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The last few years in the Ainerican radical 
movement have been marked by a flig h t from 
anything associated even in name with Leninism. 
This trend became a headlong rush following 
the 20th Congress of the Soviet Communist Party 
and the end of the Stalin cult.

Identifying Stalinism with Leninism, and pro
claiming that the ideas of the Russian Revolu
tion were alien to the American soil and never 
more than a “ sectarian”  importation, certain Radi
cal groups have openly declared war on the ideas 
of Bolshevism. In the past such formations sought 
to vitiate the Leninist content while pretending to 
honor the concepts of vanguard party, democratic 
centralism, and the dictatorship of the proletariat. 
But now the “ Russian ideas”  are attacked in form 
as in' substance.

Pacesetters in the flig h t have been the Coch- 
ranites of the American Socialist and the editors 
of the Monthly Review. They have been joined 
by a substantial body of leaders in the Communist 
Party. A ll are in search of an “ American ap
proach”  to, socialism — of a purely “ American”  
brand of socialist politics.

The conclusions that James P. Cannon draws 
from his examintion of the IW W go in the op
posite direction. They deserve the closest study 
by all radical workers concerned with the prob
lem of the regroupment of the American “ Left.”  
On the basis of thorough research plus his own1 
experiences as a participant, Cannon demonstrates 
how the indigenous American class-struggle move, 
ment that took the form in 1905 of the Industrial 
Workers of the World, needed the teachings of 
the Russians to achieve ideological cbmpletion. 
This was recognized by Big B ill Haywood, the 
fearless captain of the IWW, \yho referred to 
Russian Bolshevism as the “ IW W  all feathered 
out.”

A CRUCIAL QUESTION
The IWW was supplanted as an organization 

of revolutionists by the Communist party. I t  was 
doomed by the arrival of the newcomer whose 
cadres were often inferior in their caliber but able 
to assimilate the lessons of World War I  and the 
Russian Revolution. The crucial question was 
whether the professional revolutionaries that 
formed the backbone of the IWW would similarly 
rise to the new historic demands and fuse With 
the new party and the Communist International.

A small number of them — Cannon included — 
did. And Cannon describes how close he came to 
winning Vincent 'St. John fo r the CP. In the IWW 
“ The Saint”  was the real “ organizer and leader 
of the cadres” — a man who comes back to life 
in all his giant stature in the pages of Cannon’s 
pamphlet.

The CP lost immeasurably when St. John and 
the bulk of the IWW revolutionists failed to make

Ranks Oppose Tops in English CP

the turn. But this did not save the IWW. The 
revolutionary cadre drifted away from it, too, 
toward the sidelines. Second-raters took over. 
The organization became moribund, while the CP 
pushed forward on the revolutionary road, thanks 
to the program of Leninism, until derailed by 
Stalinism.

What was the IW W ’s beginning, its life, and 
its meaning fo r the revolutionary movement in 
the U. S.? Cannon calls the IWW “ the great an
ticipation.”  One part of the anticipation has al
ready been realized — the organization of the 
mass production workers in industrial unions.

“ B u t . . .  the CIO movement, at its present stage 
of development, is only a small down payment 
on the demands presented to the future by the 
pioneers who assembled at the 1905 Convention 
to start the IWW on its wayT*

The IW W Founding Convention brought to
gether a galaxy o f rebels, headed by Eugene 
Debs, B ill Haywood and Daniel De Leon. They 
“ regarded the organization of industrial unions 
as a means to art end; and the end they had in 
view was the overthrow of capitalism and its 
replacement by a new social order. This, the 
heart and soul of their program, s till awaits its 
vindication in the revolution of the American 
workers.”  '

‘ONE BIG UNION’
Under the formula, One Big Union, the IWW 

strove to bring about the unity of the workers’ 
revolutionary vanguard and the mass of the work
ing class for the assault on the capitalist order. 
But experience enriched by theory showed that 
the unity of vanguard and mass could not be 
brought about that way. Revolutionary party find 
revolutionary unions have to exist separately in 
a division o f labor. “ The conception of an organ
ization of revolutionists has to be completed and 
rounded out, and recognized as the most essen
tia l, the most powerful o f all designs in the epoch 
of imperialist decline and decay, which can be 
brought to an end only by a victorious workers’ 
revolution. The American revolution, more than 
any other, w ill require a separate, special organ
ization of the revolutionary vanguard.”

