the founding document of the
Fourth International--the Transitio~
nal Frogram--‘‘The Death Agony of
Capitalism and the Tasks ot the Fourth
International.’”’

The transitional program is based
on the class struggle in this epoch,
It raises such demands as the 30hour
week, the escalator clause, nationali-
zation of basic industryunder workers
control, defense guards, and the for-
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mation of a workers government to
carry out this program,

In the U.S, this program is posed
in the context of the fight for a labor
party. The mass of American work-
ers have not taken the step taken by
workers in every major capitalist
country, of politically breaking from
the capitalist parties and forming
their own party. The demand for a
labor party is the means of over-
coming the contradiction between the
development of a fantastically power-
ful trade union movement and its
inability to develop a political arm
in opposition to the Democratic and
Republican parties. The fight for
the labor party on the basis of the
transitional program, a socialistpro-
gram, is the way to drive a wedge
between the working class and capi-
talist politics. This political con-
sciousness is what lays the basis
for the formation of a MASS revolu-
tionary party.

To abstainfrom thispolitical strug-
gle is to leave the working classunder
the grips of capitalism. The gap
between the small forces of the van-
guard and the necessitiesfor indepen-
dent political struggie posed by the
situation facing American workers
cannot be overcome simply by urging
workers to support it, It is in the
process of the struggle by the work-
ing class for a political alternative,
that the revolutionary party is built.
It is not a question of two stages but
part of the same process.

While PL recognizes the contra-
diction between the power of the
unions and their limitations, it can
pose no way of overcoming this con-
tradiction. In its ‘‘Trade Union Pro-
gram’’ it states: ‘Thisdual character
of U.S. trade unions--tremendous
class struggle alongside an inability

to move beyond the capitalist system
-~-has marked the last 100 years.”

This is correct but what is the alter-
native: ‘‘Something more than trade
unionism is needed to lead the battle
against the ruling class all the way,
to a new system.”” PL cannot tell
us what this ‘‘something more is.’’
“‘Understanding the necessity for
the long range goal of the dictator-
ship of the proletariat’’ and propa-
gandizing about it is not enough. The
working class learns only through
political experience in struggle.

PL cannot come to grips with this
task so it zigs and zags from oppor-
tunism to ultra-leftism, Trotskyism
is the only tendency which bases it-
self on the strategy of the Transi-
tional Program, on the strategy which
led to the victorious October Revolu-
tlon and was developed for the inter-
national working class by the early
Communist International. This isthe
only alternative. PL has refused to
confront Trotskyism. It has taken
the road not to revolution but to be~
trayal through its bloc with Stalinism.

The ¢‘Left-Center coalition’’ is the
reflection within the working class of
Stalin’s and Mao’s ‘‘bloc of four
classes’’, ‘‘Peoples’ Democracy’’, or
the Fopular Front. To makea ‘‘bloc”’
with the working class means to sub-
ordinate the interests of the working
class to the interests of other classes.
Such a bloc can be made only on the
basis of the present consciousness of
the class, trade union consciousness.
It is precisely upon this false cons-
ctousness that the bureaucracy rests
in the trade unions. The *‘Left-

Center coalition’’ means a bloc with
the trade union bureaucracy and the
subordination of the working class to
the bourgeoisie,




PL's Program&Role
In the Unions

The difference between a transi.
tional program and the reformist
program of Progressive Labor can
be shown if we look at PL’s actual
program and practice in the trade
unions.

In the October, 1969 issue of CHAL-
LENGE, PL attempts to deal with the
crisis in the construction industry,
PL sees the problem as a ‘‘scheme’’
of ¢‘Big Business’ to utilize non-
union labor to replace union labor,
““If all the workers are union work-
ers, the work can be shared out
fairly.”” PL contends that if all the
labor is union ‘‘there will be more
work to share out.’”” ‘Don’t forget,’”’
says PL, ‘‘there is a rising need
for construction,’’

What exactly does PL think is the
meaning of the 75% cut in construc-
tion expenditures by Nixon? Does
PL contend that this cut represents
Nixon’s recognition of the ‘‘rising
need for construction’’ or that this
is going to mean that ¢‘there will
be more work to share out.’”’ Above
all this cut will mean a slash in
jobs, union and non-union, in con-
struction,

Already lay-offs have started on
the construction sites, working con-
ditions are deteriorating rapidly, in-
flation has cut away at the wages.
Racial discrimination is used on the
job to keep the workers divided, The
blacks are often given the worst
jobs and are used as a threat by the
employers against the white workers,
The union bureaucracies have per-
petuated this situation.

Nixon’s -cuts will mean that more
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bitter attacks are in store. These
cuts are combined with the plans not
only of ‘‘bigbusiness’’ but the govern-
ment to destroy the power of the
unions. Secretary of Labor Schultz
has demanded an ail out war against
the construction unions, to lower the
wages and create conditions under
which fewer and less skilled workers
will be necessary. In the cards is
a plan to chain the unions to the
government through a tri-partite
board including the government, the
bosses, and labor whose purpose it
will be to police the ‘‘inflationary”’
wage demands, Thisiscombined with
the attempts to take the training
programs out of the hands of the
union and put them in the hands of
the government to break down the
skills and train workers who will do
all jobs, using unskilled workers to
do skilled work at unskilled wages
and increasing the productivity of the
workers,

But the major question in imple-
menting these policies is the power
of the unions, 7The chief part of
the scheme of the government and
the employers is a good dose of
unemployment to weaken and even-
tually destroy the unions by setting
employed workers against unem-
ployed.

PL absolutely ignores this attack,
It lies to the workers when it says
that ‘‘there will be more work to
share out.”” Nixon’s cuts have made
that clear enough. There cannot
possibly be a fair sharing of the
work, union and non-union combined
under conditions of rapidly increas-
ing unemployment,




These attacks are not confined to
construction alone but face the work-
ing class as a whole. The capitalists
in all countries are taking measures
to conirol a crisis which is heading
the capitalist economy to breakdown,
This is the meaning of Nixon’s reces-
sionary policies and Pompidou’ saus-
terity measures, Unemployment
jumped 0.5% in September, 1969 alone
and will continue to rise. Unem-
ployment is both a result of the
attempts to slowdown the economy and
at the same time isa consciouspolicy
of the employers and the government
to drive down the working class, All
the wage control schemes the govern-
ments in the capitalist countrieshave
atlempted fo institute have proved
futile as the working class continues
iis offensive.

Through unemployment the employ -
ers and the government hope fo re-
move the impediment of the trade
unions in order to slash wages, take
a whiplash to the workers who are
on the jobs, and destroy completely
the independence of the working class
from the state. Racism will become
the heat o ignite the fire todivide the
workers, the employed and unem-
ployed, and enable the government to
smash the unicns. Only through these
attacks on the working class can the
capitalists attempt to save their fast
declining system,

It is this crisis which underlies the
conflicts between the Negro and white
construction workers and between the
black unemploved and the unions in
Pittsburgh and Chicago, and also
between the Teamsters and Long-
shoremen onh the West Coast and
between the dockers on the East
Coast.

While PL. may not want to face up
to the crisis and the growing threat
of unemployment, the workers are

experiencing it. On the construction
sites the -black workers legitimately
fear that they will be laid off first.
The white workers see the struggles
by the black nationalists as threaten-~
ing their jobs. The unemployed see
the unlons as their enemy in pre-
venting them from getting the jobs
they need, Racism is used by the
employers anté the government and
encouraged by the policies of the
construction unions to keep the worke
ers divided and avoid the confronta-
tion with the real enemy.

STRATEGY

What is requiredisa strategy which
confronts these attacks and can unite
the workers, black and white, em-
ployed and unemployed., The only
demand that addresses itself to the
real problem of unemployment, the
only demand that can unite the workers
is the demand of JOBS FOR ALL
through the THIRTY HOUR WEEK at
a full weeks pay. The plans to slash
wages and the soaring inflation must
be countered with the demandsfor big
wage increases and an  escalator
clause, To the attempts to destroy
working conditions, we must demand
union control over conditions in the
shops. If the bosses and the govern-
ment have to cut back, if they cannot
run indusiry 1o meet the needs of the
working class, We say nationalize
basic industry under workers control.

The policies of ‘‘Big Business’’ are
the policies of the government, The
fight on the basic economic demands
of wages and jobs of necessity in-
volves a confrontation with the
government, This cannot be met
through the fights of the workers in
individual shops or simply on an
economic level., The fight must be a
political confrontation. Labor must

build a powerful political weapon, a




labor party,
ests,

This is the kind of strategy that
is necessary not only for construction
workers but for the working class as

to fight for their inter-

a whole., It is within the framework
of this strategy that all the specific
demands for any particular industry
can be raised, Tt is within the con-
text of this program that a real
assault on racism can be made thro-
ugh uniting all workers and unem-
ployed around a program that welds
together their interests, which does
not counterpose the interests of one
section of the working class against
another,

Because PL has no understanding
of the crisis it has no strategy for
uniting and mobilizing ‘the class as
a2 whole in an offensive against the
attempts by the government and the
employers to make them pay for a
decaying system. 1Its program for
construction is based on false pre-
mises--~that there is no crisis, no
real threat of unemployment, It
avoids the basic confrontation on
jobs, wages, and working conditions
and in So doing perpetuates the divi-
sions between workers,

NATIONALISM

Despite all its admissions of past
errors and all its attacks on the
black nationalists, it continues to see
the struggles today through the eyes
of black nationalism. Thus instead
of seeing the conflicts in construction
as a result of the crisis and the at-
tacks on the working class, PL sees
“it as a question of a racial conflict
between a ‘‘large pool of non-union
black workers’’ and unionized white
workers, In other words they ignore
the basis for these eruptions, the
attacks on the class and the CLASS
STRUGGLE,
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PL begins not from the struggles
and interests of the class as a whole
but from the false consciousness of
the expression of this struggle and the
specific interests of the black work-
ers, It begins therefore as the
nationalists do by separating out the

situation facing the black workers
from the class struggle as a wnole

and from a classless analysis,

Basically PL has not changed its
position on black nationalism one
jota. (See the basic analysis of PL’S
position in the pamphlet by Tim
Wohlforth, ‘“New Nationalism and the
Negro Struggle). It maintains its
support to black nationalism by re-
fusing to take a clear, unequivocal
stand against it, This organization
is basically opportunist; it is spine~
less. It always wants to stand in
the middle of the road and this it
contends is ¢‘Marxism-Leninism.”’
To the question of PL’s attitude
towards the current expression of
the Negro struggle in the form of
black nationalism, it gives in its own
words ‘‘a dialectical ‘Yes and No’.”’
This is done through the formula:
“We do not deny the national aspects
of the oppression of the black people,
but we emphasize the fundamental
class basis of oppression, That is
why we say that the black liberation
movement will be pational in form
and working class in content.?’

Now we repeat dialectics is not a
middle of the road outlook between
on the one hand ‘‘yes’’ and on the
other hand ‘‘no.’’ This is eclecti-
cism and leads to taking no position
on anything,

This little formula enables PL to
keep one foot in the door of the black
nationalist movement while at the
same time not taking responsibility
for the cbvigusly reactionary charac-
ter and resulis of this movement.




In practice it maintains the very
‘‘pnational form’’ it attacks in its
continued support and demand for
black caucuses, One of the major
problems PL saw in the Pittsburgh
dispute was that the black workers
have been unable ‘‘to organize them-
selves into a black construction work-
ers’ caucus to fight for their
interests.”” This caucus must be as
national in content as it is in form
organized on the basis of the special
interests of the black workers as

“ opposed to the white workers,

DIVISIONS

While PL calls for a united union,
they seek to maintain the divisions
on the basis of black caucuses. All
of this is done to avoid the fact that
the interests of the workers whether
black and white are the same and that
what is required is the maobilization
of the working class as a whole
against thereal problem--capitalism.

