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REVISIONISM HAS A HISTORY MARXISTS ARE REALISTS
Approving the main line of the resolution as

amended t©' the National Committee, I think that
Part n, in speaking of mistakes, fails in correct
ing them, in that it does not Identify their source,
nor concede their development over a long period'
of years, nor scarcely admit the parallel growth
of a bureaucracy which sheltered their opportun
ism—the invariable function of bureaucracy.

Instead, It defends bureaucracy by "prausing it
with faint damns" about "our reluctance" to self-

criticism, and "failure" to consult the membership.
This is over-gentle when one recalls the comrades
driven into inactivity or even out of the organiza
tion, both before and after Teheran, by a bureauc
racy which smothered independent thought and
pursued a policy of liquidation long before Teheran.

What, for example, have we to brag about—dis
puting Comrade Duclos—because our "enrollment**

increased 25 percent? Nothing, comrades, when
membership in a Communist organization was open
to anyone who believed in capitalism—"at least
for many generations."

Rather take account of the liquidationlst exclu
sion of foreign-born members (1940), of the Nisei
'(1941), of the members inducted into the services
Xsince 1940), the dissolution of the party in Ha
waii (1941)—all parts of the liquidation process
which—after Teheran, dissolved the CPA in the
South and was directly en route to dissolve the
entire CPA by destroying its political identity.

It is inadequate, to the point of making a new
error per se, to recognize mistakes "in the recent
period" (whatever that means), and then empha
size "especially since January 1944," while not
acknowledging them as originating in the socio- "
political environment of the New Deal, and. de
veloping in an increasing misconception of bour
geois reformism. So much so that even that term

was not—and still is not—applied to it. And hence
its class nature and class limitations were not un

derstood.

Precisely in such period of bourgeois reformism
is it necessary that leadership maintain Marxist
firmness. That ours did not is proven by its final
acceptance of bourgeois reformism as a substitute
for independent proletarian organization and ac-
licity. But that process was well-advanced in Jan
uary 1944.

Foi* example, we gave great aid to Spain from
1936 to 1939. But can it be said that it was un

affected entirely by our growing reliance on
Roosevelt? Certainly the same blighted vision
which led Browder, in 1943, to read something into

tlie (^iplomatic document of Teheran that wasn't
there, had previously created a tendency which re
sulted in our being "surprised" in 1939, when the
S 0 V i e t-German non-aggression "agreement was.
signed: and "surprised" once more in 1941, when
Hitler violated it. Yet Marxists shmdd have been

surprised in neither case.

Grave as are Browder's errors, and made far
more grave by his refusal to admit them, the lead-^
ership left in charge when he went to Atlanta main
tained an opportunist and bureaucratic inter-reg-:
mim he could scarcely excel, so far had the process;
already advanced long before Teheram

Long before January 1944, monopoly was no
longer to be criticized—except for flagrantly ex
posed treason. In 1942, Comrade Hudson, ques
tioned directly by me, could give no adequate ex
planation why. In 1941, Comrade Minor was head
of the party, and speaking in San Francisco en
dorsed Roosevelt's appeasement of "Vichy and Pe-
tain "to save the French fleet." Revisionism did not

fan from heaven in January 1944.

Again, early in 1941, a spontaneous and most
beneficial discussion on the role of woman—par

ticularly the housewife—began in The New Masses
—but was ordered cut off. Thereupon, I prepared
a discussion article for The Communist—where

discussion articles should always be in order—in
April. But the bureaucracy in the center rejected
it without one word of explanation; while the
state bureaucracy, without so much as consulting
me, forbade me writing on that subject elsewhere
^incidentally admitting it knew nothing about the
subject).

A bourgeois distortion of Marxism ,prepared six
months later by Comrade I.andy definitely crippled
our work among women and furnished the apolo
getics for laying upon millions of women the double

burden of household drudge and war worker. That
is my opinion. But certainly, whatever the worth
or worthlessness of that policy, its determination
was a model of bureaucratic arrogance and mis
handling.

However much Comrade Browder became the
"chief architect" after January 1944, these evi
dences above, .show that he had assistants, that
revisionism has a history which is not mentioned in
the resolution. Small wonder that after Teheran, .
his attempt to use the CPA as a "seeing-eye dog**
to guide imperialist capital through the hazards of
postwar traffic met such unanimous approval of
the Board—^w'ith the noble exception of Comrade
Foster.

Man born of woman—and 'notably the present
writer—is "weak and full of sins"—but it didn't

need a Duclos letter to teE us that there was some

thing wrong with a "Teheran perspective" which
Comrade Minor interpreted to a San Francisco
audience a full year ago, to mean that there could
be socialism ONXY "in one country," and if the
peoples of Europe should decide otheiwise, then
American imporiaUsm had the approval of Ameri
can "Marxists" to prevent it. The center was told
about this—but like the Three Monkeys—"heard
no evU, saw no evil, smelled no evil."

These are among the reasons I hold that Part,
H of the resolution is so inadequate as to demand
elaboration if future errors are to be avoided by
understanding those of the past, and if-bureaucracy
is to be wiped out at aU levels.

