
The Challenge of the New Er 

By Benjamin J. Davis 

Because THE Draft Resolution* con- 
tains a number of good features, I 
voted “yes” hoping, like other Na- 
tional Committee members who 
voted for it, that they would be car- 
ried out. It has a very good, but in- 
complete practical program; and it 
points up Left-sectarianism as the 
main danger for our Party, which, 

in this new world situation will un- 
doubtedly continue to be true for a 
long period ahead. 

At the same time, I reluctantly 
qualified my vote with reservations. 
These had to do especially with the 
equivocation of the resolution on the 
question of our Marxist-Leninist sci- 
ence, its inadequate treatment of the 
Negro question and the struggle for 
Negro rights, its weak stand on the 
role of American imperialism, and 
its underplaying of the role of our 
Party. I felt that unless the resolu- 
tion was strengthened in these and 
other respects, the fulfillment of any 
of its sound proposals would be seri- 
ously jeopardized. 

Consequently, my reservations re- 
main. For I have seen an insufh- 
cient struggle against many harmful 

* Draft Resolution for the 16th National 
Convention of the Communist Party, U.S.A., 
adopted Sept. 13, 1956, New Century Publish- 
ers, N. Y., 35 cents. 
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In the last six or seven years, ou 
Party has come upon lean, hard day: 
It is extremely isolated from the mai 
thoroughfares of mass activity an 
struggle and a critical situation ex 
ists in the Party itself. The mora! 
and fighting spirit of the Party is ¢ 
an all-time low; there’s a sharpl 
critical attitude toward the leader 
ship, which in most respects is full 
justified; there’s been pretty muc 
of a paralysis in mass activities—th 
lifeblood of the Party; wholesale div 
orientation and loss of members; up 
necessary tensions and strains; lac 
of perspectives, wait-and-see attitud 
etc., etc. In fact, the present alar 
ing condition of the Party unfort 
nately is pushing into the back 
ground many vital questions raise 
in the Resolution. 

There’s a need to analyze an 
seize hold of this situation lest, bi 
the time of the convention, we hav 



not a live, kicking organization, but 
a weakened emaciated body, torn 
apart and unable to do more than 
write its own epitaph. None of our 
members desires this. 

* * * 

Although I don’t agree with a cer- 
tain rigidity and with various char- 
acterizations in Comrade Foster’s ar- 
ticle, “On the Party Situation,” (in 
the October Political Affairs), he 
makes a very important contribution 
to the discussion. Certainly, the 
present condition of the Party is a 
perfect set-up for liquidation. 
Comrade Gates’ article “Time for 

a Change” (in the November issue), 
contains many positive, bold and pro- 
vocative ideas. I can agree that it’s 
time for a change in the present con- 
dition of our Party and in many 
of its aspects. But the Gates’ ar- 
ticle by-passes the whole critical Par- 
ty situation and leaves the impres- 
sion, it seems to be, that the trouble 
with the Party is that it has not 
adoped the thesis there propounded; 
and further, that if this were done, 
everything would be rosy. To me 
this is somewhat of a panacea ap- 
proach before which all the complex 
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problems of the Party and of life 
simply will not vanish. Comrade 
Gates’ contentions may prove to be 
right, in whole or in part; but the 
question may become academic if 
there’s no Party around to scientifi- 
cally examine, study and thrash out 
policies in life. 
First of all, we’re dealing with hu- 

man beings in the Communist 
Party—the prime consideration of 

CHALLENGE OF THE NEW ERA 15 

any Communist. They cannot be 
turned on and off like spigots, buf- 
feted one way today and another way 
tomorrow. (I have participated in 
the “spigot” approach; but no more.) 
They cannot be told that they were 
putting up a splendid fight against 
McCarthyism and against reckless 
brink-of-war policies of U.S. impe- 
rialism one day, and overnight told 
that everything they’ve done has 
been a collection of blunders, stupid- 
ities, idiocies and mistakes—parti- 
cularly at the height of their most 
heroic activity. No wonder comrades 
ask themselves whether the last 10 
or 15 years of their lives have been 
wasted. My answer is: they haven't. 
We have in our Party some of the 

most self-sacrificing Americans, who, 
despite the cruel persecution of the 
government and reaction, and de- 
spite mistakes, grew and became 
stronger during the last five or six 
years. They are our most valuable 
assets and their morale and spirit 
is of the utmost importance. 