Debs, Haywood, De Leon and St. John w ill 
contribute much to the formation of class con
sciousness of the coming generation of revolu
tionary workers, who w ill g lo rify  their names. 
But even more decisive w ill be the teachings of 
the Russian Bolsheviks, “ Lenin and Trotsky in 
the firs t place.”  “ And it is to them,”  Cannon 
concludes, “ that the American workers w ill turn 
for guidance in the next stages of their evolving 
struggle fo r emancipation. The fusion of their 
‘Russian’ ideas with the inheritance of the IWW 
is the American workers’ prescription fo r vic
tory.”

By Jim Gray
LONDON — The British Com

munist Party like its co-parties 
internationally has not escaped 
the deep-going crisis of the world 
Stalinist movement triggered off 
by t(ie Khrushchev Revelations 
at the 20th Congress in March 
this year.

Following the confessions of 
Stalin’s heirs, a demand fo r an 
accounting has arisen from party 
rank and filers here, aimed at 
the party’s top brass.

The “ Daily Worker”  contented 
itself at firs t w ith the line that 
Stalin’s\ “ mistakes”  must be 
measured against his contribu
tions, hoping that this cover-up 
would suffice in appeasing the 
membership and all would remain 
as before. Their hopes were 
dashed however. Shortly after, 
came the' fu ll publication of 
Khrushchev’s speech to the secret 
session, which unleashed a flood 
of criticism inside the party and 
w ithin the letter columns of the 
'Workers’ unprecedented in its 
history.

A t aggregates held all over the 
country, one question dominated 
the' discussion: ‘‘What were you, 
our leaders, doing when all this 
was going on?”  Mainly as a 
result of this pressure Harry 
Po llitt — Party General Sec
retary fo r almost 30 years, 
“ resigned”  his post on account 
of “ ill health”  and was replaced 
by Johnny Gollan, former As
sistant Editor of the Worker.

DISSIDENT BULLETIN
The discovery that P o llitt was 

a sick man and the despatching 
of him on £ Mediterranean 
cruise, has perhaps cured Pol- 
l i t t ’s ailment, but it  has made 
little  contribution to curing the 
party crisis.

The publication by a group of 
dissident intellectuals of an in
ternal discussion bulletin — “ The 
Reasoner”  further aggravates the 
.already strained relationships 
existing between the rank and 
file and the tops. “ Reasoner”  
reflects the confusion prevalent 
in intellectual Stalinist circles 
resulting from the effect of the 
Revelations on people who have 
received their education in the 
school of revisionism. “ Reason- 
er’s”  first edition in July, concen
trates its main fire on the leader
ship, but, tends to draw the con

clusion, that, the lack of internal 
party democracy results from the 
organic weakness of democratic 
centralism. One contributor in 
particular, attempts to trace the 
origins of Stalinism to the 
Leninist conception of a party.

I t  would be mistaken how
ever, to simply say that the 
tendency around “ Reasoner’ ’is 
travelling in bloc to the social 
democracy. The fights developing 
inside the party over internal 
democracy are giving the serious 
intellectuals considerable experi
ence and have opened the way 
forward to a serious study of 
CP history. Such a study can 
have a progressive outcome i f  it 
becomes a study of the fight 
begun by Lenin and continued by 
Trotsky and the Left Opposition 
against the growing bureau
cratization of the Soviet state 
and the Bolshevik Party in the 
early 1920’s. In this way the CP 
members w ill learn how Stalin 
and the bureaucracy found i t  
necessary to destroy Lenin’s 
party, thus removing the demo
cratic rights of the membership 
before they could secure the grip 
of the privilege - seeking bureau
cracy over the state and the 
party.