PL cops out of the basic struggle
on jobs, wages, and working condi-
tions by posing the main fight as the
“‘Fight Against Racism.’’ ¢‘Fighting
racism’’ says PL, ‘‘is the key ele-
ment in the struggle,’”’ This reduces
itself to two things--one is to con-
tinue the divisions through black cau-
cuses and the other is nothing but
phrasemongering about fighting rac-
ism.

Phrasemongering aboutfighting ra-
cism becomes a substitute for PL’s
confronting the basic class struggle
and posing concretely the real solution
to eliminating racism--the fight by
the working class for socialism--and
the basis for a real fight against
racism now within the working class-
the program to unite all workers in a
common class economic and political
struggle for power. The fightagainst
racial discrimination must be con-

41

ducted within this framework.

"We can see the whole implementa-
tion of this outlook in PL’s work in
the Social Service Employees Union
in New York. At the heart of their
policies here are the same problems
which are posed in PL’s analysis of
the crisis in construction and its
program,

SSEU

PL’s role in the SSEU is of a two
prong character, First they serve
as a left cover for the bureaucracy,
supporting every single one of its
sell-outs and betrayals, The only
circumstances under which it con-
fronts the leadership is over the de-
fense of its members who have been
victimized or indefense of itsisolated
adventures in various centers. The
second prong is its activities in the
Worker-Client alliance to divert the
struggles away from the basic ques-
tions facing the workers and the poli-
tical struggle against the City and
State governments.

When supporters cf the Workers
League fought within the SSFU for
affiliation with the AFL-CIO they
were opposed by the joint force of FL
allied with the union leadership and
the black caucus. This was opposed
even after the SSEU had been totally
defeated in its strike in the summer
of 1967, largely because of its isola-
tion from the other workers in the
department in the AFL-CIO and the
rest of the labor movement. The
bureaucracy together with PL and
the Black Caucus were not concerned
with the interests of the workers but
only with preserving their privileges
and the SSEU as an arena for ‘‘left”
propaganda and recruitment. When
the W1, supporters took this fight to
the ranks in the form of a petition
drive, they were opposed by PL and




the leadership.
that the ranks wanted affiliation and
supported the WL’s drive overwhel-
mingly, the leadership and FL jumped
on the bandwagon,

When it was clear

JOB CUTS

This past winter the City announced
that the upcoming SSEU contract would
have to include the elimination of
$,0600 jobs from the Depariment,
Clearly, this represented the move-
ment by the government to desl with
the growing economic crisis by mak-
ing the working class pay through
unemployment and the attacks on the
working conditions in the shops.
These job cuts came at the sametime
of the budgst cuts affecting all City
and State services,

PL, oblivious to this crisis and the
resultant aitacks on the workers’
basic living and working conditions,
became the more virulent spokesman
for the bureaucracy’s complete ac-
ceptance of these attacks and the
elimination of 9,000 jobs, Commitiee
for a Decent Contract, supported by
the WL, was the only force in the
union that fought against these cuts.

PL’s main spokesman in the union
tiecame the hatchet man for the
bureaucracy in launching a brutal
witchhunt against the mambersof this
Committee. The Commitiee was
attacked by PL’s  opportunist for
attacking and embarrassing the lea-
dership when the Commiftee called
on the ranks at a membership meet.
ing to vote down the job cuts and for
denouncing the leadership when it
prevented the vote.

Pi, defended ths job cuts in a
leafiet on the basis that vou cannct
fight on “structural changes,’”” the
real solution lies in ‘‘revolution.”
The other veason was that the culs
would not mean lay-offs. PL ratio-
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nalized this with the conception that
welfare workers are somehow dif-
ferent than other  workers--they
“‘serve the people’”” and therefore
cannot fight job cuts, The real ques-~
tion PL said was getting more money
for the clients, This business about
welfare workers being different is
precisely the garbage the government
uses against all public employees.
What PL is saying and they say the
same thing in their construction pro-
gram is you cannot fight these job
cuts now, you cannot fight unem-
ployment, you will have to wait until
PL mystically without a struggle
brings socialism to the working class.
Sc while they were distributing leaf-
lets calling for ‘‘revolution’’ outside
the union hall, they were completely
supporting the sell-out betrayals of
the bureaucracy inside the hall,

IMPACT

The real impact of this betrayal
is now being felt by the workers
within the centers, As more workers
leave and are wnot replaced, each
worker has more and more work.
The bureaucracy in the union has
refused to do anything about the
situation. After the Delegates As-
sembly had passed a motion for a
very limited work action, this action
was called off at the next meeting
without even calling a membership
meeting. The calling off of this
action was supported by PL. One
of its members, however, conveni-
ently left the room duriag the voting.

PL has refused fo coniront notonly
the bureaucracy but the political
struggle against Lindsay and the City
by refusing to pose independent poii-
tical struggle by the {irade union
movement against Democratic and
Republican parties., PL despife all
its supposed concern for the clienis




refused to take up the political battle
necessary against the budget cuts,

WORKER-CLIENT ALLIANCE

As a substitute for this basic class
struggle on the attacks facing the
working class and for the political
fight which is required to beat back
the government’s policies, PL hides
* bebind its Worker-Client Alliance.

PL’s rationalization for this alli-
ance is that the atiacks on the workers
- stem frowm the attacks on the welfare
clients’ grants, and that the workers
should have sympathy for the clients,
The purpose of the alliance is to get
the workers cut on the picket lines of
demonstrations called by the WCA on
the basis of the clients demands for
things suchas ¢“School Clothing Now,”’
Workers demands are attached to the
demonstration,

While PL is conducting these de-
monstrations the real attacks remain
--the situation facing the workers in
the centers as a result of the job
cuts and the budget cuts being fully
implemented, These futile adven~
tures of PL’s have not solved a
thing or posed the way forward,

At the heart of the Worker-Client
Alliance is the bloc of four classes
through which the program of the
working class is subordinated to the
shortrange interests of other classes
and the real confrontation with capi-
talism avoided. The workers and
clients are seen as equal forces.
PL makes clear that the clients must
be in leadership of the Worker-Client
alliance, This alliance subordinates
the interests of the workers to the
interests of a periperpheral section
of the working class--those who are
temporarily unemployed--and the
luropen proletariat. The interests of
this section of society are determined
by their removal from the basic re-

lationship between capital and labor,
from their removal from the produc-
tive process. They are in no sense
an independent force apart from the
workers and the capitalists, Their
demands, their program &nd their
struggle do rot confrofit the basic
struggle between the working class
and capitalism. This basic struggle
is raised at the point of production,
The Worker-Client Alliance is a
cover for avoiding the real struggle
against the bureaucracy, the employ-
er, and the government, This is
combined with PL’s campaigns around
the victimization of the members of
the WCA as a result of the WCA
actions in the centers and the victi.
mization of one of its members, Doug
Weller, by the Administration.

FIGURE FLATTERY

This campaign within the SSEU is
simiiar to PL’s similar work in
Figure Flattery and is behind the
actions PL is brewing in the San
Francisco Phone Workers struggle.
These campaigns consist of isolated
adventures to get the workers to
support ‘‘communists.’”’ After a few
demonstrations or picket lines com-
bined with propaganda, the struggle
in the union is ceased. We have not
heard 2 peep about Figure Flattery
since the campaign over the firing
of militants, No doubt in a few
months PL’s struggles in the San
Francisco CWA will be over,

We say these workers muist be

defended to the fullest, However,
PI’s aim in these campaigns is
something else--they are used

as an excuse to avoid the necessary
fight in the unions. Wally Linder in
his article, ‘‘Don’t Abandon the Work~
ers’’ writes the script for these
shows, Having Communists in the
unions, Linder contends will make the
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bosses attack the communists and the

workers. ‘‘Certainly the bosses will
try anything to dislodge communists
from leadership, .. And, of course,
murder has never beenanunthinkable
last resort for bosses. ButitisJUST
SUCH A FIGHT that can force a dis-
cussion among the workers about the
value and role of the communists in
the working class.””

This PL says raises the political
consciousness of the working class

or

Progressive Labor has found iis
*‘road to revolution’’ in Stalinismand
the perspective of ‘‘socialism in one
country’’. This ‘‘theory’’ was the
cover for the rejection of the stra-
tegy laid down by the first four con-
gresses of the Comminist Interna-
tional of the international struggle
of the working class for socialist
revolution, The theory of ‘‘social-
ism in one country’’ was iranslated
in practice into the subordination of
the working class, andthe program of
the working class to take power, {o
the leadership and program of the
middie class and the bourgeoisie
through the Popular Front and the
‘‘bloc of four classes’’,

Progressive Labor today carries
out the logic of this cutlook by sub-
stituting alliances and coalitions be-
tween the working class and middle
class forces for the construction of a
revolutionary party based on the
working classand witha working class
program for polits & power., PL’s
“‘strategy’’ is to build 2 middle class
student movemsnt justified with a

Norker-Student Al

44

because the workers feel sympathy
for the victimized or evendead ‘‘com-
munist.”” This is idealist rubbish
fitting of the martyrs of the church
but not “‘communists,’* We can only
say that if the Bolshevik Party had
proceeded in such away, there would
have been no Ociober, It is clear
that - PL would rather decapitate its
leadership or its members. rather
than to wage the fight to mobilize the ~
working class in a poiitical confron-
tation with the capitalists,

working class cover. PL’s road is
a centrist road, attempting fo find
some middle ground between revolu-
tion and reform; between the working
class and the capitalist ciass,

This is what lies behind all its end-
less forms of the Worker~Student Al-
liance. With a dialectical NO we say
the WSA is neither working class in
form nor working class in content,
It repressents blocs of the working
class with the middle class on the
basis of a middle eclass reformist
program,

These alliances have gone through
various periocds of development, de-
pending on what ‘‘works’’ in any par-
tieutar area or situation, PL puts it
this way: ‘‘In the past, we haveallied
with workers by supporting strikes or
by launching pro-working class on-
campus struggles.”’ These alliances
PL sees as ‘‘temporary’’. Thelatest
form of the alliance, the ‘‘campus-
worker student alliance’’ is seen as
more permanent.,

The original use of this *‘student~
worker alliance’’ was based oo the



conception of studerits going to join the
vicket Hnes of strikesnear their cam-
pus in support of the worikers and then
to try to get workers to support stu-
dent struggles on the campuses, The
“polit‘lcal program’’ of ihis alliance
was: ‘o demand that the U.S. get
out. of Vietnam now; that no one be
drafted for Vietnam; to support the
. just struggles of each other for bet-
ter conditions on the job and on the
campus,’”’ (<‘A Program for Action-
.Workers-Student Alliance’ by Jeif
Gordon, Progressive Labor, Feb.-
March, 1966.) On this basis PL sent
eight Columbia students up to a G.E,
sirike in Schnecrady and more mem.
bers ‘of the WSA at the University of
Maryland joined the picket line at the
Curtis Brothers Furniture Co., in
Washington, 0.C.

This conception was also behind the
WSA’'s ‘‘summer work-in’? in which
students go into the factories to get
summer jobs in order to observe
‘‘the exploitation of workers’’, “The
main emphasis,”” PLsaysinthe Auge-
ugt, 1968 issue of Challenge ‘‘isnotto
organize or preach to the working
class, but to get adeeper understand-
ing of the problems workers face,

. their ideas, and their power in sirug-
gle, While doing this students will also
talk to workers about racism, the stu~

 dent movement, the war,etc.”’ PLhas

" one warning for thiswork: ‘‘Itiscrass

arrogance to suggest that students will
organize workerswhohave beenonthe

" iob often for yearsand who know much

more about it than we do.”’