I regret that some have recently left 
the Party. Their place, it seems to me, 
is in the Party putting their ideas into 
the hopper, both giving to and receiv- 
ing from the collective discussion. 
My gratitude, however, is to the bulk 
of our comrades who have stuck, 
whatever their views, and who are 
fighting for the kind of Party which 
they think necessary in this period. 
They are the main heroes; for they 
inspire hope and confidence in the 
struggles and victories ahead. Our 
Party should be quite willing and 
ready to work with any American 
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to advance the peace, democracy and 
social welfare of the American peo- 
ple. To eliminate everything within 
our Party that contributes to our 
Party’s inability to do so—which 
means a more flexible use of our 
Marxist-Leninist science on the basis 
of our national traditions—is the chal- 
lenging task before our Party. 

This is the most important discus- 
sion in our Party’s history. It is also 
the best. Despite rough overtones 
and exaggerated characterizations 
here and there, it has never been 
equalled in freedom, in assailing 
dogma and doctrinairism and in the 
sharp clash of opinion. None of us 
are accustomed to this new-found 
freedom and we are still amateurs at 
it. The next discussion ought to be 
even better. 

* * * 

Among the main causes of the 
crisis facing our Party are: firstly, 
the objective situation, the extreme 
persecution and difficulties imposed 
on the Party, beyond anything in its 
entire history; secondly, the long 
sectarian history of the Party cul- 
minating in serious, avoidable errors 
growing out the difficulties of the 
last years; the slowness of the Party 
in making necessary adjustments to 
a new situation; the profound shock 
suffered by the Party over the brutal 
injustices committed during the lat- 
ter years of Stalin’s leadership; and 
the somewhat hysterical reaction to 
this situation on the part of some of 
our leaders. 

Our Party is engaged in the class 
struggle and, as in any other battles, 
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somebody gets hurt. It is not a pink. 
tea party—there has never been strug- 
gle without injury, and no Party 
can guarantee against that. Our com. 
rades have been operating under the 
handicaps of a protracted series of 
defeats imposed by the most power- 
ful capitalist system in the world. 
It did well to remain alive. The 
damage inflicted upon our Party 
should not be underestimated. 

The Party membership should be 
proud of the contributions made 
during the height of the McCarthy- 
ite war hysteria, under the most 
severe repression. Instead of depre- 
cating virtually everything done dur- 
ing this period and a good number 
of years before, a few examples of 
what was good should have been 
commended, in order to inspire con- 
fidence in our Party’s ability to cor- 
rect errors. This would have helped 
to immunize our Party against pes- 
simism and demoralization. And it 
would have been fully in accord 
with the truth. To speak of only one 
such example, there was the pioneer- 
ing work of our Party in theorizing 
on the question of the peaceful tran- 
sition to Socialism, from which how- 
ever, we drew few political and prac- 
tical conclusions. 
The Party did not forget the main 

enemy or the main issue, although 
some staunch labor and progressive 
forces in the country did. American 
history is strewn with the wreckage 
of leaders and organizations who 
forgot the enemy. 
The main approach of Comrade 
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of the National Committee was cor- 
rect. Yet in underestimating the 
positive role and achievements of the 
Party over the last years, it opened 
up a veritable Pandora’s box. The 
search for errors by our Party almost 
became vulgarized into a spree, with 
the line between indictment of mis- 
takes and indictment of the Party 
becoming very thin. 
The Soviet Marxists made many 

bold and profound contributions at 
the 20th Congress of the CPSU to 
the struggle for peace and the relax- 
ing of international tension, to the 
strengthening of Socialism in their 
own country, and to the necessity of 
each country to find its own na- 
tional road to Socialism. The Con- 

contributed to the common 
proposition that proletarian 

internationalism—the bedrock of 
world peace and friendship between 
nations—will be strengthened by re- 
lations of mutual criticism among 
Marxist parties of the world on the 
basis of equality and comradeliness. 
Although serious mistakes were 

made by the Soviet Marxists in con- 
nection with the Stalin devaluation. 
this too was an unprecedented ex- 
ample of self-criticism. I believe, 
however, that considerable mischief 
was done to the morale of our Party 
by attempting to apply mechanically 
the lessons of the devaluation, 
namely to downgrade our Party as 
Stalin’s mistakes and crimes were 
downgraded. The purpose of the Sta- 
lin devaluation was to get rid of 
Stalinism; and whether our com- 
trades who applied this mechanical 

gress 

sense 
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parallel meant it or not, the down- 
grading of our Party in the same 
manner could only imply—getting 
rid of it. The aggressive piling of 
error upon error, as if this alone 
characterized the last decade of the 
Party, laid the basis for liquidation 

and dissolution. 
The Stalin revelations constituted 

a blow from an entirely new direc- 
tion—from within the Marxist Party 
hitherto enjoying more prestige than 
any other in the world socialist ranks. 
While Communists are accustomed 
to the most savage blows from the 
class enemy—which blows ultimately 
strengthened them—they were un- 
prepared for such shattering disil- 
lusionment from such a highly re- 
spected idol. This presented an un- 
precedented problem of morale and 
perspective—which was not grasped 
by the National Committee as a 
whole. As a result the Party drifted. 