AX JOB THREATENED
Already, attempts are being 

made to suppress “ Reasoner." 
Party Bookshops refuse to handle 
its sale and full-tim e officials 
have been attempting to impress 
upon the various district and area 
committees .the need to proscribe 
the bulletin. Reliable sources 
state that the leadership has in
formed its publishers that they 
are fo r the “ ax”  i f  another 
edition appears. <

Many struggles inside the party 
are taking place around policy, 
particularly following the big 
swing to the right after the 20th 
Congress. “ The British Road to 
Socialism”  — current party pro
gram is up for even further 
revision. I t  is in the discussions 
taking place inside the branches, 
around this document, that some 
of the sharpest internal fights 
are taking place.

W riting in “ Challenge”  organ 
of the Young Communist League 
two months ago, James Klug- 
mann one of the Kremlin’s 
professional apologists, quite 
barefacedly revised the Marxist 
conception of the state and

blandly informed his young read
ers that the road to socialism 
in Britain lay through Parlia
ment. Since then a number of 
letters have appeared in sub
sequent issues bringing him to 
task and ’ defending Marxism 
against Klugmann’s crude revi
sions.

I t  was Klugmann who wrote 
the slander piece "From Trotsky 
to Tito”  (now placed discreetly 
under the counter in the party 
bookshops). Following his latest 
effort, one YCL’er w ittily  re
marked that he understands that 
Klugmann’s recent contributions 
on the, state are going to be 
issued in bound volume form by 
the party under the name of 
“ From Kautsky to Klugmann.”

The National Committee of the 
Young Communist League is 
reported to be evenly split on 
the conscription issue. Some 50% 
of its members are against the 
official CP line of calling fo r a 
reduction in m ilita ry sei-vice from 
two years to twelve months, and 
are demanding complete aboli
tion of conscription. Among the 
rank and file the supporters of 
abolition are even more numer
ous..

Despite every bureaucratic 
trick in the book being used by 
the leadership and their paid 
functionaries, the criticism con
tinues to swell and grow. For 
the f irs t  time many Communist 
Party members are reading the 
literature of the Trotskyist move
ment and are discussing its pro
gram of revolutionary socialism 
as opposed to the official hand
outs cooked up in the Kremlin 
and served from London’s King 
St.

This crisis of Stalinism can 
only develop further. The growth 
of industrial struggle in Britain, 
the fight against war, and the 
sharpening conflict inside the 
trade union and labor movement 
between the rank and file and 
the labor fakers poses most 
urgently the need for a Marxist 
understanding and a socialist 
policy by the leadership of the 
working class. This the Stalinist 
leaders cannot offer.

UN ITY WITH BUREAUCRATS
A t a time when the British 

Police were demonstrating their 
“ im partia lity”  toward the s trik 
ing auto workers by using their 
houses and batons on the picket

lines, Klugmann and his buddies 
peddling “ peaceful transition.”  

“ U nity”  —- latest, and most 
popular slogan of Stalinism is 
rapidly showing itself fo r what 
it really means as fa r as the CP 
leaders are concerned. Unity to 
them, means unity between Stal
inism and the labor and trade- 
union bureaucracy. Speaking at 
the ETU Conference — Frank 
Foulkes, Union President and 
prominent party member, referred 
to Frank Cousins — new boss 
of the Transport and General 
Worker’s Union as “ . . ' .  a new 
shining ligh t inside the Trade 
Union Movement.”  Cousins and 
his union are the main props of 
the right wing inside the Labor 
Party and the Trade Union Con
gress. I t  is invariably the 
mammoth block vote of the 
Transport Union that swings the 
issue against progressive resolu
tions at the Annual Conferences 
of both the Labor Party and the 
TUC.

RE-EXAMINE STAND 
Ironically enough, in the Trans

port Union, CP members are 
prohibited from holding office. 
I t  was only three weeks after 
Foulkes’ trumpet fanfares fo r 
Cousins that the Union’s Rules 
Revision Conference slung out a 
resolution calling fo r the lift in g  
of the ban. I t  was non other 
than “ shining ligh t”  Cousins who 
led the platform's blast against 
the “ anti-ban resolution.” 

iStalinists in Britain Dock In-

dustry have been the fiercest op
ponents of the breakaway of 
10,000 provincial port workers to 
the m ilitant Stevedore’s Union. 
Originally members of the Trans
port Union, these men were 
urged by the Daily Worker to 
remain inside the “ constitutional 
jailhouse” of the Transport Union 
and democratize it. The decision 
of the Rules Revision Conference 
has served to slap that theory in 
the teeth and has set in motion 
in CP circles a process of re
examination of party policy to 
(he breakaway. It is six years 
before the next Rules Revision 
Conference, unless of course the 
union bosses call a special one to 
raise the members’ subscriptions.

