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DuRING THE CURRENT discussion on 
the Dennis report, some comrades 
wk: Is it true that the Party over- 
stimated the war danger? Was not 
the statement of John Foster Dulles 
that the country was at the brink of 
war, proof of the fact that our analy- 
is was after all correct? 

* * * 

The debate in the Party is 
not as to whether there was a war 
danger. The debate is not around 
the question of the character of 
American imperialism. I believe 
there is general agreement on these 
questions. There was a war danger, 
fomented by the big monopoly in- 
terests in our country. American 

imperialism, reactionary in charac- 
ter, was bent on world domination 

and war. First under Truman, then 
under Eisenhower, the foreign pol- 
icy of our government developed a 
cold war program that lasted ten 
years. And for a period, the US. 
was in a hot war in Korea. Of 
course there was a war danger. 
There would not have been a world 
peace movement if the masses had 
not seen a real danger of atomic 
war, 
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On the War Danger 

The question under review is: 
what was the actual relationship of 
forces at various stages of the strug- 
gle? Were we correct in placing 
the war question from the point of 
view of its imminence? 
To answer that question, we must 

not only re-examine Party resolu- 
tions, articles, etc., but must look 
in the field of practice, how we 
viewed given issues, how we acted 
among the masses, and what were 
the effect of our actions upon them. 

THE RELATIONSHIP OF 
FORCES 

While the peace and democratic 
camps emerged victors in the post- 
war period, it was not a foregone 
conclusion that they would win per- 
manently, or would be able to realize 
the policies of peaceful co-existence. 
This issue—war or peace—could only 
be decided in the daily struggles 
of the masses, against the reactionary 
monopoly circles threatening world 
atomic war. 
To have relied solely upon the 

newly won positions of the demo- 
cratic camp would have been a seri- 
ous error, for the imperialist forces 
that threatened world peace had 
great strength and resources at their 
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disposal. Through the Truman doc- 
trine, the Marshall plan, the pro- 
gram to re-arm Western Germany, 
the atom bomb, the fifty-billion-dol- 
lar war budget, the formation of 
NATO and SEATO, they pressed 
their policies of world domination. 
Our Party can rightly be proud 

of its role of opposition to this in- 
famous bi-partisan foreign policy. 
Our conclusion that this policy 
could only lead our nation into dis- 
grace in Europe and Asia, and our 
pressure for a return to FDR’s poli- 
cies of negotiation and peaceful co- 
existence, were important contribu- 
tions to the American people and the 
world peace fight. 
During the ten-year period of the 

cold war, there were times when 
the war danger was greater, and 
other times when it lessened. The 
criticism of the National Committee 
that we overestimated the war dan- 
ger, is based on the fact that around 
specific phases of struggle in the 
fight for peace, our analysis of these 
concrete situations was not well 
grounded in the realities of world 
relations at the time. 
To give one example: U.S. military 

involvement in Korea was a critical 
point in the international situation. 
Had the North Koreans and Chinese 
forces not succeeded in bringing 
about a military stalemate in that 
war, the danger of the war spreading 
would have been greater. But with- 
in a short period, U.S. policies in 
Korea encountered tremendous ob- 
stacles. The words uttered at the 

U.N. in support of U.S. policies werejsentim 
never backed up by the material\country 
support the U.S. demanded of thejvelopm 
“allies.” World public — opinion|conclu: 

turned against this war. In our own dude 
country the demand for peace forced fories, 
Eisenhower in the 1952 election cam-Wesper 
paign to promise a settlement of theland th 
war. It became clear that the warler. TI 
forces were blocked, the preventive |fatalist 
war crowd suffered a defeat and the |sowed 
mass demand for an end to the war |ness 0! 
received ever-greater support from /exister 
the American people. —that 
The war’s end in Korea and Indo- | the d: 

China marked an important turn |the fa 
in the international situation. It | war” 
brought the policy of peaceful co-|Know 
existence closer to realization. The |a gre 
gap between the drive of imperial- | minis 
ism to world war and its ability to | towar 
carry out such a war, became ever | to m: 
greater. We did not address our- | cima 
selves to this growing gap. We con. | and | 
centrated mainly upon signalizing| Th 
the danger of war. at al 