Credit however must be given to 
those individual comrades among 
leaders and members generally who 
sought to exercise some initiative 
and this certainly includes the Daily 
Worker which tried to grapple with 
the new situation and its unprece 
dented problems. I say this although 
I think the Daily Worker fell into 
certain panicky excesses in the course 
of its prompt reactions to events. 
The National Committee as a whole, 
in my opinion, shares a responsibility 
for this, and it is absolutely wrong 
to dump, or to permit to be dumped, 
the whole blame on the editor of 
the paper, Comrade Gates. 
We should face up to mistakes, 
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courageously and frankly—learning 
the hard way, it would seem, the 
price of long neglect of the Leninist 
weapon of self-criticism. Only in this 
way can the Party overcome mis- 

takes, get into the main arteries of 
social development, and grow strong- 
er and more influential. Self-criti- 
cism is to destroy weaknesses in or- 
der to build and educate the Party 
membership. Our aim should be to 
search for the key errors which, when 
made, affected the whole orientation 
and subsequent activities of the Party 
—such as our narrow electoral policy 
of ’48, the extreme security measures 
instituted, our failure to investigate 
the new and peculiar features of the 
capitalist economy in our country, 
the Party’s and my individual lagging 
on the theory of the Negro question. 

The Stalin devaluation was of his- 
toric value to Marxists all over the 
world—and certainly not any less in 
our country. It tore away in one fell 
swoop the inhibitions that thwarted 
a more basic examination and 
acquaintanceship with national traits 
of our own country. It also re- 
vealed another major sin under 
Stalin: the serious drag which 
the “cult of the individual” had on 
the creative development of the sci- 
ence of Marxism-Leninism the world 
over. With this dead hand of the past 
gone, we should be able to move 
forward by leaps and bounds, with 
boldness but with soberness. 

* * * 

The supreme problem before us, 
I should think, is the contradiction 
between the historic forward move- 
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ment of labor and the people—par- 
ticularly the unprecedented upsurge 
of the Negro movement—over re- 
cent years, and the extreme isolation 
of our Party. Undoubtedly, the fierce 
persecution of the Party had a great 
deal to do with this, while the 

tremendous growth and influence of 
the Socialist camp, the neutralist 
countries and the colonial liberation 
movements, were a powerful ally of 
the limited Negro and labor gains, 

But adverse objective factors alone 
cannot account for our isolation. 
Back in ’52, the Party had already 
begun to examine the sectarian 
nature of weaknesses reflected in the 
self-critical note on our °48 electoral 
policy, subsequently by the recogni 
tion of “Left” distortions in thg 
struggle against white chauvinism 
the re-examination of certain errorg 
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is being abandoned. But I am 
very much disturbed by the excessive 
hostility to the term, from certain 
of our leaders, who want to ban it 

from usage in our Party, under the 
misconception that the term itself is 
the source of our dogmatism. This 
coincides with certain trends in the 
Party that the Party should be Marx- 
ist and not Leninist, and with cer- 
tain wrong practices and concepts 
in the Party that are harmful and 
that have nothing in common with 
Leninism, particularly on the Negro 
question. 
I believe that the placing of our 

science could be expressed in such 
terms as “scientific socialism,” Marx- 
ism, Marxism-Leninism, etc. Flex- 
ibility and a loosening up in this re- 
gard—in fact, the getting away from 
all stereotyped jargon—is radically 
necessary for our Party’s ties with 
the American workers and masses. 
It is necessary, too, in terms of the 
improvement of thinking among 
Party members. 
Neither do I believe that our Par- 

ty should hold on to dead formulae, 
outmoded principles and practices 
that no longer apply in our country 
or that never did. It is the essence 
of Leninism—based upon concrete 
conditions and circumstances — to 
shed all outmoded formulae and to 
create new ones as experience and 
the needs of the people require. Cer- 
tain rigid aspects of our theoretical 
position on the Negro question fall 
into this category; the draft resolu- 
tion correctly lists a few more. 