The breast beating that took 
place at the 20th Congress, and 
which has been followed up here 
by the Kremlin’s sycophants, 
sparked o ff a process of re-think- 
ing inside the CP. No longer can 
the party tops hand down the 
line to an uncritical rank and 
file. Following the Khrushchev 
Revelations, CP m ilitants ar? 
begining to view party policy in 
Brita in much more critica lly and 
are questioning the reform ist 
road offered to them by the 
G o 11 a n ’ s, Klugmman’s and 
Foulke’s! Many of them are 
begining to realise that the 
domestic policy of the British 
party flows from the same source 
that was responsible fo r the 
murders and frame-ups that have 
taken place in the Soviet Union.

N. Y. Party Leaders Take 
New Look at Browder Line

By Herman Chauka
The New York State Committee of the Communist 

Party has decided to publish in its discussion bulletin a 
vigorous defense of Earl Browder and his period of
leadership of the Communist
Party. The decision to make the 
document available to the mem
bership marks a new stage in 
the struggle now taking place 
in the Communist Party and 
comes as a fresh blow against 
National Chairman William Z. 
Foster.

Joseph Lash reported in the 
Aug. 23 New York Post that the 
State Committee had decided to 
publish the defense of Browder 
in its bulletin, Party Voice, de
spite vigorous protest from 
Foster. W ritten by “ Chick Ma
son,”  an otherwise unidentified 
party member, the 15;000 word 
document, has been circulated 
among 200 C.P leaders. Mason 
has prepared a 4,000 word 
abridgment fo r Party Voice.

The Post reports that Browder 
has read the Mason document 
and that he considers i t  “ pretty 
sound, especially fo r one who’s 
just had his eyes opened.”  Ask
ed i f  he thought publication of 
the document foreshadowed over
tures fo r his return to the party, 
Browder said he “ would not pre
dict that sort of thing.”

Again according to the Post, 
Mason demands acceptance of 
the thesis that the “ so-called 
Browder position was correct.”  
Mason charges that w ith the ex
pulsion of Browder in 1946 a 
“ stampede back to isolation”  
took place and that the expulsion 
was seized on by Foster “ to take 
over the ‘theoretical’ leadership 
of the Party.”

DO ALL DISAGREE?
The editor of Party Voice, 

Sam Coleman, in a statement 
in the Aug. 24 Daily Worker, 
denies any conflict w ith  Foster 
on publication of the Mason 
document and says that i t  w ill 
be circulated “ in line w ith  our 
policy of publishing all views 
submitted in good fa ith  by party 
members.”

Coleman also asserts that 
“ While there are d iffering views 
in the N.Y. State Party leader
ship, all, however, are in direct 
disagreement w i t h  Mason’s 
views.”  This assertion flies di
rectly in the face of the printed 
record. The June and July issues 
of Party Voice are devoted 
mainly to expressions of state 
committee members on Eugene 
Dennis’ report to the National 
Committee on party perspectives.

The state committee discussion 
is studded w ith pleas to re-eva
luate the Browder period and 
with veiled attacks on Foster.

Thus A l E. states, “ I asso
ciate myself w ith the criticism 
of the Dennis report. . . I  pro
pose that the National Commit
tee issue a statement about the 
many wrongly expelled over the 
past ten years. The' Party must 
take an official stand on these 
questions. The Party must take 
another look into the Browder 
period.”