ON WAR'S “IMMINENCE” ae 
The Party’s program written after | shou 

the tension around Korea and Indo- | and 
China had come to an end, placed | able 
the war question in the same manner | trust 
as we did in 1950 when the war | peop 
first broke out. In fact, in the past } coul 
six years, there were tremendous } rake 
new developments, such as the move- ] nists 
ments in the colonial countries lead- | ing 
ing to Bandung, the new role of the | wou 
neutral nations, the new initiative | infu 

of the Soviet Union in the field of | reje 
foreign policy, and the growing 



cies wereeatiment for peace in our own 
materia]country. We took note of these de- 
1 of thejvelopments. But we drew wrong 
opinion|cnclusions from them. We con- 

our own duded that as a result of these vic- 
-e forcediories, the war forces would become 
ion cam-Mesperate and more adventuristic, 

it of thejand the war danger would be great- 
the warler. This had the effect of spreading 
eventive |fatalism in our own ranks and 
and the |sowed great doubts about the correct- 
the war |ness of our position that peaceful co- 
rt from existence was possible. This theory 

—that victories for peace increase 
1d Indo- |the danger of war—ran contrary to 
nt turn|the facts of life. For the “preventive 
ion. It|war” grouping—the McCarthys, 
eful co-|Knowlands, Eastlands, etc.—suffered 
n. The|}agreat defeat. The Eisenhower Ad- 
mperial- | ministration had to shift its position 
vility to | oward negotiations. Dulles, too, had 
ne ever|to make important tactical changes, 
ss our-|climaxed by the Berlin conferences 
Ne con- | and by Geneva. 
alizing | This placing of the war question 

at all times as though war were 
around the corner, played into the 
hands of those forces who were 
shouting that war was “imminent” 
and “inevitable.” This was profit- 
able propaganda for the men of the 
trusts. As long as the American 
people believed this, big business 
could justify the arms program and 
rake in big profits. If we Commu- 
nists had not erred in overestimat- 
ing the war danger ourselves, we 
would have been more effective in 
influencing the American people to 
reject these sabre-rattlers with their 
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bluff and bluster. We would have 
been more effective in dispelling their 
“gloom and doom” outlook. The 
way we placed the question of the 
imminence of war, tended to give 
credence to the war-scare headlines. 

I distinguish here between those 
dangers that were real at the time 
of Korea and Formosa, from the im- 
pression war-mongers tried to create 
with their blustering talk of the im- 
minence of war. I do not believe 
that we were at any time during 
this whole ten-year period on the 
brink of war. The capitalist class, 
while planning for war, was increas- 
ingly running into obstacles to the 
realization of its plans. Dulles’ dec- 
laration of the “brink” should not 
become our analysis of the war situa- 
tion. Dulles often reflected the line 
of the more war-like groups in both 
parties, but when the mass pressure 
on an international scale made itself 
felt, and the Eisenhower Adminis- 
tration shifted its position in the 
direction of negotiations between 
East and West, Dulles’ practices were 
also altered by the struggles of these 
peace forces against war. 

BIG BUSINESS AND WAR 

Wars are not caused by “inci- 
dents” or “warmongers” or “adven- 
turers.” Such people, expounding 
the viewpoint of given classes in so- 
ciety, have a bearing on the policies 
of the ruling class. But imperialist 
wars grow out of the economic and 
political policies of big business in its 
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effort to regain lost markets and 
to stop the growth of the socialist 
countries. We sometimes place the 
question as though capitalists take 
to war lightly. This is not true. US. 
monopoly found alternatives in its 
drive for profits and domination 
short of war. It would certainly be 
wrong to draw the conclusion that 
the U.S. only suffered setbacks and 
defeats and scored no victories dur- 
ing these cold-war years. The cold 
war program brought to the coffers 
of big business exorbitant profits 
in arms production. Capitalism still 
had much room to maneuver from 
an economic point of view to realize 
these profits without war. From a 
political point of view, too, U.S. cor- 
porations met with some successes. 
The policy of “containment of Com- 
munism” contributed to bolstering 
the reactionary forces in the govern- 
ments of France and Italy. It helped 
stem the Leftward tide among the 
war-weary millions in these coun- 
tries. It played a like role in some 
countries in Latin America, as 
Guatemala. 