* * * 

19 

But it is a sign of franticness when 
some comrades insist that this and 
that be scrapped forthwith all over 
the place—as a test of one’s willing- 
ness to change—and before there’s 
been the sort of independent exami- 
nation such as our Party has never 
before had. Some comrades in their 
just concern for bureaucracy and in- 
ner Party democracy demand that 
democratic centralism be junked out 
of hand—and certainly no fetish 
should be made of it. On this and 
other such questions, how can one 

be so cocksure one way and then 
overnight be so cocksure in just the 
opposite direction? The main thing, 
it seems to me, is that the Party 
should have a form of structure and 
functioning that will provide guar- 
antees for drastically improved inner- 
Party democracy, curtailment of bu- 
reaucracy particularly on the part of 
the leadership, majority rule and 
right of dissent, which will un- 
leash the creative capacities of the 
entire membership in the making 
and effectuation of policy. These 
measures would add new strength 
to the Communist Party in our coun- 
try and, I submit, that we should 
never forget that organization is 
the strength of the working class and 
people. To me, this would be a 
modification and application of the 
principle of democratic centralism 
to our country. Some comrades, it 
appears, wish to reduce the Party to 
some kind of loose federation with- 
out the power of united action and 
will. To that I‘m opposed. Besides, 
few American organizations exist 
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without some form of democratic 
centralism. 

The resolution says: “. . . Basing 
ourselves on these Marxist-Leninist 
principles as interpreted by the Com- 
munist Party of our country... .” I 
am not opposed to our Party’s inter- 
pretation of Marxism-Leninism or 
anything else. But when tacked on 
in this manner, it is not only a denial 
of the universality and objectivity 
of our science, but it legislates the 
infallibility of a majority at a par- 
ticular time, and equates a majority 
vote with correct Marxist science. 
Now I hope that will be true, but 
it is wholly misleading to think cor- 
rect science can be guaranteed by 

fiat. It seems to me that the real test 
of Marxism-Leninism is its verifi- 
able experience in life and events 
themselves all over the world, in- 
cluding, in the first place, our own 

country. The resolution, it seems 
to me, sets up a new, but wrong, 
test. 

Certainly, those leaders who sup- 

port this phraseology, and who have 
pressed almost exclusively on the 
errors of the Party, should be a little 
modest about “our interpretations” 
of Marxism-Leninism. I surely am 
and I’m not one who feels that the 
last ten years of my life have been 
wasted. 

We have been “interpreting” our 
science all along, hence the phraseol- 
ogy of the resolution adds nothing 
but equivocation and uncertainty as 
to the future. Something new, how- 
ever, does need to be added to our 
placement of the question of Marx- 

ism-Leninism, and I would propose} ism-1 
it for the resolution instead of its} outw 
present phraseology: Our Party bases} valid 
itself on creative Marxism-Leninism] to ac 
as applied to the national character-| of M 
istics and traditions of our country] cal rn 

I understand and fully agree with} the v 
the necessity of making clear to the tion 
world that we interpret Marxist scif the « 

ence, and not someone else for us] quest 
and that in this particular sense, es{ unive 
pecially, we are an independeny cialis 
American Party. We have to estab} comr. 

lish this proposition both by precepj the d 
and deed. But in order to establish{ and « 
this fact we do not need to deny thq A ‘ 
objectivity of this science just tq princi 
prove we're not looking over oug pet sf 

shoulder at the Russians or Tito of ing of 

some other international Marxis{ The 

personages. The formulation in thd princi 
resolution over-corrects our pasjiM pa 
weakness in this respect, and actually quagr 
makes conditional our acceptance of and o 
this basic science. I never heard of I de 
a biologist saying he accepts the scij upon 
ence of biology “according to his inj rade’s: 

terpretation.” Communists may ar} interp 
gue over the meaning of Marxisfent f 
science—and that they're doing quitd makes 

extensively now—but not over thq built | 
existence of the science. Where thqand 
correct solution is not obvious, event{ wherel 
have to settle the debate—but neve Votes 
by a mere interpretation. Since thf delore 
science is universal, we must learf The 
from experience and events not onlf ticle 
in our own country, but all over thjand th 
world. That we should exclude foq ia the 
eign experience is isolationist, daq rrect 

gerous and unscientific. want 
The onesided approach to Marg Party, 
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ism-Leninism of saying what is only 
outworn, without saying what is still 
valid and universal, is a peculiar way 
to adhere to a science. Such features 
of Marxism as dialectical and histori- 
cal materialism, the leading role of 
the working class in the transforma- 
tion to socialism, the principles of 
the class struggle, of the national 
question, are, in my judgment, valid 
universal principles of scientific so- 
cialism. It is regrettable that many 
comrades regard the formulation in 
the draft resolution as unimportant, 

and opposition to it as quibbling. 
A Communist Party is built upon 

principle, not upon some individual’s 
pet speculations and crystal ball gaz- 
ing of what’s happening in the world. 
The Party should freshly adapt its 
principles to new situations, and not 
in panic and hysteria fall into the 
quagmire of momentarily attractive 
and opportunist expediencies. 
I don’t wish to see our Party built 