Coleman himself, in the July 
issue, after tipping his hat to 
the fig h t against Browder’s “ op
portunism,”  declares * that “ In 
our anxiety to purge ourselves 
of Browderism. . . we dumped 
out many of the valuable fea
tures of our work in the pre
vious period.”  (Previous to the 
last 10 years.) “ And we were 
quick to retreat from any policy 
or analysis that m ight be stig
matized as Browderite^or revi
sionist or tainted w ith iiW ^ican  
exceptionalism.”

Again, Don Lester, writes in  
the July PV, “ I t  is my firm  con
viction that any effective strug
gle demands a, re-evalution of 
the so-called ‘Browder period.’ ”  
Lester also “ holds no brieP’ for 
Browder, but he thinks “ i t  is 
undeniable that Browder made 
the firs t serious e ffo rt to apply 
Marxism to the American scene 
and to relate i t  to the Amer
ican past and future.”

“ I t  is no secret that sharp 
difference w ithin the national 
leadership and between *the na
tional leadership and the N. Y. 
State Board have existed since 
Sw ift and others began the strug
gle against our sectarian line 
and errors in 1952,”  says Lester 
who concludes “ Comrade Foster 
charged in  1945 that Browder 
used the ‘fear of factionalism’ 
to stifle  opposition. We need 
equally to fig h t the ‘unity of 
the party’ slogan being used to 
force compromise and capitula
tion of the majority to the m i
nority.”

In the Aug. 26 Worker, Fos
ter flays “ those who are now so 
anxious to dissolve our party 
and to re-organize its forces on 
a neo-Browder basis.”  Despite 
Coleman’s denials, 1 Browder’s 
ghost looms large over the pres
ent discussion.

Why Foster Confronts a Deeper 
Crisis Than Thorez or Togliatti

By Morris Stein and Harry Ring
The international crisis of Stalinism has assumed 

especially sharp form in the United States. Suspicion, 
distrust and even contempt_ fo r the Communist Party’s
national leadership is apparent ~
ly  widespread in the ranks. I t  
permeates the discussion, which 
has been raging fo r six months. 
The leadership itself is split into 
cliques warring among them
selves but united on one point: 
fear of divulging their d iffe r
ences to the ranks and letting 
them act as the fina l court of 
decision.

The refusal of the leadership 
thus fa r to divulge its d iffe r
ences feeds rank and file  dis
content and serves to fu rther 
aggregate the crisis. A  typical 
reaction to the conduct of the 
leadership is expressed in a reso
lution of the East Harlem club 
published in thei July issue of 
the New York State CP bulletin, 
Party Voice. The resolution de
clares: “ Our club feels that in 
order for us, the membership, 
to fu lly  participate in the pre- 
convention discussion, i t  is es
sential that we know all the di
vergent opinions of the leading 
bodies of our Party. « We be
lieve that i t  is the responsibility 
of the respective committees to 
make their opinions available to 
the membership.”

The same view is sharply ex
pressed in a letter to the Aug. 
27 Daily Worker frora a CP unit 
in Los Angeles, the 24th Con
gressional' D istrict Zetkin group. 
In a unanimously adopted reso
lution the group declares: “ We 
voice our indignation and pro
test against the National Com
mittee’s fa ilure to make public 
the nature and content of vari
ous views and positions taken 
by the individual members o f the 
committee in its last several ses
sions.

“ This failure, in our judge
ment, constitutes disdain and con
tempt fo r the Party membership”
A MORAL CRISIS

This sentiment has reached 
the stage where the Daily Work
er must publicly state that its 
current fund drive is “ fa r from 
its goal because of dissatisfac
tion and doubts among our read
ers regarding the present course 
of the Communist leadership in 
our country.”  Earlier in the July 
Party Voice, the N.Y. State Or
ganizational Secietary reported 
the party to be in a “ moral 
crisis.”

W ith  the membership reduced

to guessing about the views and 
differences in the leadership and 
le ft to their own resources in 
the discussion, a state of com
plete confusion exists as to what 
is the party program today, 
what was righ t or wrong yester
day, and indeed i f  the party was 
not based on a false program 
from the time of its inception. 
Every major question of party 
policy and the nature o f the 
internal regime itse lf is up fo r 
re-evaluation.