Another example of this overesti- 
mation of the war danger was the 
way in which we described the di- 
vision in monopoly circles. We said 
the monopolies were divided into a 
“war now” and “war when ready” 
groupings. This could lead to only 
one conclusion: that inevitably the 
imperialists would wage war. It did 
not correctly describe the differences 
in the ranks of big business. For 

POLITICAL AFFAIRS 

as the peace forces became more vob 
cal here at home, and contradictions 
sharpened on an international scale 

around the issues of NATO$ 
SEATO, Formosa, Indo-China, etc, 
the “war now” grouping began to}, 
reflect these international pressures. }- 
For example, the Hearst press inter-} 
view, the idea of a shift of US. pol- 
icy to peaceful co-existence, was ad- 
vanced by one of the foremost war 
forces in the country. Then there }; 
was General MacArthur’s speech in }; 
California, in which he advocated ne- 

gotiations with the Soviet Union. 
There were differences between }; 
Knowland and McCarthy around 
Formosa. 
We saw the monopoly groupings 

in our country as a united war group jj 
and did not utilize differences and 
contradictions in the ranks of the 
capitalist class to the advantage of the }; 
working class and the nation as a jj 
whole. had 

While we advocated a policy of 
peaceful-co-existence, in reality we 
felt a great deal of doubt and hesi- 
tation about it. This doubt was fur- 
ther fed by the position of our Party 
program in 1954, which said that a 
change in foreign policy was possible 
only with the defeat of the 
Eisenhower Administration.. We 
spoke a good deal about peace- 
ful co-existence, but our actions led 
people in and around our movement 
to believe that war was imminent, 
and rendered them ill-prepared to | R 
meet the new and rising develop- 
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ments that brought about Geneva. 
hat is why the Geneva Conference 
me as a big surprise to most of our 
brty and leadership, and there was 
h reluctance in our ranks to rec- 

gnize that we were embarked on a 
world situation, the beginning 

f the era of peaceful co-existence. 

ACTICAL ERRORS 

Our inaccurate analysis of interna- 
ional developments led to some tac- 
cal mistakes in our peace activity. 
hile it is true that tactics flow from 

heory, it would be oversimplifica- 
jon to say that once we correct theo- 

ical errors, this will automatically 
correct our tactical line. It is con- 
civable that we might have erred 
in estimating the war danger and yet 
have avoided some of the tactical 
errors we made—such as the manner 
in which we pressed our point of 
view in the CIO. I believe if we 
had treasured the Marxist-Leninist 
principle of being linked with the 
masses of workers under any and all 
conditions, we could have avoided 
many of the errors in our trade-union 
work that cut us off from the labor 
movement. 

The mastery of tactics is an art 
in itself, and embodies many prin- 
tipled questions. For the purposes 
of this article, I would like to show 
how our errors in overestimating the 
war danger influenced our mass work 
adversely. 
Reacting to issues of foreign policy 

from the point of view of the imme- 
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diate danger of world war, we then 
exerted pressure on our trade-union 
comrades to stand up and be counted 
in their local unions. What could 
be worse than an atomic war, we 
reasoned; and in that atmosphere 
we pressed our members to criticize 
foreign policy irrespective of their 
ability to rally workers behind 
them. We became pre-occupied in 
our trade union work almost solely 
with this question of foreign policy 
to the exclusion of other issues that 
roused the labor movement (fringe 
benefits, taxes, social welfare, and 
legislation). In fact, for a long time 
our Party neglected its most basic 
task, concern for the economic prob- 
lems of the working class. Seeing this 
question of the imminence of war 
as a central question, we threw 
everything we had into this struggle 
to the neglect of other issues. We 
felt this was necessary because the 
threat of war was so close. The 
fact is that, had we given equal at- 
tention to the issues workers were 
occupying themselves with, we 
would have done better in winning 
them for the struggle for peace, as 
these questions were also related to 
the cold war program. 

For a number of years, from 1947 
to 1952, we rejected any concept of 
developing united front movements 
around candidates backed by labor 
and liberals on domestic issues. Our 
yardstick for judging candidates be- 
came their attitude on the peace sit- 
uation. Since all candidates went 
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along with the cold war program, 
this automatically ruled out coali- 
tion activities with them and the 
masses who followed these leaders. 
While the source of this error can 
be found in a sectarian approach 
to our electoral work, it is also true 
that our overestimation of the war 
danger pressed us to approach our 
tactical line in this manner. 