upon the quicksand of any com- 
rade’s—however _ bright—particular 
interpretation of the world. The pres- 
ent formulation in the resolution 
makes that possible. I do not want 
built into our Party, its documents 
and procedure, an arrangement 
whereby whoever gets the most 
votes is the new Marxist-Leninist, 
before whom all others must bow. 
The position of Comrade Gates’ 

article on Marxist-Leninist science, 
and the implementations of his views 
in the Daily Worker are, to me, in- 
correct. If that is Marxist science, I 
want no part of it, even in this 
Party, to say nothing of a brand- 
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new organization—a Political Action 
Association—which would enthrone 
and codify Comrade Gates’ miscon- 
ceptions of Marxist science. Yet, if 
anything, I feel indebted to Com- 
rade Gates’ wrong views for stimu- 
lating a new and more concrete look 
at Marxism-Leninism, and its su- 

preme value. 
* * * 

An especially disturbing situation 
exists in our Party on the Negro 
question and on the mass struggle for 
Negro rights. This is true in vary- 
ing degrees throughout the country. 
One leader of the Party in N. Y. 
State has persistently held the posi- 
tion that “Negroes come into the 
Party with more nationalism than 
whites come in with chauvinism,” a 
position overwhelmingly rejected by 
our National Committee. Its obvi- 
ous meaning is that in the struggle 
for Negro rights we should concen- 
trate our main fire against the Ne- 
groes, an implication so preposterous 
that it needs no comment.: We 
should welcome and note the dimi- 
nution of the level of white chau- 
vinism in the country. At the same 
time, we should keep firmly fixed 
in mind that white chauvinism is 
still the main ideological weapon of 
American imperialism in the oppres- 
sion of the Negro people. 
A fresh look is needed at national- 

ism which is at a world all-time high. 
Soekarno of Indonesia placed it well 
when he stated that the nationalism 
of the Asian and African peoples 
was for equality, human dignity and 
mutual respect from their oppres- 



sors. This is progressive. This, it 
seems to me, is what the Negro 
people of the U.S. want. It should 
be sharply differentiated from the na- 
tionalism of oppressor nations, based 
upon racial superiority, jingoism and 
chauvinism. The routine fashion in 
which our Party reacted to the his- 
toric Bandung conference should 
have forewarned us of the diminish- 
ing sensitivity of our Party on the 
national and colonial questions. 

Sentiments were expressed at our 
recent national election conference 
by at least one comrade to the effect 
that we should tone down the con- 
demnation of disfranchisement of 
Negroes in Mississippi because it 
might “embarrass” the government. 
In addition, the apparent downgrad- 
ing of many of our most experienced 
Negro leaders, with scarcely any Ne- 
groes in over-all state leadership of 
the Party, except in one state, the 
tendency toward a “hard” and re- 
criminatory attitude toward dissent- 
ing Negro comrades—all must give 
our Party a deeper concern than is 
noted in the draft resolution. We are 
lagging behind the mass struggle for 
Negro rights, which is the principal 
concern of our Party on this ques- 
tion. 

In certain areas, the situation of 
Negro women in the Party is dis- 
graceful. When they should be 
among the mainstays of the Party 
leadership, they’re nowhere near this 
position. Our Party has badly ret- 
rograded on this question. It should 
boldly integrate the staunch leaders 
among the Negro women into all 
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levels of Party leadership. 
This state of affairs has nothing in 

common with Leninism or with the 
application of our science to the spe- 
cific conditions of our own country. 
Too much cannot be done to estab- 
lish the equality and dignity of the 
Negro people—and that is the duty 
of the workers and all democratic 
forces against the common foe, pi 
American imperialism. The situa- 
tion deeply disturbs the Party mem- 
bership, especially the Negroes—who 
are justifiably insecure about the sci- ow 
ence and direction of our Party. 

If, as our Party correctly says, the 
democratization of the South and 
the unconditional enfranchisement 
of the Negro people constitute the 
key to unlocking the door to the 
further progress of the entire nation, 
then we should act that way. The 
whole draft resolution should have 
been built around this question. The 
nation is pulsating to the Negro ques. [$" 
tion today, under the new condi- pMZat 
tions of 1956, as it did under other fesent 
circumstances 100 years ago. me a 