This ferment has pushed the 
leadership into a posture of in
dependence from  the Kremlin. 
The June 29 statement of the 
Central Committee of the Com
munist Party of the Soviet Un
ion, was supposed to “ satisfy” 
all doubts and queries about 
present Soviet leadership (as i t  
did w ith Thorez in France and, 
to a somewhat lesser degree, 
w ith Togliatti in Ita ly ). But the 
CPSU statement evoked only 
formal acceptance from the hard- 
pressed leadership in America. 
In its resolution on this docu
ment, the National Committee 
was compelled to “ take excep
tion”  on two key questions, that 
“ of bureaucratic distortions of 
socialist society, as well as the 
happenings in the sphere of Jew
ish cultural institutions and their 
leadership.”

That the crisis is much deep
er in the American CP than i t  
is in the French or Italian par
ties is explained mainly by the 
d ifferent nature of these par
ties. The American CP, unlike 
the French and Italian, has 
never been a mass organization. 
(A t its peak i t  claimed 75,000 
members.) In the past decade 
i t  has lost heavily in numbers, 
in union positions, in influence 
in intellectual circles and among 
oppressed minorities. In  New 
York, the party ’s stronghold, 
two-thirds of the membership 
has been lost in the past ten 
years and of those remaining 
only 20 to 30% are consistently 
active. (N.Y. Organizer’s Report, 
July Party Voice.)

STALIN  CULT WAS CEMENT
The CP leadership under the 

conditions o f isolation relied 
more and more fo r political sus
tenance on the prestige o f the

Soviet Union or, more precisely, 
on the myth o f Stalin’s “ in fa l
lib ility .”  The explosion of this 
myth w ith Khrushchev’s revela
tions of Stalin’s hideous crimes, 
turned this chief asset o f the 
CP leadership into a terrible lia 
b ility  and. leaves them without 
a solid base of operations. They 
have no record of success in the 
mass movement to draw on as 
does a Togliatti or a Thorez. 
The only period of such “ suc
cess”  enjoyed by the American 
Party is associated not w ith the 
present leadership but w ith  the 
era of Earl Browder.

I t  is not surprising therefore 
that a nostalgia fo r the “ good 
old days”  of the Browder period 
seeps through a ll the pores o f 
t h e  discussion, particularly 
among the members of the ap
paratus such as those who com
pose the New York State Com
mittee.

These people, including those 
in the Central leadership, turned 
against Browder in 1946, not 
voluntarily or out of principled 
considerations, but solely on or
der from Stalin as transmitted 
in the celebrated letter from 
Duclos. They nurse a special 
grievance against Stalin and 
against Foster who regained 
power w ith  Browder’s expulsion.

When Browder fe ll from  grace, 
Foster openly boasted that he 
had maintained an opposition to 
him. The struggle between Fos
ter and Browder actually dates 
back to the late Twenties when 
the Trotskyists were expelled 
and, after them, the Lovestone- 
ites. Throughout the period in 
which Browder held the leader
ship, Foster was compelled to 
grudgingly carry out orders and 
wait sullenly fo r the inevitable 
day when Browder’s head would 
roll.

CONCEALED RIVALRIES
In 1946 Foster became the 

head o f the party but the vic
tory was nominal. He had to 
work w ith a machine that had 
been fashioned by Browder. The 
distrust and conflict between this 
machine and the Foster clique 
continued throughout. But the 
differences, of course, were kept 
from the membership which al
ways met a solid fron t of the 
bureaucracy and its s tifling  
“ unanimous”  declarations.

Today, Dennis in his pamph
let, The Communists Take a New 
Look, confirms that “ sharp po

litical differences which arose in 
the leadership were often . tem
porized and le ft unresolved fo r 
long periods.”

The 20th Congress repudiation 
of Stalin has been seized upon 
by Foster’s adversaries as the 
means to repudiate not only Sta
lin but primarily Foster and his 
course. The opposition to Foster 
is strongest on the sta ff of the 
Daily Worker and in the lead
ership, of the New York State 
party and they are making him 
the scapegoat fo r all the failures 
of the past decade. To the extent 
that the differences are express
ed in such organs as Party Voice, 
it is invariably Foster who is 
singled out fo r criticism. His 
record in the struggle against 
■'Browderite righ t opportunism”  
now becomes the target in  the 
present war against “ le ft sec
tarianism.”