This further influenced our judg- 
ment of the contributions the Ameri- 
can people were making to the peace 
struggle. Viewing war as imminent, 

the mass activity of the American 
people to resist war seemed way off 
base to a great section of our Party. 
While it is true that the level of 
struggle here was not of the same 
scope and quality as that in Europe 
and Asia, nevertheless, the American 
people made important contributions 
to this world-wide peace fight. But 
we did not fully appreciate this be- 
cause we were judging the move- 
ment from the point of view that 
we were on the brink of war. Under 
such conditions, delegations to Con- 
gressmen, postcards, letters to the 
press, etc., seemed to us to be at a 
very low level. We pushed more 
advanced slogans, created Left cen- 
ters, and hoped to attract the peace- 
loving masses of American people 
in this manner. In reality, the 
American people reflected their peace 
sentiments through their own or- 
ganizations, and in a manner that 
corresponded to their level of under- 
standing. 

POLITICAL AFFAIRS 

In our Party, there were a number 
of comrades who recoiled completely 
from the task of exposing the preda 
tory and war-like course of U.S. im. 
perialism, and of helping the Ameri- 
can people resist the reactionary for. 
eign policies advanced by Truman 
and in 1952 by Eisenhower. This 
tendency to capitulate in face of the 
witch-hunt that got the support of 
the top leadership of the trade unions 
and mass organizations, had to be 
fought. But the lesson for our Party 
is this: we could not overcome such 
Right opportunism, correct such er- 
rors, by fighting a Rightist line with 
a “Left”-sectarian position. The er- 
rors we made fed such Rightist ten- 
dencies. It made it impossible to 
struggle successfully against Right 
opportunism, to strengthen and cor- 
rect such comrades, and help them 
maintain their ties and connections 
with the mass movement. 
Of considerable influence in com- 

mitting these errors was the repeti- 
tion in our country of the wrong con- 
cept held by the Cominform that de- 
scribed the international situation as 
divided into two camps—the camp 
of Socialism and the camp of Im 
perialism. This characterization 
lumped the large bloc of neutralist 
nations with the imperialist forces 
and hindered us from understanding 
their great potential in the fight for 
world peace. It also led us to over- 
look the positive role of the neutral- 
ist forces in our own land. 

I believe that the errors we made 
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in respect to the war danger sprang 
fom the fact that after the 1945 
wnvention, when we correctly re- 
ected the Browderite view that mo- 
nopoly capitalism could play a prog- 
rssive role, we went to another ex- 
weme of a “Left” sectarian character. 
We described monopoly groups as 
ne homogeneous class, all united in 
heir drive to war. We failed to see 
jivisions and differences in the ranks 
of the imperialists. I believe that 
fundamentally our views clashed 
with the concept of peaceful co-ex- 
itence. We centered our main fire 
on the Right danger, while we veered 
wwvard a “Left”-sectarian position. 
Even when questions in the Party, 
o the increased dangers of “Left” 
ectarianism, were raised in many 
districts and in the national leader- 
hip, the Party convention in 1950 

wok note of this growing danger, 
but nonetheless failed to come to 
grips with the main mistakes of this 
whole period. 
The draft program came into sharp 

onflict with previous convention 
plicies and estimates. The result 
was that many of these differences 
were conciliated and compromised. 
and were not basically resolved. The 
Party program finally adopted itself 
reflected continued Leftist estimates 
on the war question. 
The April meeting of the National 

Committee took the first steps to- 
wards correcting our political line 
which it characterized as “Left” sec- 
urian. This was something new for 
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our Party. For the whole period 
was marked by a struggle mainly 
against Right opportunism while the 
“Left” danger grew. Leftist errors 
were treated as tactical in character. 
They were regarded as errors of in- 
dividuals or a given district. The 
Dennis report for the first time, de- 
spite serious weaknesses and limita- 
tions, places responsibility where it 
belongs. It traces the Leftist errors 
of this period to our policies as well 
as in the sphere of tactics. It de- 
clares in no uncertain terms that the 
main danger for our Party has been 
“Left” sectarianism. This has begun 
to put our Party on the road of self- 
criticism and self-correction. 

To millions of American people 
this new era brings the promise 
of world peace. But peace is not in- 
evitable. The drive for war, inherent 
in imperialism, is expressed by the 
continued policies of Big Business to 
maintain the high armament pro- 
duction, by Knowland and Nixon, 
the advocates of a hot war, by Mc- 
Carthy, Jenner, Eastland forces who 
continue to press their reactionary 
war aims upon the Administration 
and the “allies.” In the arena of con- 
tinued struggle, to eliminate all fea- 
tures of the cold war, we Commu- 
nists can make our modest contribu- 
tion towards the camp of peace and 
democracy. Learning from our past 
mistakes will help us to become an 
integral part of the life, traditions 
and struggle of our country. 
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