The other side of this was the fight
during the San Francisco State dispute
to get the striking oil workers to sup-
port the *‘‘Third world’?  siruggle
there,

in other words the students go to
the workersas students, observe their
problems, support their sirikes and
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maybe propagandize a bit about the
war and the student struggles and
racism. The POLITICAL content on
which this alliance {s basedisclearly
the trade union consciousness (which
is bourgeois conscivusness) of the
workers and the reformist conscious-
ness of the studentst

“CILASS CONSCIOUSNESS”’

PL makes this clear when they say:
It is the aim of the revolutionary
party-the Progressive Labor Farty-
to struggle tobuild working class con-
sciousness among the vast majority
of the students.”’ ‘‘Class conscious-
ness’’ PLdefinesas the understanding
by workers ¢ that all bosses are the
same and are the enemy of the work-
ers. A class conscious worker also
understands that it is only through the
unity of all workers that workers can
win a decent life for themselves,”’

What PL describes here is trade
union consciousness or the under-
standing by the working class of the
need to struggle to better its condi-
tions within the confines of capitalism.

The Worker-Student Alliance here
is a bloc with the working classonthe
basis of trade union or reformist con-
sciousness, The struggle for the
working class o go beyond trade
union consciousness is subordinated
to this bloc. The purpose of itis to
maintain the working class atitspre-
sent level of struggle, to prevent the
working classf{rom gaining what Lenin
termed ‘‘class consciousness’’, the
understanding of the need to struggle
for power,

There cannct be any other con-
tent to this ‘ralliance’’, Students as
students represent the middle class.
To contend that students can somehow
gain ‘‘class conscicusness’’ by rubs
bing shoulders with the workers, by
observing them being exploited and




feeling sympathy for them is middle

class idealist rubbish, This repre-~
sents , as PL put it, ‘‘crass arro-
gance’’, it means that the role of
students is to pander to thefalse con-
sciousness of the working class,

The only way for students to become
“pro-working class’’ is by subordin-
ating themselves to the leader ship and
program of the working class BY
JOINING THE REVOLUTIONARY
PARTY. They become ‘‘pro-working
class’’ not by being students but by
being members of the party, by fight-
ing for the program of the party, by
building the party.

The youth have a vital role to play
in the building of the revolutionary
movement, Within the revolutionary
party students can make important
contributions to the development of
theory, the penetration of the working
class and the training of a Marxist
leadership within the working class.
However, these contributions are
made not on the basis of being a stu-
dent but on the basis of being a mem-
ber of the party of the working class,
and carrying out the tasks of the par-

ty wherever he is,
On the campuses the major task is

to build a Marxist cadre primarily
through the fight against the revision-
ist tendencies, The middle class ten-
dencies which breed on the campuses
find their way into the working class,
The revolutionary party cannot be
built without a bitter struggle on the
campuses as well as in the working
class against revisionism, against
Sialinism and reformism,

Through the Worker~Student Al-
liance, PL seeks to subordinate the
revolutionary party, the real leader-
ship of the working class, to the stu-
dents and to the spontaneous struggles
of the working class. It blatantly be-
littles the role of the party whose
task it is to develop socialist con-
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sciousness in the working class, This
consciousness cannot be developed by
the students, by the workers in their
struggles, or a bloc of the two. It
can only be brought, as Lenin put it,
““from without’’, from the revolution-
ary party.

STUDENT POWER

The most recent form of this ar-
rangment is the campus worker-stu-
dentalliance. Aceording to thisformu.
lation the students support the campus -
workers’ trade union struggles. This
we might add is a degeneration in a

sense of thefirst formulationinthatit
enables the students to pretend they

are fighting for the working class by
never leaving the campus. This al-
liance is nothing more, absolutely
nothing more than the attempt by PL
to give its stirictly student power
struggle on the campus a working
class cover,

In the third form the ‘‘worker”
part of this formula is filled with
struggles which are supposedly “‘pro-
working class’’ and which the students
fight for on the campus. Thisincludes
support to black nationalist struggles
on the campus, such as PL.WSA sup-
port to the ““Third World’’ students’
demands at San Francisco State last
winter. This was all justified on the
basis of ‘‘fighting racism’’. FL held
that by supporting black nationalism
the students were supporting the
working class. It used the sarme kind
of rationalization during the Columbia
struggles in which FPL sought to per-
petrate the conception that the strict-
ly student struggles were working
class because they raised demands
against the expansion of Columbia into
the ghettos. against the eviction of
local residents.,

More recently this conception has
been the basis for PL'g very unprin-



cipled alliance with the Peace and
Freedom Party in Cambridge, Mass.
Peace and Freedom by the widest
stretch of the imagination is not a
working class party. It is a middle
class reformist formation, PL, the
WSA and P&F have been engaged in
a “‘Rent Control Referendum Drive.”’
The August, 1889 Challenge poses it
this way: ‘‘A fight is shaping up be-
tween the working people and stu-
dents of Cambridge, Mass. and the
U.S. ruling class,’”’ Thisis supposed-
ly the implementation of PL's WSA
program: ‘‘Less Talk, More Action,
Fight Racism.”

PROTEST POLITICS

What PL contends are ‘‘pro-work-
ing class’’ struggles are nothing but
middie class reformist protest poli-
tics based not on the working class
but the ‘‘people’’ and the ‘‘commun-
ity’’. These terms are used to hide
Pl’s rejection of the revolutionary
role of the working class and its
substitution of a popular front or
bloe of various ‘‘revolutionary for-
ces’’, The working class is seen
only as something to help the other
struggles along--the students, the
blacks, the ““community’’.

The “‘community’’ fight, the clients
fight, the fight against racism, all
become substitutes for the political
struggle for power by the working
class under the leadership of the
revolutionary party.

PL attempts to fight what it calls
‘‘economism’’ and to raise ‘‘poli-
tical consciousness’’ with something
far below the level of ‘‘economism’’
or trade union struggles - that is
middle class reformist politics. This
is the way Walter Linder puts,it in
the November, 1969 issue of PL:
“Communists must bring socialist
ideolcgy to the working class. To do
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this they must discuss issues that go
far beyond the bounds of the tirade
union structure: solidarity with work.
ers in other counfries {proletarian
internationalism); the need toally with
students and revolutionary intellec.-
tuals; the need to struggle on fronis
other than  factory--committees,
schools, on guestions of iaxes, ser
vices, and all the other areasinwhich
the bosses exploit the working class
and ultimately the need for the dic-
tatorship of the proletariat.’”’

LIQUIDATIONIST

The point PL completely misses
is that the basic confrontation betwesn
labor and capital is what raises the
need for the dictatorship of the proi-
etariat. This is the heart of ‘‘soc-
ialist ideology’’. While the working
class shares with other sections of
society the evils of capitalism such’
as bad housing, schools, hospitals,
racial discrimination, high taxes,
etc,, the source of these problemslies
in the contradiction between capital
and labor and can only be solved
through the siruggle of the working
class against capitalism. The basis
of this struggle lies in the faciories
where the working class is organized
together and is pitted directly ina
class battle.

It is the CLASS STRUGGLE and the
party leadership of that struggle PL
seeks to avoid by substituting the stu-
dents ‘‘pro-working class’’ confron-
tations on -the campuses and in the
communities, by its refusal to fight
in the unions for a program to unite
the class in the fight against the em-
ployers and the government. It sub-
stitutes  ‘‘long range’’ propaganda
about the ‘‘dictatorship of the prole-
tariat’”” and ‘‘mass struggle’’ and
‘“mass action’”” for an independent
political struggle by the working class




on the basis of a working class pro-
gram which can unite behind it ali
other sections of society to destroy
capitalism.

Fi1’s pclitics are liquidationist
through and through, they are a mo-
dern version of Bersteinism, Thr-
ough the coliection of economic strug-~
-giles on immediate demands and pro-
pagandism, the ‘‘people’’ will even-
tually come to socialism. PL in this
way reduces the struggle below the
political level at 3 timne when capital-
ism and the state mustbe opposed and
overthrown precisely by the workers

On

Revolutionary theory and strategy
cannot be developad or built outside
the Marxist movement. There is no
third ideology. The continuity with
Marx and Engels, with Lenin and the
Bolshevik Party and with the first
five years of the Communist Inter-
national is contained only within the
Trotskyist movement in the program
and practice of the International Com-
mittee of the Fourth International.
Marxist theory and revolutionary
strategy was destroyed within the
Comintern by Stalin, Sfalinism rests
today like a bloody axe over the work~
ing class in the perspective of the
Stalinist parties, in the perspective
of Maoism and all itsidealisthangers-
on within the student movement, PL
stands four square on this outlook.

In fact PL’s ‘‘strategy andtactics’
have absolutely nothing to do with
‘‘Marxism-Leninism’’, PI, has re~
jected the only theoretical and prac-
tical basis on which the revolutionary
party can be built, Its middle of the
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Serving Be
to the the People

politically organized behind the revoi-
uticnury party. It is only this poli-
tical struggle 1led by the revolution-
ary party which can unite behind it
other sections of society for the sol-
ution tc all the prcbiems under capi-
talism.

Behind the worker-student, worker ~
student-teacher, doctor-patient-wor-
ker, worker-client, campus worker-
student, ad absurdum alliances lies
PlL’s rejection of the role of the RE~
VOLUTIONARY PARTY, This is the
key behind all its “‘strategy and tac-

detrayals

road, on the one hand and on the oth-
er, is a rejection of the basic pre-
mises of Marxism--dialectical mat-
erialism,

PL has nothing but contempt for
revolutionary theory. 1t is in fact
training a whole generation of youth
steeled in anti-theory conceptions,
This is expressed in their slogans
for the WSA - ““Less talk, more act-
ion, fight racism’’. Bobby Seale at
the Panther convention expressed
this same aititude very clearly when
he remarked that the ‘“movement’’
should nect have any more of this
‘¢ ideclogical jive’’,

A revolutionary party cannot be
built  without revolutionary theory.
The practice of the working classpar-
ty in every sphere of work must be
guided by this theory.

‘‘Socialism in one country’’ marked
the break with Marxism. Stalinism
meant a brezk with dialectical mat-
erialism and the substitution of op-
portunism 2 empiricism in order

o



to defend thr aterests and privileges
of the ruling bureaucracy in the So-
viet Union.

It is upon these traditions that FL
seeks to build a movement. Here is
how Milt Rosen, Chairman of Pro-
gressive Labor Party, describes the
method in ¢‘Build A Base In The Work-
ing Class’’: ¢‘The correct line is
very hard to achieve. Errors are
bound to occur, The work must be
evaluated continuously to achieve the
right mix, To use an unscientific
term, you need common sense,’’
Unscientific indeed!

HOMESPUN

This homespun ¢‘theory’’ of Mr.
Rosen’s isnothing but Americanprag-
matism, or basing practice on *‘what
works’’. Common sense Or prag-
matism stand to Marxism and dia-
lectical materialism as capitalism
stands to the working class, Common
sense is the philosophy of the Henry
Fords; its predominance in the work-
ing class has tied the working class
in the U.S, to capitalism.

According to Rosen, the party de-
velops theory by throwing in all sorts
of ideas obtained from the ¢‘people’’,
mixing them up in a big pot, and
then running them up the flagpole
to see how they work. ‘‘All these
differences of opinion,’’ says Rosen
“‘reflect the various trends among
the people. These differences don’t
fall out of the sky.... That’s why you
need the collective: to throw all
these ideas into the hopper. The col-
lective sorts it out and puts it to-
gether, and tries to make a scien-
tific plan based on the various ex-
periences that we all have had.”