At the same time, there seems to be a weakness
in Part I in its failure to combat concretely
Browder's postulates. It should give a better ex
planation as to WHY there are "capitalist group
ings and elements" who "desire to promote demo
cratic objectives," then merely to say tiiey do so
"for one or another reason." This is almost as bad

as the metaphysics of Browder, who says they
are "the far-sighted ones." Neither does the reso

lution explain WHY monopoly capital is "inherent
ly" reactionary.

These "far-sighted ones" have economic inter
ests opposed to monopoly, and hence to its Fascist

political expression. That is why the "anti-trust"
phase of our program is justified, to gain allies
among the bourgeoisie—even though we are not
"machine breakers."

Browder contends that the "men of the trusts"
are not inherently reactionary; that they are so
only for lack of "markets." The resolution does

not answer him. Yet the problem of the market

is NOT the decisive problem. Rather Ls it the de-.
dine in the rate of profit (independently of the
rate of surplus value, which may even increase)
resulting from the changed organic composition of
capital. "And finance capital is inherently reac
tionary because it can be nothing else and hope to
restore its faEing rate of profit—market or no
market. It appears that somebody might well
study Volume EH of "Capital."

In his June 2 statement, Comrade Browder uses
the "carrot and club" policy against the resolu
tion. Either, he says, you wUl have America mak
ing war against the Soviet Union (immediately, or
later) or you must accept his alternative "course
of poEcy, Teheran and Yalta." (Marxism, of course,
rejects the carrot and dodges the club by recalling
the existence of another alternative—inter-impe
rialist rivalries.).

But to make the carrot seem attractive, to "pro
tect" the Soviet Union, he offers economic induce

ments to imperialism—"markets" and "putting
our vast sums of idle money to work" by "a series
of giant industrial development corporations." It
was'"practically" proposed in topical articles that
this meant a sharing of the world, and hence unity
between British and American imperiaUsms.

And this, which is a recipe for war against the
Soviet Union—w-as offered by Browder as a means
of avoiding war against the Soviet Union! This,
too, was offered with no consideration for the
limitations on the self-expansion of capitalism
which are set by its internal contradictions.

It is to these internal contradictions of capital
ism that we must look to understand WHO are

tJic enemies, and WH6 are the friends, of democ
racy. And also how to attain an independent lead
ership of all democt^atic forces for the working
class. I

Harrison George, San Francisco

One of the outstanding mistakes we made since

January 1944 was accepting Browder's subjective

ideas of not only the American corporation capital

ist but the American working population as a

whole. I want to state here that Marxists have

been and stiE are proud of their scientific ap

proach which is based on objective facts to the
class differences of capital and labor. Marxists

are not metaphysicians assuming a cause and wast

ing their emotion chasing up the wrong alley.

Marxists are realists finding cause in the daily
interaction about them and are flexible enough to

meet the exception when necessary.

There have been many accepted statements dis

agreeing with Browder's idea that the lamb can

lay alongside the lion without being devoured—as

pertaining to capital as the lion and labor the

lamb. But EtEe or nothing has been mentioned

about Browder's idea that the American people

were not subjectively ready for socialism. In the

first place it Is impossible to decide whether a 132

million people are ready for anything without

taking on objective, impartial, statistical and scien-

tiiic count or vote. In the second place, unfortunate

ly only a minority is ready to lead the majority to

a more socialized system because the minority has

been better factually therefore objectively in

formed. Thirdly it is inconsistent with Marxist

tliinking to speak of being subjectively ready when

the basic thinking is objective and selfless and not

subjective, which is based primarily on a selfish

point of view as practical under capitalisnrj.

This subjective point of view is primitive, un

social, uncivilized and is based on the concept of

the survival of the fittest, or the dog eat dog

practice. Finances makes you. individuaEy fit un

der capitalism so it is little wonder that so many

people are individual misfits under capitaEsm and

do not survive. So it is necessary if we want to con

tinue being the vanguard of the woi-king class that

we continue educating them to cope with their ad

versities instead of becoming tired and weary and

abandoning the idea that the working class is sub

jectively unfit to run their own house. In having

the working class turn its other cheek 100 percent
we behaved like extremists and not realists. We

should have told the capitalist to turn the other

cheek when necessary to win the war. We were also

too extreme in giving up most of labor's hard

fought accomplishments under Browder when capi
tal threw us a bone and a wink and We jumped

on the bandwagon for a "capitalist ride. Also, we

were extremists when for years we exposed capi

talist unfair and inhumane treatment of the work

ing class which gave the hurt multitudes an un

derstanding welfare organization for them to turn

to in Eme of need. Then we closed the doors in

their faces and said go away you have no griev

ance.

Browder has a defeatist idea when he says

America is tradilionaUy a two party country. This

indicates he is a static and wiUing to go along

with status quo—certainly not progressive. History

is written daily and if we are too tired to guide

the working class to its liberation then the cap

italist wUl continue misleading the working class

and expIoiUng them for his personal gain. Let us

go back to our party status as a threat and warn

ing to the capitalist that the working dass has its

tried and true leadership instead of a tired and

opportunisEc leadership.

M. B., Phoenix, Ariz.