The Negro question is a many. ! m 
sided one, and should be approached } shoc! 
in a many-sided manner. It is also | This 
a special question, reflecting the spe- basic 
cial oppression of the Negro people. [*"Y 2 
The difficulties of our Party in this plonial 
field are complicated and will not Pd dot 
dissolve on the basis of a sloganized, whol 
over-simplified approach. Sectarian-f'S 
ism has, assuredly, been the most five 
damaging weakness in this field; and frat 
we never wish to return to it. But to }ur 
day our Party is characterized by af © | 
bitter resistance by some comrades {* m«¢ 
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an energetic discussion and ideo- 
ing in pgical campaign against white chau- 
th the finism to strengthen our Party’s par- 
1¢ spe- Fcipation in the mass struggle for 

untry, Negro rights. The examples of pro- 
estab- potion of Negro cadres set by our 
of the jwn Party never were a private mat- 

> duty Fr, and are even less today. We are 
ocratic f peaceful and public competition 
1 foe, Pith all other American organiza- 
situa- fons in recognizing and implement- 
mem- Pg the dignity and contributions 
—who ff Negro Americans to the demo- 
he sci- fatic advancement of our nation. 
ty. ne of the healthiest signs of the 
ys, the figorous new democracy in our 
h and fatty is application to Party organi- 
sement Ftions in Negro communities, 
ite the Phere, in at least one instance to 
to the Py personal knowledge, it has been 
nation, Pgtantly violated by upper levels of 
y. The [arty leadership. The N. Y. State 
d have fdership of the Party has made 
n. The Pa2y good contributions on the 
© ques. ght against sectarianism in the or- 
condi- Paization in recent years. But the 

r other fesent state of Negro affairs in the 
ate and relations with a host of 

many. Uf Most experienced Negro cadres 
roached § shocking. 
is also | This results, in my opinion, from 

the spe- basic lack of understanding in our 
people. tty as a whole of the national and 
in this Plonial questions, on both a world 

vill not Pd domestic scale. Our Party needs 

ranized, {Whole new and bold approach on 
‘ctarian- P'S question comparable with its 
e most f*Ssive ingportance, nationally and 
Jd: and fternationally. 
‘But to |Our Party has properly apologiz- 

ed by af t© various individuals over the 
»mrades}t months for wrong judgments 
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upon them which were unjust. 
It needs to make a _ different 
kind of apology to the great Negro 
artist Paul Robeson, to the illustrious 
scholar Dr. W. E. B. Du Bois, whom 
reaction has confined to this country, 
while we have not joined with mil- 
lions of concerned Negro and white 
citizens, in an all-out challenge to 
this imperialist racism. Such men as 
Robeson, Du Bois and Howard Fast 
—also denied the right to travel—are 
by any and all national standards of 
achievement distinguished Ameri- 
cans, who belong to all humanity. 
A few routine improvements here 

and there by our Party on this ques- 
tion are insufficient for the challenge 
of the New Era. We need a sweep- 
ing new dramatization of our Par- 
ty’s changes and reforms on this 
question. 

If our Party cannot straighten out 
itself on the Negro question—which, 
in our country, is the very heart of 
the struggle for democracy—and if 
our Party cannot arrest certain dis- 
integrating trends in our Party on 

this question, then it will founder 
on every thing else. If all the funda- 
mental, and even sweeping, changes 
are not in the direction of re-estab- 
lishing the Communist Party as a 
militant, fighting organization—with 
a clear and correct outlook on this 
question—then these changes are not 
going to strengthen the Party nor 

the struggle for the integration of 
the Negro people on the basis of full, 
immediate, first-class _ citizenship. 
Nor will such changes strengthen the 
working-class, socialist perspective 
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of our Party as a whole. 
This causes me to have very seri- 

ous doubts about the thesis advanced 

in the article of Comrade Gates. And 
1 feel that Comrade Gates, as my 
white comrade, should be even 
sharper on this question than I. 
Otherwise, the Negro question has 
lost its distinctive special and na- 
tional aspects in our country. With 
nationalism seething all over the 
world, and with the cause of free- 
dom and a higher social order mov- 
ing forward under its banner, it 
seems to me that Comrade Gates’ 
article does not place this question 
centrally, and further, profoundly un- 
derestimates it. We must not be so 
quick to label large numbers of our 
staunchest and most experienced 
Negro cadres as “die-hard Left sec- 
tarians”; but should judge them in 
terms of this new nationalism, the 
brand under which all formerly op- 
pressed peoples are insisting upon 
and realizing their just aspirations 
for human dignity and equality. 
Just as there is a spirit of Bandung, 
there is a spirit of Montgomery! 