This soup is served up in com-
bination with various ‘‘truisms’’ such
as the <‘dictatorship of the prole-
tariat’’. This method has absolutely
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nothing to do with Marxism, and ab-
solutely nothing to do with science,
You can no more build a revclutionary
party than a surgeon could perform
open heart surgery on this basis.
Marxism is not a dogma, a set of
siogans: it is a living science, a
method. Marxism cannot be learned
by Milt Rosen or Walter Linder
probing their experience or rubbing
shoulders with the ‘‘people’’. This
is the method of pragmatism, ‘‘what
works for me’’ and subjective ideal-
ism, turning into yourself for the
answer, Marxism 1is not intuition.

OBJECTIVE

Marxism is an objective science,
based not on the experiences of this
or that individual, but on an analysis
of the real, material world, probing
beneath the surface of events to the.
underlying processes, Armed with
theory, the revolutionary party is able
to intervene within the class struggle
to change the existing reality. Itis
in this process that theory is dev-
eloped. It is through the struggle,
the unity, the interpenetration of op-
posites that the process is taken to
a higher level.

For PL, theory is reduced to slo-
gans, and practice to the experience
of various individuals which is put
into a “‘hopper’’. The role of the
party or ‘‘collective’’ is to do the
mixing.

it is no wonder that PI, has made
s0 many mistakes! Tt is no wonder
why with all its efforts, it is unable
to change the consciousness of the
working class, to take the struggle
to a higher level. 1t is this method
which lies behind its adaptation tc
the trade union bureaucracy, the black
nationalists and the students. It isno
wonder that PL has been wrong about
every major question since its ori-




gins, including
which the organization
Stalinism,

the premises upon
is based--

SELF¥ CRITICISM

F1. seeks to cover its mistakes with
the method of subjective idealism in
the form of ‘‘self-criticism’’. This
becomes the blanket excuse for all
of PL’s errors, Needless to say
they can no sooner ‘‘correct’’ their
mistakes on the basis of this method
than they can develop a correct pro-
gram, ‘‘Self-criticism’’ bases it-
self on the conception that if you
look inside yourself, you will find
the truth. The logic of this is the
mess we recently saw at Woodstock,

This ¢‘self-criticism’’ is the epit-
ome of middle class arrogance. These
people in PL stand outside the class
struggle and history, and breast beat
about the mistakes that have cost the
working class in blood, in lives, and
in leaders, PL can very well sit
back and apologize for Stalin and its
mistakes about Stalin~ but the working
class paid for those <‘mistakes?’.

Are we going to hear from PL a
few years fromnow: ¢“We were wrong,
we admit we were confused, unem-
ployment is a problem and a danger,
We apologize to the millions who are
now suffering.”’?

Thw working class does not need
enemies like the trade union leaders
when it has ‘“friends of the people’”’
like Progressive Labor. What PL
says is that it makes no difference
if the working class is defeated under
its leadership aslongasitapclogizes.

PL has rejected the centrai task -
to build a disciplined democratic cen-
tralist party based on the working
class, built within the working class
and capable of ieading the working
class to power,

It substitutes a personal clique
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for a combat party.

It substitutes pragmatism for Mar-
xist theory. Instead of building a
party within the working class on the
basis of a POLITICAL program to
raise the consciousness of the work-
ers in struggle, it proposes to build
an organization outside of the work-
ing class, standing apart from it
and based on personal ties with in-
dividual workers,

PERSONAL

Rosen puts it this way: ‘‘Develop-
ing personal-political ties with our
fellow workers is one of the MOST
POLITICAL THINGS WE CAN DO.”
{Rosen’s emphasis) He adds ‘‘of
course’’~-‘‘along with the raising of
our line.”” The point is PL has no
program for the victory of the work-
ing class, no program to raise the
political consciousness of the work-
ing class. Instead of developing a
Marxist cadre to fight within the
working class for a political pro-
gram, PIL advocates developing a
corps of Salvation Army troops who
go out to ‘‘serve the people’’,

PL. does not bepin at all with an
objective analysis of the crisis and
the situation facing the working class.
It does not begin with the objective
needs of the working class or a pro-
gram for state power. This is how
they can produce a whole pamphlet
entitled ‘‘Build A Base In The Work-
ing Class’’ without discussing the
crisis of capitalism and the program
necessary to lead the working class
to power.

Rosen says in thistreatise: “While
I hava been greatly encouraged by the
growth of PLP, it still doesn’t sus-
tain me, yvet, as much as other ex-
periences in my life....1 have seen
all sorts of people ‘come through’
for me and others under ali sorts



of difficult circumstances,...I really
believe, in my bones, that the workers
and students will eventually ‘come
through’.’”’ We say unequivocally that
you cannot build a party on the basis
of how it satisfies personally this or
that leader or upon the BELIEF
‘“in your bones’’ that the workers and
students will ‘‘come through’’,

All of PL’s alliances and coalitions
~ are an excuse to avoid the difficult
task of penetrating the working class
and building a party. These forma-
- tions are substitutes for the party in
order to advance not the interests of
the working class but the opportunist
interests of Progressive Labor,

The best service PL could do for
‘‘the people’’ is to carry out thelogic
of its ¢‘self-criticism’’ by eriticizing
itself out of existence and putting an
end to the ‘‘mistakes’’ which canonly
lead the working class to disaster.

The crisis today within the working
class is a crisis of leadership, The
objective prerequisites for socialism
have existed now for many decades.
The leadership for the coming revolu-
tionary struggles can only come from
the Trotskyist movement. This move-
ment has been built in the bitter stug-
gle against the betrayals of Stalinism.
It alone represents the continuation
and development of Marxismni.

This leadership requires the cons-~
truction of a revolutionary party based
on the working class and constructed
within the working class by a cadre
trained in Marxist theory and steeled
in struggle. It is not simply a ques-
tion of immersing itself or {ts mem-
bers in the workers movement, but
the party fighting within the working
class to raise the politieal conscious-
ness of the class through a program
which poses the question of power
within the concrete developments of
the class struggle, a transitional
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program, This means not just pre-
senting correct ideas and communist
truisms to the working class but inter-
vening on the basis of revolutionary
theory to change the class struggle,
It is only through this struggle that a
party can be built, can develop theory
and advance the working class on the
road to state power.

We are not talking of a small pro-
paganda group which ‘‘servesthe peo-
ple’” but a mass party of the working
class that is capable of overthrowing
capitalism. This party cannot be
puilt outside of aninternational move-
ment and a common international
strategy.

LENIN AND TROTSKY

This is the era of Lenin and Trot-
sky, the era of the Leninist Inter-
national and the Transitional Pro-
gram, Trotskyism for many years
was forced to live in isolation as a
result of the defeat of the working
class internationally at the hands of
Stalinism, But we are living in a
different period, in the period of the
rising offensive of an undefeated
working class internationally. Trot-
skyism is the program not of defeat
and betrayals but the program for the
victorious struggle of the working
class,

It is this understanding and this
struggle which has laid the basis for
the launching of the first Trotskyist
daily paper in the world by the Social-
ist-Labour Leagué, the British section
of the International Committee of the
Fourth International, and thelaunch-
ing of the weekly Bulletin by the Work-
ers League.

This powerful weapon of the revolu-
tionary party is dedicated to the un-
ceasing struggleagainstall thosepre-
tenders and betrayers of the working
class such as Progressive Labor,




The revolutionary party will be built
by smashing these false leaders. Pro-
gressive Labor isgoing tofind it more
and more difficult to get away with
their ‘‘mistakes’’ whether it i8 in the
unions or on the campuses.

The Workers League says that
socialism is not a ““long range’’ solu-~

LL

WE ARE REPRINTING here
three documents from the in-
ternal struggle within Progres-
sive Labor Party. The first
two documents by ‘‘Comrade
X’? and Mort Scheer were cont-
ained in an internal discussion
bulletin published by PL in Nov-
ember, 1969.

This discussion was initiated
in a PL National Committee
report in which the leadership
revealed that they had ‘‘come
to a disagreement with the Chin-~
ese over one important aspect
of revolutionary strategy—the
universal significance of the
so-called new democracy, and
whether nationalism can be re-
volutionary.”’

While PL was to maintain its uncriti-
cal approach towards China, the-discus-
sion was opened by the leadership in
order to arrive at a line. As Milt
Rosen put_s it in the introduction to the
discussion bulletin: “‘Hopefully, by the
end of the discussion everyone’s parti-
cipat@on sh.ould help the leadership arrive
at thé best possible position on the deve-
lopment and the future of our party and
the international communist movement,’’
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tion but is on the agenda for today. The
only alternative tofascism and the de-
feat of the working class is the vic-
torious socialist revolution. The road
to revolution is the road of Trotsky-
tsm, This is the road of the Workers
League in political solidarity with the
International Committee of the Fourth
Interhational.. '

Suppressed
Discussion of Trotsky

in other words by throwing everyone’s
ideas into ‘‘the hopper’’ the PL leadership
hoped to come up with a strategy.

What was inevitable, and what Rosen
did not foresee, was that there could be
no discussion of ‘‘revolutionary strategy”’
without confronting the central historical
quesfion facing the international working
class-~the question of Trotskyism versus
Stalinism.

This is the importance of Comrade
X’s document, which correctly points out
that clarity cannot be achieved on the
guestion of nationalism and the popular
front without setting the record straight
on Trotsky. Dut it is precisely this
clarity the teadership of PL cannotafford.
The question of Trotskyism is the one
question that does not fit into the ‘‘hop-
per’!. It is this question that PL has
refused to confront from its original split
with tne Communist Party. And it is this
question that today is ripping atthe seams
of PL.

STRAIGHT

It is significant that the Only article
which is answered in the internal bulletin
is the article by Comrade X and that the
answer by Mort Scheer is put in the
bulietin before Comrade X’s. Scheer sets
the record straight for the ranks who have
tried to get at the roots of revisionism--
in PL &talin and Stalinism are to be
maintained at any cost.

Scheer’s reply is a collection of all the
slanders, lies, and distortions straight out



of the books of the Communist Party.
1t is almost word for word a copy of Hyman
Lumer’s recent article in Political Affairs
(Sept.-Oct., 1969) ‘50 Years of the Com-
munist Party USA 1919-1969.”” These
same distortions have been dealt with in
the current series in the Bullétin by Fred
Mueller ‘‘Stalinism and Trotskyism inthe
USA.”

SUPPORT

it is not just that Scheer gothistraining
in the American Communist Party but PL
has never broken from the CP and stands
only as a left axpression of that party.
While today it attacks theliberalsandtalks
about the ‘‘dictatorshipof the proletariat’’,
its ‘‘alliances’’ and ‘‘coalitions’” basedon
a reformist program, its refusal to pose
the break of the American working class
from the capitalist parties amount to one
thing and one thing only--‘‘political sup-
port’”” to capitalism and the capitalist
class.

Scheer raises one question which re-
veals the central weakness of Comrade
X’s document: If Trotsky had ‘‘a correct
Marxist-Leninist line’’ how could he have
piayed ‘‘a generally counterrevolutionary
role?’’ Comrade X opens himself to this
because of the way in which he approaches
Trotsky. Comrade X attempts to separate
out Trotsky and his correct analysis of
Stalin’s betrayalsin Germany, France, and
Spain as weil as within the Soviet Union
from Trotskyism andthe Trotskyist move-
ment, Trotsky’s analysis is absiracted
from his struggle to construct a new
leadership for the international working
class, the founding of the Fourth Interna-
tional and its program.

~You can no more separate out Stalin
and his ‘‘mistakes’’ from Stalinism and
its historicai role than you can separate
out Trotsky’s correct analysis from the
role of the Trotskyist movement. Trot-
sky at each point saw the development
of theory and his struggle against Stalin-
ism as central to the comstruction of a
party. The theoretical gains made by
Trotsky became the basis and armaments
for the working class in the building of an
international party capable of leading the
working class to power.