H itting  back a t his critics, 
Foster cites the difficulties of 
the objective situation, the cold 
war, the witch hunt and the ex
tended period of prosperity. He 
argues in the Aug. 26 Worker that 
“ I t  seems to be high time that 
our Party makes a more system
atic and Marxist analysis of its 
experiences during the cold war. 
As things now stand litt le  at
tention is paid to anything but 
our mistakes, many o f which as 
stated, are more imaginary than 
real.”  But the ranks obviously 
do not consider the mistakes to 
be imaginary.

The insistent demand that the 
differences be placed before them 
is something that the bureaucra
cy is not accustomed to. U ntil 
now, Stalin, not the Party mem
bership, was the arbiter of all 
major differences. I t  is not the 
habit of this leadership to write 
resolutions delineating its d if
ferences and defending their re
spective positions before the 
ranks. They are trained only to 
close ranks and unitedly blud
geon the membership into Con
fo rm ity  w ith the latest “ line.”

Such a procedure cannot work 
this time. Even i f  the leadership 
succeeds in  patching its  d iffe r
ences, i t  no (longer has the abil
ity  to silence a deeply suspicious 
rank and file . The demand for 
a lu ll, democratic discussion 
vyiH inevitably grow even strong
er.

Letter from British 
Young Communists

[The Militant last week received the following let« 
ter from England. — Ed.l
Dear Comrade,

May I, on behalf of myself, and other members of 
the British Young Communist League extend fraternal 
greetings to the Militant and the Socialist Workers Party,

Prior to the Krushchev Revelations when Trotsky
ists attempted to explain to us the real nature of thé 
Moscow Trials — Rajk’s execution, etc. — we dismissed 
their charges, not believing i t  possible that such terrible 
things could take place under what we considered then 
was a socialist regime.

The disclosures of the 20th Congress came as a ter
rible blow. The admittances that poured forth from the 
Kremlin made us realise that a serious analysis was re
quired of what were the conditions that had nurtured 
the growth of Stalinism. Our leadership’s “ explanation’* 
about the “ cult of the individual”  seemed completely in
adequate and designed to cover up, more than to explain. 
Their other attempt to get us to accept these crimes in 
the light of the “achievements”  of Stalin reeked of “ cook
ing the books.”  Surely, we asked, i t  is not necessary to 
murder thousands of loyal communists in order to build 
power stations.

More serious explanations were required than the ones 
our party leaders were offering. We found in discussions 
with Trotskyists, that they had a real explanation o f 
what had taken place in the Soviet Union — an explana
tion that was thoroughly Marxist and scientific.

Furthermore it  was through the works of Leon Trot
sky that we were able to understand why our party in 
Britain finds itself saddled w ith a reformist programme. 
We are now able to see “ peaceful transition,”  “ peaceful 
co-existence”  overtures to the “ sincere right-wingers”  
and support for capitalist conscription in tlie ir true per
spective — as pawns in the diplomatic maneuvers of the 
Soviet bureaucracy with world imperialism.

We Young Communists joined our party because we 
wished to serve the true interests of the working class, 
interests that can only be served provided that we are 
able to win the class to a program of revolutionary so
cialism. Instead we have been offered jazz clubs and 
socials as an alternative to politics, “ Challenge”  — paper 
of the YCL had its front cover adorned with a photograph 
of Marilyn Monroe in its August issue, a poor substitute 
for socialism! I t  is our opinion, that youth can only be 
won to figh t for socialism on the basis of an honest revo
lutionary programme. To offer them pin-ups is to dis
play a cynicism towards youth and to 'basically accept the 
■bourgeois conception of modern youth.

We feel sure that many American Party Comrades 
must be thinking as we are. May we therefore through 
the columns of your paper appeal to them to study the 
works of Marx, Engels, Lenin and Trotsky, thus drawing 
on the great arsenal of Marxism so that they w ill equip 
themselves to understand how internationally the working 
class can overthrow capitalism.

A.S.