The world focus of the national 
and colonial liberation movements 
today is in the Middle East, Asia and 
Africa. The contributions of the So- 
viet Union, the People’s Republic of 
China, and others were enormous 
and historically unprecedented in 
connection with the brutal imperial- 
ist aggression against Egypt. The 
tragedy of it all is that the terrible 
events in Hungary—and the colossal 
slowness of the Soviet Marxists and 
the crimes of the Rakosi-Gero regime 

involved in these events—greatly dq 
formed and obscured the massive rol 
of the socialist states in assisting th 

national and _ colonial _liberatic 
movements. 

This makes vastly more difficul 
but no less necessary, the respons 
bility of American Marxists to brin 
to our nation the far-reaching signif 
cance of these events for our ow 
working class and people. These di 
ficulties will, in my judgment, proy 
to be transient. 

All of this should sharpen, not |e 
sell, Our sensitivity to Montgomer 

and to the anxieties of Negro men 
bers concerning the direction of oy 
Party. At the same time, our Pari 
has a unique task in helping the N 
gro people in finding and marchi 
along their own American —% 
full and immediate citizenship in tH 
South and over the country. 

* * * 

The Daily Worker has been maj 
ing commendable efforts with bol 
ness and initiative to adjust to th 
new era. Naturally, in the effort 4 
adjust, the Daily as well as our Part 
will make mistakes, one way or af 
other. The going is rough. At t 
same time, this attempt must, in ; 
opinion, take in consideration t 
condition and thinking of our Par 
membership. Mistakes must not 
come so fundamental that thd 
challenge the most basic principl 
of our science and our role, in he 
ing the working class, Negro 7 

ple and the mass of Americans | 
realizing the fruits of this new ¢ 
against the bitter and _treachert 
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opposition of our own ruling class. 
On some matters, like the Hun- 

garian situation and the Mid-Eastern 
vents, the Daily Worker’s outlook 

in my opinion proved seriously in- 
For several months in the 

Daily Worker there has appeared no 
positive discussion of the world so- 
cialist system nor of the achieve- 
ments of Socialism in the Soviet Un- 
ion, China and the People’s Democ- 

One-sided positions have 
been taken which leave doubt as to 
who the real enemy of peace, prog- 
ress and national liberation is— 
world imperialism led by the Wall 
Street monopolies or the Soviet Un- 
ion and the socialist camp. I cer- 
tainly don’t agree that this is the 
case, but do not exclude even this 
from legitimate debate. For then we 
can better define the difference be- 
tween necessary criticism of the So- 
viet and other Marxists—which at 
times needs to be very sharp—and 
changing our whole basic attitude 
toward the role and meaning of the 
Seviet Union. To me, basic change 
in a long held orientation of our 
Party should be accomplished by 
the Party as a whole operating as a 
convention. That is the essence of 
inner-Party democracy. 
Comrade Gates’ article ought to be 

thoroughly debated in our Party, in 
the fullest freedom. I believe that 
the best interest of the Party lies 
in the rejection of those views, on 
such essentials as the character of 
our Party and the meaning and defi- 
nition of our science. Moreover, I 
consider that Comrade Gates’ out- 
look and its implementation in the 

correct. 

racies. 
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columns of the Daily Worker, and 
the manner of that implementation 
is one of the sources of the political 
discrientation among our members. 
In implementing those views too 
little care is taken for the condi- 
tion and unity of our Party, and too 
little consideration for the preroga- 
tives of the convention for making 
fundamental changes of policy, the- 
ory and orientation of the Party. 

The resolution is correct in reject- 
ing liquidationism, in specifically op- 
posing the idea of changing to a 
Political Action Association at this 
time. Its weakness is that it fails to 
give any arguments on this question, 
underestimates its fundamental im- 
portance and approaches the question 
as if in a vacuum apart from devel- 
opments in life and in the Party, and 
divorced from the fact that there is 
not a word in the resolution about 
building the Party. 

I strongly oppose any change in 
the name and form of our Party 
at the forthcoming convention, al- 
though I don’t regard either as a 
question of principle. I support 
fundamental changes, within the 
framework of our present name and 
form, designed to strengthen our 
ties with Negro and white masses 
and enhance our scientific principles 
and which will firmly establish our 
organization as a fighting indepen- 
dent American Communist Party. 
Many of these basic changes can be 
established at the convention, others 
need the verdict of experience. 
The  self-corrective process our 