The separation of theory and practice
poses the greatestdifficulties for Comrade
X who actually has to admit that ‘‘even

this aspect (Trotsky’s ‘‘counterrevolu-
tionary role’’) of Trotsky’s history should
be tempered, now in light of the role that
the Communist Parties of this period
played then and play today.”” ComradeX’s
separation of theory from the party based
on that theory leads him to further pro-
blems in confronting China and PL. He
contends - that Mao ‘‘resurrected’”’ Lenin
and Trotsky’s fight for internationalism
and that Trotsky’s theory of the perman-
ent revolution “‘is the embryonic form of
the PIL theory of nationalism and the
Mao Tse Tung theory of revolution under
the dictatorship of the proletariat.”” But
Comrade X then canfiot explain why the
Chinese today base themselves on the
perspective of ‘‘socialism in one country”’
and ‘‘still have a petty bourgeois line on
international revolutlon.

While Mao broke emmncally w1th Stalin
in 1939, he never broke from Stalinism
and built a leadership based on the pre-
servation of the bureaucracy’s privileges
and the subordination of the international
working class to ‘‘building socialism in
one country.” Unlike Lenin and Trot-
sky who fought throughout their lives to
construct an International based on the
victory of the working class in every
‘country, Mao has substituted for the con-
struction of an international party, all-
iances with bourgeois nationalists such as
Sukarno and in Pakistan.

LOGIC

The logic of Comrade X’s method is re-
flected in the role and contribution of
Arne Swabeck to the discussion bulletin.
Swabeck was one of the founders of the
American Communist Party and the Trot-
skyist movement in the U.S. He played
a leading role in the Trotskyist move-
ment in the 1930°s when it led the work-
ing class against the policies of the Com-
munist Party. When Swabeck was ex-
pelled from the Socialist Workers Party,
which had long since rejected Trotsky-
ism, he turned not to the Trotskyist move-
ment in the International Committee of the
Fourth International but to PL. Swabeck
turned to PL because he did not probe
the roots of the degeneration of the SWP
and its adaptation to Stalinism.

Today Swabeck, a renegade from Trot-
skyism, becomes the henchman for Sta-
linism. At 2 time when whole sections
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af
“New Democracy’’ and its relationship

PL are raising questions about the

to the popular {front, at a time when
Trotskyism is being raised within PL,
Swabeck becomes the greatest defender
of Stalinism. His artiele, while attacking
the popular front and the role of the
American Communist Party, defends un-
critically the ‘““New Democracy’’ and does
not even mention Trotsky. Essentially
Swabeck becomes Scheer’s real back up
man and stands with the PL leadership
against those who are seeking to get at
the roots of revisionism. This is but
cne more example of how revisionism in
the Trotskyist movement bolsters Sta-
linism.

NO COMPROMISE

The point is there can be no compro-
mise between Stalinism and Trotskyism.
While Comrade X sees that PL has
eclectically picked bits and pieces from
Trotsky’s analysis, the foundations of PL
and its program today are based on
Stalinism. This is made apundantly clear
by Mr. Scheer.

Facing up to the questions of Trotsky-
ism and Stalinism would destroy the whole
basis for Progressive Labor’s existence,
just as Trotsky’s whole struggle against
Stalin posed the destruction of the bureau-
¢racy in the workers state. Just as
Stalin had to liguidate Trotsky and the
entire Bolshevik party to carry through
his counterrevolutionary policies, so has
Pi. had to crush all opposition within PL,
epposition which poses the question of
Trotskyism.

EXPELLED

This is the meaning of the third docu-
ment which we print here. Thisdocument
was submitted by Juan and Helena Farinas
in PL as an answer to Mort Scheer and
as a contribution to the internal discussion.
Only a few days after this document was
submitted a vicious slander campaign was
opened up inside PL by the leadership
against these two comrades. Within a
few short weeks these comrades had been
expelled. In a leiter to the ranks of PL
these two comrades described their work
in the party:

“Both of us came close to the party
through the Vietnam Referendum Cam-
paign in the summer of 1967. After that

we began to work on the paper, helping
the former editor, Ramon Rodriguez, in
the lay-out and paste~-up. Around the fall
of 1967 we were asked to become candi-
date members and joined the specially
formed club in Spanish Harlem, where
we moved. In November 1968, Rodriguez
abandoned the paper and the party, leav-
ing for Puerto Rico. Thus the responsi-
bility for Desafio fell on our shoulders.
The December 1968, issue was the first
to come out under our responsibility.
In addition to that both of us worked in the
garment center and belonged to the gar-
ment center club. About five months ago
Juan went to work in Columbia University,
to work with the WSA, and was trans-
ferred to the so-called Intellectuals club,
to discuss his differences. Helena then
took over the main responsibility of the
paper. Up to the time of our removal
from the paper -and expulsion we have
been doing this work. We feel that over-
all we have done good work for the party
to the best of our abilities. During these
last two and a half years we were never
negatively criticized. On the contrary,
we were always told that the paper had
improved tremendously both in content
and in form. We do not claim to have
been ‘“100% pure Bolsheviks’’ or that
there is no room for improvement in our
work, but neither were we sucking our
thumbs o1 collecting cucumbers during
this time.”’

Despite Milt Rosen’s statement in the
introduction of the discussion bulletin that
‘‘No one should feel constricted from
airing their point of view’’ and despite
the fact that it was the leadership itself
which had opened up discussion on ‘‘New
Democracy’’ and the People’s Front, dis-~
ciplinary actions were taken againstthese
two comrades. First they were removed
from responsibility from the paper. On
March 5th they were informed that the
Steering Committee of the Party had de~
cided to expel them on the grounds that
they held ““Trotskyite’’ positions. They
were denied even the basic rightofappeal.
After their expulsion they fought to stay
in the party and appealed to the rank and
file for support. In their appeal they ex-
plained the real basis for their expulsion:
_ “In our opinion this action of the party’s
leadership fully confirms what is said
in Juan’s document. This action proves
that the 'party’s leadership, despite its
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feeble ‘criticisms’ of Stalin and its strug-
gle against the revisicnism of the Com-
munist Party, has fully inherited that
party’s methods of dealing with internal
political differences: organizaticnal man-
euvers and expulsions instead of prinei-
pled political struggle, Stalinism instead
of Leninism.”’

It is no aceident thatthis struggle within
PL should come to the fore today. As
the working class comes forwardinterna-
tionally and the central question of leader-
ship is posed, all of the lessons of the
struggle between Stalinism and Trotsky-
ism are raised. It is Trotskyism which
© bases itself on a strategy for the victory
of the working class against all the be-
trayals and defeats of Stalinism.

This is why today to secure their
stranglehoid on the working class and the
youth, the Stalinists must resort to the
o0ld slanders against Trotsky and to the
methods of the Moscow Trials. This is
the meaning not oniv of the expulsions of
Juan and Helena Farinas from PL but the
cowardly, hooligan attacks by a gang of
SDS and PL members on a member of the
Young Socialist Alliance in Boston.

But all of the expulsions and hooligan
tactics cannot prevent the youth of today
from seeking out the real history of the
Marxist movement, the lessons of Trot-
sky’s struggle with Stalin, and the conti-
nuity of Lenin’s struggie in Trotskyism.
It is here the youth will find the strategy
for the struggles of today.

Comrade X on Trotsky

IN RELATION TO the current
issue of PL Magazine there
are several points T would like
to make. 1 will make them in
a form capable of being publish-
ed as a letter to the editor
if you wish.

The current issue of PL Mag-
azine, though putting forth a
correct position concerning the
burning issues confronting re-
volutionaries today, is so hope-
lessly sectarian that it can be
of use only to those whoalready
agree with its basic premises.
Every article is theoretical.
Most are highly polemical.
There is not a single article
on concrete organizing activi-
ties discussed in a positive
way.

In particular the article on the Panther
convention is nothing more than rhetorie
and name calling without any concrete
analysis. No one who did not alyeady
know all the facts cculd possibiy form
any argeable opinion of the CP-Panther
alliance by reading ihis article. Such
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articles are worthless. Even the arg-
ument that people are not supposed to
be reading such an articie isolated from
someone who is working with them poli-
tically and who can go inte the details
with them is invalid here because this
kind of name calling without any resort
tc real analysis only turns ‘‘center”
pecple ofi.

The other articles aren’t bad but in
the absence vf any positive, constructive
base-buiiding articles, a reader would get
the impression that PL is just a bunch of
theoretical gadflies whom no one can
satisfy.

There is a further point of fact that
should be clarified regarding the article
on nationalism. An error is perpetuated
in this article regarding Trotsky’s views
which at this date in history is no longer
excusable. At a time when PL’s criti-
cisms of the Communist International
under Stalin’s domination differ in no
way frem the criticisms Trotsky was
making ali along; at a time when Trot-
sky’s analysis eof, and struggle against
pureauncracy in the fledgling socialist
state 1s receiving vindication in the coun-
ter-revelution following Stalin’s rule and
in the culiural revolution in China; at a
time when Trotsky's struggle against
nationalism is being confirmed in the
views of PL on nationalism; the record
should be sef straight. Not just for the




sake of accucacy but because a correct
understanding of the history of this period
is essential.

It has beer difficult to evaluate ideas
objectively before this time, both because
of the incredible rewriting of history that
tock place under Stalin and because of
the generally counter-revolutionary role
that Trotsky and his followers played
following their defeat in the Communist
international. However, our judgment
of even this aspect of Trotsky’s history
should be tempered, now, in light of the
role that the Communist Parties of this
period played then and play today. For
it could be cogently argued that had the
Parties followed the correct line in that
period the victory of fascism in Spain
and of Hitler in Germany might have
been prevented. This is net just Monday
morning quarterbacking for Trotsky’'s
prescriptions for the Parties were stated
ai the time and, as mentioned above, his
advice (see The Only Road For Germany
1932) is essentizlly similar to the con-
ciusions that PL has come to in its
allusions to that period, the so-called
““Third Period”’ of the Communist In-
ternational characterized by dual unionism
in the USA, the defeat of the Chinese in
the last encirclement (leading to the
Great March} the refusal of the German
CP to form a united froat with the social
damocrats, ete. We shall return to this

int later.

{n the articleonnationalism, Mr. Scheer
notes “The Year 1917 by Trotsky. When
Trotsky's articles on the Revolution were
publishied by the Communist International
aad translated by Louis Fraina in the US,
T.enin personally wrote ‘“‘The American
Comrade was wholly right in publishing
a big volume containing a series of
articles by Trotsky and me and thus
giving a handbook of the history of the
Russian Revolution.”” This quotation is
important because one of the devices
that Stalin used tc obscure what the policy
of socialism in one couniry meant was
tc rewrite history so that it seemed as
if Lenin, too, believed in this petty bour-
geois “‘ideal’’.

Mr. Scheer then guotes from Lenin,
supposedly in support of Stalin, from the
article published in 1915 *“*The United
States of Eurepe Slogan’’. Needless to
say, 1f one does not know the context of
the article, neor the use of the term,
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socialism, by Lenin, one can decide what~
ever he likes about what Lenin was saying.
Lenin was not talking about a ‘‘finished
socialist society, threatened only by out-
side intervention’’, which is what Stalin
claimed could be done, but about the
dictatorship of the proletariat being a-
chieved in a separate country. In 1915
the debate was not over whether a fin-
ished socialist' economy could be built
in one country; no one, even Stalin, would
have argued that. (Stalin, in fact, didn’t
even argue that in the first edition of °
Foundations Of Leninism in 1924, It was
only in the second edition, several months
later that he rediscovered ‘‘Leninism’’.)