Party is now engaged in will, I trust, 
not be an over-simplified one-shot 
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affair, but in the future will be a 
way of struggle for American Marx- 
ists. That in the long run will prove 
to be the most valuable of all the 
lessons we learn from this painful 
period—namely, the continuous in- 
terpretation and application of our 
Marxist-Leninist science in a creative 
and fully American way. 
The resolution, I think, was cor- 

rect in recommending no change to 
a Political Action Association. Com- 
rade Gates, who supported the reso- 
lution without reservations, has seen 
fit to depart from the resolution on 
this score. That is his right, and 
that of everyone else—everything in 
the resolution is up for debate. At 
the same time, Comrade Gates’ ar- 
ticle has invested this question of 
the proposed political action associa- 
tion with a content, from which I 
most strongly disassociate myself 
This fact makes it difficult indeed 
to discuss this question on its merits. 
But even on its merits, I oppose it 
Among other reasons, it looks back- 
ward, not forward. The previous ex- 
perience of our Party with an asso- 
ciation, during the leadership of 
Browder, tainted our Party’s record 
with a major retreat on the fight for 
Negro rights, about which our Party 
has not yet fully allayed non-Party 
as well as Party, fears. Nor do I 
disassociate the association form of 
the organization adopted under 
Browder, from the anti-Marxist con- 
tent of Browder’s outlook, its sur- 
render of the class struggle to reli- 
ance on the liberal capitalists. 

It seems to me further that the 
whole history of our country re-em- 
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phasizes the Party form of organiza- 
tion; and recent developments point 
the labor movement and its allies 
to the necessity of political action 
which is inseparable from the Party 
form of organization. I do not think 
our Party is today that organiza- 
tion, but I do not think our Party 
should haul down the banner of 
gcvernmental power now of all mo 
ments, when others are hoisting it. 
The electoral front is more impor- 
tant today, not less. I think our 
Party as a Party has a tremendous 
role to play in helping to bring 
about, through struggle and experi- 
ence, an eventual mass united Party 
of Socialism in our country. It is ut- 
terly utopian to think that our Party 
at the present time, by a simple re- 
shuffling of personnel and the addi- 
tion of a few individuals, here 4nd 
there, can solve the oppressive prob- 
lem of legality or can, by itself, 
bring a new united Party into exist- 
ence. We should do everything pos- 
sible to establish conditions and re- 
lationships which will facilitate such 
a united Party of Socialism as early 
as circumstances permit. 

Otherwise, we shall end up with 
no Party at all in the interim pe 
riod while such conditions are ma- 
turing. The attitude will have been 
cultivated in and outside our Party 
that our present party is worthless 
The membership will tend to dis- 
perse and the working class, Negro 
people and others will have been left 
without any conscious instrument 
whatsoever in the quest for peace, 
and social progress. We will have en- 
tered into liquidation by the back 
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I certainly do not share the view 
pparently entertained by many 
hat we need an association or some 
ther fish-nor-fowl form of organiza- 
ton because the Communist Party 
has committed so many “crimes” 
nd idiocies—and that the whole 
vorld Marxist movement is discred- 
ted. How, then, will the change of 
ame or form re-establish such 
redit? Political content is the prin- 
pled question and that must be es- 
bblished not only by internal 
hanges in our Party arbitrarily in- 
tituted, but by winning our spurs 
h struggles and leadership in coop- 
ration with the movements of labor 
ind the people today, in helping to 
hart and inspire mass confidence 
n the potentialities of this new era. 
must say, however, the view that 
ur Party is hopeless and worthless 
Fand ought to be gotten rid of— 
ts been the inexorable logic of 
rell-entrenched opinions which 
wed our Party’s past as an un- 
roken series of blunders. I’m not 
wying such an approach either as 
n example of self-criticism, or as an 
khibition of native Americanism 
do not know of any American who 
ja member of even a Rotary Club 
ta Chamber of Commerce or any 
ther organization, who would self- 
basingly and hysterically proclaim 
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that his organization has made no 
contribution to the community. That 
is not a characteristic of Americans 
as I know them. Spirit and morale 
is a native ingredient of all Ameri- 
can organizations; and struggle is 
the life-blood of the organizations of 
labor and the Negro people as never 
before. 

It is upon these dynamic American 
traditions our Party should build. 

This very discussion in our Party 
is unique. No other organization 
as large as ours, and as vital as ours 
has its entire membership engaged 
in such a free and untrammelled 
debate in an effort to find our own 
national path to socialism. Such an 
organization is not to be handled 
lightly. Each of its members and 
leaders are of essential importance 
in contributing to the pool of our 
thought, in participating in this in- 
quiry. The present debate will ad- 
vance this inquiry. Despite sharp 
clashes of opinion, I am confident 
this will be done without vindictive- 
ness and recrimination, but with gen- 
erosity and comradeliness. 

This convention, I submit, should 
preserve our Party, as an indepen- 
dent American Party firmly based 
on the science of Marxism-Leninism 
applied to our own country’s nation- 
al customs, fully equipped with a 
fighting spirit and program to meet 
the challenge of opportunities and 
struggles facing labor and_ the 
American people—Negro and white 