LENIN

Lenin’s views on this auestion in 1915
were well-known as are hisviews up to
the day of his death. ‘‘The task of the
proletariat™, wrote ILenin in 1915, “‘is
{o carry through to the end the bourgeois-
democratic revolution in Russia, in order
to kindle the socialist revolution in Eu-
rope. This second task has now come
extremely near to the first but it re-~
mains nevertheless a special and second
task, for it is a question of different
classes co-operating with the proletariat
in Russia, For the first task the colla-
borator is the petty-bourgecis peasantry
of Russia, for the second the proletariat
of other countries.””

The second point we must elucidate is
what in those days was meant, in general,
when discussing ‘‘secialism’. ‘‘Secia-
lism is the organization of a planned
dnd harmonious social production for the
satisfaction of human wants. Collective
ownership of the means ¢f production and
the dictatorship of the proletariat is not
vet socialism but only its pelitical pre-
rhise. The problem of a secialist society
cannot be abstracted from the problem
of the productive forces, which at the
present stage of human development are
worldwide in their very essence. The
separate state, having become too nar-
row for capitalism, is so much the less
capable of become the arena of a finished
socialist society.”’ This is the way Troti-
sky put it and it was in complete accord
with the thinking of the entire Bolshevik
leadership when Trotsky was Lenin’s
closest collaborator; that is from 1917
to the time of Lenin’s death.

In fact, in an attack on those who said



that the Bolsheviks shouldn’t have séized
state power because of the lack of cor-
respondence. between the political and
economic prerequisites of socialism,
Lenin wrote: ‘It would be an irreparable
mistake to declare that once the lack of
correspondence between our political and
economic forces is recognized, it ‘follows’
that we should nothave seized state power.
Only people in a glass cage reason that
way, forgetting that there will never be a
‘correspondence’, that there cannot be,
" either in the evolution of nature or in the
evolution of society, that only by way of a
series of attempts--each one of which
. taken separately will be one-sided, will
suffer from a certain lack of correspon-
dence-~-can complete socialism be created
out of the revolutionary co-operation of
the proletarians of all countries.’’

. Mr. Scheer finally quotes Stalin as say-
ing ‘“The question of completely building
socialism in the USSR isone ofovercoming
our own national bourgeoisie, the question
of the final victory of socialism is one of
overcoming the world bourgeoisie.”’ lsn’t
it obvious to all, especially now after Mao
has resurrected (unconsciocusly) Lenin’s
and Trotsky’s theories of the inevitable
continuation of the class struggle in socia~
list society, isn’t it obvious that this
statement of Stalin’s is a perversion of
the entire concept of internationalism
derived by Marx from the objective deve-
lopment of the relations of production up
to this time. This artificial and mechani-
cal distinction between our bourgeoisie
and the world bourgeoisie is precisely a
form of petty bourgeois nationalism. It
is simply the other side of the coin from
thoge who argue that “‘we can defeat the
world bourgeoisie using our bourgeoisie.’’
Isn’t it to be expected that one who
believes that one can ‘“‘completely build
socialism in the USSR’ would turn the
Communist International into an agency
for the defense of the USSR even if that
meant halting revolution or uniting with
the bourgeoisie after 1935, or going it alone
before. (Even though the former policy,
i.e. the Third Period Policy, appears
radical in form (red irade unions, etc.)
it is really petty bourgeois adventurism
in essence. And sirnilarly, the United
Front reflected opportunism.)

Those international policies of the Sta-
linist bureaucracy, which by this timehad
eliminated all of the ‘“‘old Bolsheviks'’,
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that is the Leninists, was mirrored by its
flip flop policy domestically, Until 1928,
in an alliance with Bukharin, Stalin denied
the real danger of the Nepmen, bureau-
crats, and class stratification in the
countryside. During this period Trotsky
published the Mew Course (1923) which
‘could have beeni il;sed by Mao as a handbook
for the cultural revolution. He advocated
planned industrialization with a growth
rate of 20%, ridiculed by Stalin as uto-
pian. Preobrazhensky advocated using
the surplus of the farms to finance indus-
trialization in The New Economics. He
was accused by Stalin of advocating ex-
ploitation of the peasants.

Then, in 1928, nhaving wiped out the
left, Stalin borrowed all their ideas and,
five years after he should have begun,
conducted a collectivization drive and
industrialization drive, the effects of which
are still reverberating. This drive was
conducted in hi¢ typical heavy-handed
petty bourgecis adventurist, bureaucratic
spirit and though it demonstrated the
superiority of socialist planning and or-
ganization (which Trotsky never denied
that it did) it resulted in such tremendous
contradictions in the economy and political
life of the country, that the inevitable
result, as Trotsky predicted, was a coun-
ter-revotution led by Stalin’s own bureau-
crats. In fact, Stalin himself by 1939
was not even concealing his petty bour-
geois nationalist position as his report
to the 18th Congress of the CPSU in 1839
indicates. This speech didn’t even bother
with the old ‘‘Hail Marys’’ such as the
dictatorship of the proletariat or criti-
cism and self-criticism which he learned
toco well from Lenin not to mention now
and then...in the past.

DICTATORSHIP

Why is it important to re-de all these
post mortems, to dig poor Mary Jo out
of her grave? Because from 1905 on
Trotsky was putting forth the line of either
the dictatorship of the proletariat or the
dictatorship of the bourgeoisie in the
current era in every country. From that
year on he showed how using the concrete
problems affecting each country, the pro-
letariat could lead the masses to power.
In April 1917 Lenin concluded the sam#
and reoriented the entire Bolshevik Pariy
in this direction. Froin October 1917
to "1924 Trotsky’s theory of permanent




revolution (whick is the embryonic form
of the PL theory of naticnalism and the
Mao Tse Tung theory of revolution under
the dictatorship of the proletariat) was

published throughout the world by the
Bolsheviks and by Lenin’s Communist
Interpational. Under Stalin, who, from a
broad historical point of view, is the Liu
Shac Chi of Russia, this Marxist theory
was wiped out in the greatest histovical
rewriting campaign of all time in which
all who did not agree (because they knew
differently) were wiped out.

We must not forget that had Liu won,
China would not have bacome capitalist
or even revisicnist overmight and PL
and other good ravolutionaries wouldhave
supported Chinz, and rightly so, as they
supperted Russia. History is not made
to order and that is one mistake Trotsky
made., However. we must understand why

what happens happens. We must under-
stand why a petty bourgeocis bureauncracy
was able {o pose s0 long as the defender
of the proletariat in Russia. We must
undersiand the forms of the class strug-
gle in socialist society and Trotsky's
writings, second only {o Mao’s, provide
insight into this guestion.

Most important we must understand the
crucial and central importance of the
dictatorship of the proletariat and pro-
letarian internatiomalism. The concept
of ‘tgpcialism’’ in one country (that is
“Complete socialism’ zs Stalindescribed
it) is in directopposition to these concepts.
it is because of basic confusion on this
point that the Chinese still have a petty
bourgecis line on the international revo-
jution. And it is in Troisky’s writings
that we can find the best and earliestana-
ivsiz of this question.

Mort Scheer on Stalin

ONE OF THE serious conse-
quences of the revisionist take-
over of the CPSU and the sub-
sequent transformation of the
first sccialist state into areac-
tionary bourgeois dictatorship
has been the resusciiation of
Trotskyism. The complete ne-
gation of the positive coniri-
sionists has bheen swallowed
hook, line and sinker by many
young revolutionaries and even
comrades within our party.

The anegation of Stalin was
a central aim of the counter-
revolutionary revisionisis atthe
20th Congress of the CPSU.
It was essential for them to
negate Stalin in order fo ne-
gate his contributions and Marx-
ism-~Leninism. Acorrectsum-~
mation of the positive and nega~
tive aspects of Stalin’s lead-
ership is necessarv,not only
because Stalin’s works are

worthy of sericus study but
alse to draw the corrvect les-
sons and both avoid and com-
hat the counterrevolutionary
Trotskvite outlook.
The accompanying letter by comrade
stion reveals a number of
ions, absurdities and counter-
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revolutionasry features of Trotskyism.

1. The letter says that “'PL’s criti-
cismns  of the Commurist International
unger Sitalin’s domination differ ia no
way from the eriticisms Trotsky was
making all zlong;”” This view is com-
pletely false. While it is irue that we

are very critical of ithe weaknesses and
serious mistakes in theory and practice
of Stalin’s leadersghip, our criticisins are
within the framework of regarding Stalin
as a Marxist-Leninist leader and the
Soviet Union under his leadership a re-
volutionary dictatorship of the proletariat.

Trotsky on the other hand viewed Stalin,
the CPS1J leadership andthe Soviet govern-
ment as counterrevolutionary cbstacles
that must be overthrown. Hence, the main
aspect of the Stalinleadershipin Trotsky’s
view is just the opposite of our view.

This point is no minor matter. The
fajlure to differentiate beiween the main
and secondary aspects will inevitably lead
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to two contradictory opposing lines. This
is true with regards to all political ques-
tions--it will lead to confusing friends for
enemies and enemies for friends, Trot-
sky’s error vis-a-vis Stalin’s leadership
was to make secondary questions into
primary questions. The main task with
regards to a correct revolutionary line on
the establishment of the first socialist
state was to defend it from all its enemies
internal and external. Stalin did this while
Trotsky objectively united with the im-
perialists who also were striving toover-
throw Stalin’s leadership.

The comrade in his letter admits that
Trotsky and his followers generally played
a counterrevolutionary role. How then
can he characterize the political line of
Trotsky as generally correct and Trot-
sky’s analysis as being the best earliest
writings on the question? How does one
play a generally counterrevolutionary role
with a correct Marxist-Leninist line.
Nonsense. The comrade doesn’t under-
stand even the ABC’s of what he istalking
about. This can be seen when he says
that ‘‘even this aspect of Trotsky’shistory
(his counterrevolutionary role) should be
tempered, now...etc’’. How can one dis-
miss a generally counterrevolutionary
history as merely an aspect of one’s.
work? Doesn’t he understand that when
we assess forces to be counterrevolu-
tionary that they are no longer {riends
but enemies.

ROUTED

2. The historic debate on the question
of building secialism in a single country
was brilliantly defended by Stalin. Trot-
sky was compietely routed ideologically,
politically and organizationally. History
has proven that it is quite possible for a
single country to completely build a socia-
list society. Almost a half century has
elapsed since the Trotsky-Stalin debate
was laid to rest.

Does anyone think that the Chinese
communists should not have the per-
spective of completely building socialism?
Does this mean that it will be a finished
socialist society? Not atall. This wasn’t
the essence of the debate, but rather it
was precisely the belief of Trotsky that
socialism could not be built in the Soviet
Union because as he said ‘‘The problem
of a socialist society cannot be abstracted
from the problem of the productive forces
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etc.”” Trotsky believed (and others) that
without a proletarian revolution in western
Europe where the productive forces were
more advanced than in backward Russia,
that the Soviets could not possibly survive
or build socialism without the direct
proletarian state support of these coun-
tries. Rather than characterizing Stalin
as the Liu Shac Chi of Russia, it was
Trotsky’s theories that Liu emulated (see
Peking Review #38 on the question of
socialism and the theory of productive
forces).

Stalin correctly defended the idea that
by self-reliance and the political support
of the world revolutionary proletariat the
Soviet Union could completely organize
socialist production and rapidly build up
the socialist productive forces. While
many mistakes were made, this was proven
to be fully correct. That is why in China
today the slogan is to grasp revolution
and promote production, i.e., the priority
is given to politics and revolutionary
ideology and not to productive forces.
To give priority to the productive forces
(as Trotsky and Liu does) is not dialec-
tical materialism but mechanistic mater-
rialism and leads to an economic deter-
minist theory of history.

NATIONALISM

3. The comrade in his letter says
that to differentiate between one's own
national bourgeoisie and the world bour-
geoisie is a ‘‘mechanical and artificial
distinction and is precigsely, a form of
petty bourgeois nationalism.”” This is
the kind of absurdity that muddleheaded
Trotskyism can lead to. Hasn’t the com-
rade ever heard of the question of the
contradiction between imperialist pow-
ers? Is there only an undifferentiated
world bourgeoisie? Doesn’t the struggle
against nationalism in the -first place
mean struggling to defeat one’s own na-
tional bourgeois ciass which is the class
force that generates nationalism? Na-
tionalism and chauvinism doesn’t exist
in the abstract but takes on particular
forms such as American nationalism or
chauvinism, British nationalism, Russian,
etc. etc. How can one struggle against
nationalism without an understanding that
national bourgeocis classes exist in real-
ity, even if they don’t exist in the think-
ing of comrade X.

Such muddleheadedness notonly reveals




complete ignorance of whai the struggle
against naticnalism means but also reveals
complete ignorance of the revolutionary
struggle for the dictatorsnip of the prole-

tariat. The seizure of state power by the
proletariat takes place in the process of
smashing the state power of one’s own
bourgeoisie. In the case of an imperia-
list oppressed country in the process of
smashing the state power of one’s own
bourgeoisie backed up by the imperialist
bourgeoisie. Comrade X not only has an
abstract understanding of nationalism but
also of the question of state power by his
ridiculous objection to the requirement
for Marxist-Leninists differentiating bet-
ween one’s own national bourgeoisie and
the world bourgeoisie.

4. Comrade X believes that when the
proletariat wins state power it should not
have the perspective of completely build-
ing socialism. He says that such a per-
spective inevitably means selling-outthe
worid revolution. It means no such thing.
The outlook of completely and thoroughly
building socialism in China today does
not mean that its inevitable that the Chi-
nese will sell-out the world revolution.
This of course is possible. Nationalism
is a grave danger as well as revisionism,
everywhere including China.

Marxist-Leninists don’t combat nation~
alism by abandoning the perspective of
completely building socialism when they
have won state power. On the contrary
they must see this as an international
task to advance the worid revolution.
As Lenin said ‘“The victorious prole-
tariat of that country, having expropri-
ated the capitalists, having organized
socialist production, would stand up ag-
ainst the rest of the worid, the capitalist
world, attracting to its cause the oppressed
classes of other countries, raising revolts
in these countries against the capitalists,
and in the event of necessity coming out
even with armed force against the ex-
ploiting classes and their states.”

COMPLETE

The point is that the proletariat having
won state power either must strive to
thoroughly destroy the bourgeoisie poli-
tically, economically, and ideologically
i.e. have the perspective of thoroughly
and completely building socialism or it
(proletarian state power) will be des-
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troyed. To accomplish this aim requires
continuous class struggle and the outlook
that this is not an end initselfbut a2 grow-
ing strategic base for the advance of the
world revolution. Trotskyism puts forth
the perspective of defeatism of the im-
possibility of building socialism in a
single country such the the Soviet Union,
China, etc.

5. The Trotskyites and comrade X put
forth the myth that Trotsky led Lenin.
Comrade X says that from 1905-1917
Lenin did not have the outlook of either °
the dictatorship of the bourgeoisie or
the dictatorship of the proletariat, and
that it was only in April 1917 that Lenin
adopted Trotsky’s line and oriented the
Bolsheviks according to it. This is a
complete fraud. It is true that Trotsky
opposed Leninism throughout that entire
pericd. Trotsky was a centrist and not a
Bolshevik; he allied with the Mensheviks
against Lenin. He attacked Lenin’s thesis
of the possibility of the victory of the
proletariat in a single country when
Trotsky wrote: ‘‘Without waiting for others
we begin and continue the strugglenation-
ally, in the full confidence that our initia-
tive will give an impetus to the struggle
in other countries; but if this should not
oceur, it would be hopeless to think—
as historical experience and theoretical
considerations testify--that, for exarple,
a revolutionary Russia could hold out in
the face of a conservaiive Europe...”’
These words were directed against Lenin
in 1815 not Stalin and Trotsky accused
Lenin, not Stalin at that time, of national
narrowmindedness. It was Trotskv who
claimed to adopt Bolshevism and Leninism
in 1917, not Lenin who adopted Trotskyism.

STALIN

6. Stalin defeated Trotsky because Stalin
defended Leninism against Trotskyism.
in the period of the great debate, the
questions were openly and thoroughly
debated throughout the entire party. Trot-
sky was completely demolished and iso-
lated. Stalin’s line in this period was a
mass line, a class line, a revolutionary
line and an internationalist line. Trot-
sky’s line was defeatest, sectarian, and
counterrevolutionary and that’s why he
became isolated and routed despife the
faet that he had achieved a certain pres-
tige when he allied with Lenin during the
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October revolutionary period.

Stalin in the course of his teadership
made serious mistakes which deserve a
thorough examination, but this can never
be done correctly with the Trotskyite
outlook. Over the past period, the world
communist movement has witnessed ano-
ther debate, between the Chinese Marxist-
Leninists and the Khruschevite revision-
ists. Revolutionaries throughout the en-
tire world have recognized that Mao Tse
Tung has defended revolutionary Marxism-

~ Leninism  against counterrevolutionary
revisionism. Of course thisdoesn’t mean
that Mao is immune from error any more
~ than Stalin was, but it would be absurd
for Marxist-Leninists to turn to the re-
visionists today as an answer to any of
Mao’s errors or to turn to the Trotsky-
ites and Trotsky to guide revolutionary

struggles.

Comrade X should give thoughtful re-
consideration of his attempt to link our
party’s line to Trotskyvism. Those sin-
cere revolutionaries who in the past took
this road unfortunately as Comrade X
admits played a counterrevolutionaryrole
and continue to do so today. PL will not
take this path. We are Marxist-Leninists
not Trotskyites.

This response was dashed off rather
quickiy. How widespread Comrade X’'s
thinking is in our party I'm not aware of.
I would suggest that Comrade X and others
should familiarize themselves with the
works of Stalin on the question of Trotsky-
ism, such as Gnece More on the Social
Democratic Deviation in our Party, Sel.
Wks., Vol. 9.

Desafio Editors Answer Scheer

{Some cuts have been made in the fol-
lowing article for space consideratiions.}

BY JUAN P. FARINAS

I THINK THAT the main issue
raised by the present line of
the party on nationalism, as put
forth in the editorial of the
August, 1969, issue of PL. mag-
azine and in Mort Scheer’s art-
icle, and the discussion of it
in the intermal bulletin is the
issue of Trotskyism vs. Stalin-
ism. 1 sharecomradeX’sopin-
ion that the struggle between
Trotsky and Stalin is no Monday
morning gquarterbacking but that
it touches on every one of the
issues raised in the two docu-
ments mentioned before (the two
stage theory, New Democracy,
Popular Front, nationalism in
the Soviet Union and in the
international communist move-
mert),

Stalin was the acknowledged
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ieader of the international com-
munist movement for close to
30 years. As such his leader-
ship, policies, theories and
views have left an unerasabie
imprint on the movement and
humanity. An evaluation of Sta-
lin’s true role in the interna-
tional comwmunist movement is
indispensible for our party.

Even though our party has notattempted
to make such an evaluation, it is clear
from the little material written on the
question that the Jeadership considers
Stalin to have been a “‘proletarian revelu-
tionary’’, and even though the leadership
of the party recognizes some of the most
obvious ‘‘mistakes’ of Stalin it still {ries
to maintain Stalin against Trotsky.

Speaking of Khruschev’s criticisms of
Stalin our party said: ‘It did not place
both his enormous contributions and his
sericus errors in their historical ccentext,
but offered instead a subjective, crude,
total negation of a great Marxist-Leninist
and preletarian revolutionary.” Fur-
ther on it is stated: “In initiaung ané
repeating their violent attacks upon Stalin.



the present leadership of the CPSU sought
to undermine the influence of this proleta-
rian revolutionary among the people of the
Soviet Union and throughout the world. In
this way, they prepared the ground for
negating Marxism-Leninism, which Stalin
defended and developed, in order to intro-
duce their own revisionist line.”’ In
comrade Scheer’s contribution to the inter-
nal discussion, which, I might note in
passing, is the only one devoted to answer
any of the other contributions, he says:
‘““While it is true that we are very critical
of the weaknesses and serious mistakes in
theory and practice of Stalin’s leadership,
our criticisms are within the framework
of regarding Stalin as a Marxist-Leninist
leader and the Soviet Union under his
leadership a revolutionary dictatorship of
the proletariat.””

This attempt to maintain Stalin against
Trotsky is clearly expressed in comrade
Scheer’s article Don’t Be A Sucker for the
Bosses, Nationalism Divides the Workers
(PL, November 1969). In this article it
is admitted that revisionism in the Soviet
Union has its roots in the Stalin period,
that Stalin ‘‘deviated toward nationalism
and great power chauvinism’’, and that
‘‘gross violations in the practice ofdemo-
cratic centralism’’ were perpetrated. Yet
it is held that ‘‘Stalin upheld Lenin’s belief
that socialism could be built in a single
country’’ and that ‘‘Stalin defeated the
counter-revolutionary line of Trotsky.”’

In order to defend Stalinand provide him
with the alleged support of Lenin, comrade
Scheer drags up a quotation from The
United States of Europe Slogan, making
Lenin turn over in his mausoleum on Red
Square for the millionth and one time.
Comrade Scheer speaks in his contribu-
tion to the internal discussion about some
Trotskyist ‘“‘fraud”’, but let me tell you
right now, if there ever was a fraud this
quotation IS IT. First of all, Lenin was
not even talking about Russia but about
Western Europe, since the perspective of
the Bolsheviks at that time was for a
bourgeois-democratic revolution in Rus-
sia, Seccnd, the quotation is part of one
paragraph only in the whole essay on the
slogan, and it is extremely difficult to
believe that Lenin would deal so superfi-
cially on such a subject. Third, this
quotation would negate the whole life and
work of Lenin who, along with the rest
of the Bolshevik Party, Marx, Engels and
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Trotsky, always proceeded from the inter-
national character of the socialist revolu-

tion and socialism.
for himself.

In April, 1906 Lenin said: ‘“The Russian
revolution has . enough forces of its own
to conquer. But it has-not enough forces
to retain the f{ruits of its victory...In
order to prevent a restoration, the Russian
revolution has need, not of a Russian
reserve: it has need of help from outside.
Is there such a reserve in the world?
There is: the socialist proletariat in the °
west.”’

But let Lenin speak

At the end of February, 1922: ‘“‘But
we. have not finished building even the -
foundations of socialist economy and the
hostile powers of moribund capitalism can
still deprive us of that. We must clearly
appreciate this and frankly admit it; ...
for we have always urged and reiterated
the elementary truth of Marxism—that the
joint efforts of the workers of several
advanced countries are needed for the
victory of socialism.”

These quotations show clearly that “‘soci-
alism in a single country’’ never crossed
Lenin’s mind, but we have to consider a
few other things as well: Trotsky’s views
were expressed quite some time before the
QOctober Revolution (as far back as 1905,
as a matter of fact). If Lenin held that
socialism c¢ould be built in a single coun-
try, and Russia at that, why then didn’t
he himself struggle against Trotsky onthis
question? Why did Lenin and the Bolshevik
party immediately set themselves the task
of building the Communist International,
especially when they were in the middle
of a civil war? Why did the question of
‘*socialism in one country’’ and the strug-
gle against ‘‘counterrevolutionary Trot-
skyism’” come up SEVEN YEARS AFTER
the October Revolution and only after Lienin
was safely and quietly dead?

The truth is that ‘‘socialism in one
country’’ was the theory of the bureau-
cracy which arose in the Soviet Union
after the revotution due to the isolation
of the Russian revolution as a result of
the failure of revolution in Western Europe,
to the killing of thousands of the best
elements within the Bolshevik party during
the Civil War, and to the fact that the
party, being the only legal party in the
country, attracted all sorts of careerists
and opportunists after it seized power.
This theory of ‘‘socialism in a single



country’’ meant just that: that socialism
would remain in the Soviet Union ONLY.
Since the main task was the building of
socialism in the Soviet Union the function
of the international communist movement
was to prevent foreign intervention and
not to seize power. Thus, in the words
of Trotsky, ‘‘the Communist International
is down-graded to an auxiliary weapon
useful only for the struggle against military
intervention.’’ '

SLANDER

In his attempt to maintain Stalin against
Trotsky, comrade Scheer uses that favor-
ite Stalinist weapon:SLANDER. Through-
out his contribution comrade Scheer sticks
the adjective ‘‘counterrevolutionary’’ next
to Trotsky’s name, as if doing so would
make it so. Making one of the most worn
out and discredited arguments in the
Stalinist arsenal of slanders against Trot-
sky, comrade Scheer writes: “‘Trotsky’s
error vis-a-vis Stalin’s leadership was
to make secondary questions into primary
questions. The main task with regards
to a correct revolutionary line on the
establishment of the first socialist state
was to defend it from all its enemies
internal and external. Stalin did this
while Trotsky objectively united with the
imperialists who also were striving to
overthrow Stalin’s leadership.”’

This statement shows three things: 1)
The complete ignorance about the Trotsky-
ist movement on the part of comrade
Scheer. Had he bothered to look around
he would have found that practically all
the elements that left the ranks of the
Fourth Internationazl and the SWP, while
this party was still a Trotskyist party,
did so précisely because of their unwiil-~
ingness to defend the Soviet Union un-
conditionally. As Trotsky himself put it:
‘“What_does ‘unconditional’ defense of the
USSR mean? It means that we do not lay
any conditions upon the bureaucracy. It
means that independently of the motive and
causes of the war we defend the social basis
of the USSR, if it is menaced by danger
on the part of imperialism.”’

2) It shows comrade Scheer’s own out-
look. Stalin’s leadership of the Bolshevik
party is seen as something given and un-
questionable, without bothering to examine,
or even mentioning, how Stalin became
Lenin’s succesor as leader of the party.
Do we need o remind comrade Scheer

that it was Lenin himself who recomx.
ed Stalin’s removal from his posii
secretary general of tHe Party? Doesn’t
comrade Scheer know that in corder io
consolidate his power Stalin had to angi-
hilate, not only politically but physicaily,
too, the general staff of the Beolsh
Party, that he had to do so becauss i}
people represented the continuity
Bolshevism, with Lenin, which Stalin =
tered into pieces?

And 3), That time works wonders, sven
with a die-hard Stalinist such as comrade
Scheer. Comrade Scheer says tnat ¢
sky objectively united with the imuperia-
lists.”” Times were when the worl
nist press meekly repeated every ri
lous and stupid accusaticnagainst Trois
covering themselves forever with
Times were when Trotsky was n
‘‘objective’’ ally of the imperializis but 3
direct servant of Hitler and the #ik
when 2 man like Zinoviev was io
“‘confess:”’ ‘‘My defective Boisheyis
came transformed into anti-Bolshe
and through Trotskyism I arrived s
cism. Trotskyism is avarietyoffasc!
and Zinovievism is a variety of Tro
ism.”’ And ““The {trials brou
Jight the factthat Trotsky-Bukharin {ien
in obedience to the wishes of their r
ters—the espionage services of for
states—had set out to destroy the Ps ny
and the Soviet staie, to underm
defensive power of the country, o as
foreign military intervention, to pr
the way for thes defeat of the Red .
to bring about the dismemberment
U.S.8.R., to hand over the Soviet
time Region to the Japanese, Sovie
lorussia to the Poles, and the
Ukraine to the Germans, to desiroy
gains of the workers and collective 1
mers, and to restore capitalist slawvery
in the U.S.S.R.” But that waz 30
years ago, and that amount of time ¢
make it difficult for anyone, even 3
rade Scheer, to gulp that one d()\!!

Further on comrade Scheer uses ithe
cther favorite Stalinist grgument against
Trotsky, that is, using Trotsky’'s dis-
agreements with Lenin before October in
order to beiittle, discredit and attzck
Trotsky’s contributions after the Czicher
Revolution. But with this argument ihe
Stalinists all over the world have had a
very hard bone to contend with. '
bone

A i
FR-BR Y

is the October Revolution. it is
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true that for some time before the revo-~
lution Trotsky maintained a conciliation-
ist position as regards to the split bet-
ween the Bolsheviks and Mensheviks, but
being so the case, and if he was such a2
‘‘counterrevolutionary,” why then did the
Bolshevik party allow Trotsky to JOIN
the Party {(not ‘‘ally’’ himself with Lenin,
but jein the Party?) Why was he allowed
into the Bolshevik Central Committee?
Why was he allowed to play such a pro-
minent and important role in the insur-
rection itself, to organize the Red Army,
and to conduct the most important task,
at that moment, of the revolution, namely,
to conduct the Civil War? It seems
altogether nonsense that the Bolsheviks
would entrust a ‘‘counterrevolutionary”’
with the defense of the Revolution.

METHOD

Establishing one of his central argu-
ments comrade Scheer says: ““Stalin in
the ccurse of his leadership made ser-
ious mistakes which deserve a thorough
examination, but this can never bhe done
correctly with the Trotskyite outlook,”’
This brings us to a very fundamental
question for our party: the question of
method.

It is no secret to anyone that our party
has changed its position on a number of
important questions, the mostrecentbeing
nationalism., The reason why these cor-
rections had to be made is that our
analysis was incorrect to begin with,
that is, the way these things (Cuba, the
‘‘revolutionary nationalists,”” community
control} developed did not accord with
our analysis of them. I think this is due
in great part to the anti-theory and anti-
historical outlook of the leadership of
the party. One way this outlook expresses
itself is in the fact that after the party
has changed its position, eithter no ana-
lysis whatsoever is made of the reasons,
the methodological and ideological roots
of those ‘‘mistakes,”” or it is skated over
in the most superficial manner.

For instance, in the Black Liberation
Program it is stated: ‘‘In the past we in
the Progressive Labor Party have been
guilty of creating illusions about Black
nationalists and nationaiists. In ourearly
period we were one-sided; because we
supported the resistance of nationalists
like the Muslims and Robert Williams,
we viewed them as generally good. We
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failed to understand that nationalism is
reactionary, and that this is its main
aspect. We made similar errors inter-
nationally. We were wrong in evaluating
Ben Bella, and then Boumedienne. We
were wrong in our evaluation of Sukarno.”’

But, unfortunately, there is more.
In the editorial of the August, 1969
(yellow) issue of PL magazine, this anti-
historical outlook is glaringly expressed.
This editorial expresses publicly for the
first time the party’s new iine on nation-
alism in a more or less systematic way,
and precisely because of that is this anti-
historical outlook so glaring. The edi-
torial states that one of the fundamental
reasons for the trivmph of revisionism
in the Soviet Union was the “‘fervent
nationalist bent involved in Soviet culture
and thought,”’ ‘‘that the concept of ‘two-
stage struggles’ is wrong,”’ that “‘Dimi-
trov’s’’ ‘“‘Popular Front’”’ was and Iis
also wrong, that there were peopie in
China ‘‘who said that China had to have
capitalism first’’ and that ““you couldn’t
skip stages and go from feudalism: to
socialism.’’ ¥Yet{ there is no historical
and concrece analysis of these things. How
and when did these concepis and policies
come about? Who "was responsible for
their coming about? Who was it that was
for a ‘‘two-stage’” struggle in China?
How did the ‘“‘two-stage’ siruggle and
“Dimitrov’s’’ Popular Front become part
of ‘“*Marxism-Leninism?’’  And, above
all, was there no opposition at that time
to these policies? None of these gues-
tions are even considered. I don’t mean
that our party should have come out with
a three volume book on the subject, but [
feel that it is completely inadequate and

dangerous to treat such an important
subject so superficially.
Of all these examples there is one

that won the first prize in the super-
ficiality contest bands down! That is the
handling of the Popular Front guestion.
In the editorial it is stated: “*It envi-
sions the peaceful transition to soctalism.
The theory is tirst to win the victory of
the popular front and ithen move some-
how to socialism.’” in the article
that follows the editorial of the same
issue it is said of the Popular Front:
“We thought this cld chesnut had diad.”

But comrades, let’s be frank with
ourselves, just what the bell bag the
Progressive Labor Pavty ever sad, writ-




ten, or done toc make the Popular Front
an ‘‘0ld chestnut’” or make it ‘‘die?”’

Another manifestation of the anti-theory
and anti-historical outlnok in the party is
the question of seli-determination, parti-
cularly as it relates to black people in
the U.S., and its relation to socialism.
As one of the comrades writes in the
internal discussion bulletin, our party has
changed the meaning of the concept of
self-determination, as traditionally used
by Marxists, but it has not explained why
it does so. Our party has never made a
study tc determine whether the black
people in the U.S. constitute a nation or
not. That, it seems to me, would be the
central question if one is to speak of
self-determination for the biack people at
ail. The position of the party that “‘Na-
tionalism flowers in a situation where
self-determination means scmething other
than socialism. We say that self-deter-
mination cun only be accomplished under
socialism’™’ in fact means that we
oppose the struggie of colonial nations for
independence, cr should I rather say,
that is what those words come out to
mean, independently of what the leader-
ship may wani them to mean.

Yet another example of the disdain for
theory and bhistory on the part of the

party’s leadership is the question of
Trotskyism itself. We can look for a
serious {evenr for one not s¢ serious)

analysis in the pages of PL or Challenge
from now until doomsday and what we’ll
find is ‘“Trotskyite”’ this or ‘““Troiskyite’”’
that, but never anything more. Itseemsto
me that if Trotskyism were so ‘‘counter-
revolutionary.’’ as comrade Scheer claims
it is, our party should have devoted some
more attention te it and made a thorough
analysis of it so that no new comrades be
led aztray by such fcul ideology. But no!

Apparently  ‘“‘there is
things.

As I said before I feel that in great
part this disdain for theory and history
on the part of the party’s leadership has
been the cause of the failure to analyze
correctly a number of important situations
and developments, and as such it absolutely
cannot be seen a2s something irrelevant to
the party’s work, because if 1t is not
corrected it will mean that our party will
continue to do what it has been doing in
the past: correcting its mistakes. No
one needs to be reminded that a mistake
in policy can very well be the very last
mistake of a party. I’d say the Indone-
sians know something about that. In
other words, it is not enough to write
““Dictatorship of the Proletariat’ inevery
sentence t0 be a Marxist party. To get
there one must be able {o analyze the
situations and processes that are going
and not just raise orthodox and almost
sacrosanct slogans (‘‘dictatorship of the
proletariat,’” ‘‘class struggle,”’ ‘‘revolu-
tionary seizure of power,”’ ‘‘Marxism-
Leninism-Mao Tsetung Thought’’, etc.),
which are, precisely because of their
orthodoxy, empty and meaningless. I
think, and in this agree with Chairman
Milton, that the internal discussion bulle-
tin is a step forward, toward a better
understanding on the part of all of us of
what Marxism is really about )

NOTE: I would like to suggest to the
comrades that they should, besides fami-
llarizing themselves with the works of
Stalin on Trotskyism, also read Trotsky
on Stalinism, particulariy. The Draft Pro-
gramme of the Communist International,
a Criticism of Fundamentals; The Per-
manent Revolution; Problems of the Chi-
nese Revolution; and The Stalin School of
Falsification.

1o time’’” for such
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