
VANGUA R 0 NEWSLETTER 

Vol. 1970 

Contents: Lessons 0f A Stalinist-Run 
"Rank And File" Conference •••••••••••••• p. 55 

De Leonism And Trotskyism 
--A Dialogue •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• .s8 

Inflation And The Economy 
--What Inflation Does ••••••••••••••••••••• 71 

Nationalism And Internationalism 
The Arab-Israeli Question 
--Program For The Middle East ••••••••••• 73 

LESSONS OF A STALINIST-RUN "RANK AND FILE" CONFERENCE • 

It was clear from its inception, that the Communist Party would make 
every effort to tightly control the "National Ran1{ and File Action 
Conference", called in Chicago for June 27th and 28th by the magazine, 
IILabor Today" and' promoted by the "Daily World". 

The CP has fully appreciated that 
the workers are being propelled into 
struggle against the employers and 
their "labor-lieutenants" by the 
growing crisis of world capitalism, 
as unemployment grows and as infla­
tion makes inroads on their living 
standards; that worl{ers are also 
beginning to understand that the war 
in Southeast Asia is directed not 
only against the Indochinese, but 
as well, against their Olqn most 
fundamental interests, 

Having managed to retain some of 
its roots in the trade unions--the 
CP has an advantage in this respect 
over others on the left--it is now 
engaged in trying to direct this 
working class pressure into reform­
ist channels. Restyling its old 
"popular front" garments with "anti- : 
monopoly- coalition" trimmings, it 
continues its efforts to tie the 
workers to the "liberal" wing of 
the Democratic Party and to "pro­
gressive" or "Ii bera1" labor leaders. 

The CP has long been transformed 
into a party of reform, in service 
to the policies of the counter-

revolutionary Soviet leadershipts 
quest for security, "socialism in 
one country", through "deals" with 
imperialism to maintain the social 
status-quo. 

Whilo no longer the major obstacle 
to the radicalization of the working 
class which it became in the '30 1 s 
and '40Is--when the banners of the 
October Revolution still served it 
as a pseudo-revolutionary cover, 
and when the danger of fascism gave 
its class-collaborationist program a 
certain "plausi bili ty"--the Chicago 
conference showed that the long di s­
credited CP can once again become 
an impediment to such radicaliza­
tion;can become an initial stopping­
off place for the workers in their 
left-ward movement. 

Surpassing the initial expecta­
tions of its CP organizers, the 
Chicago conference managed to 
attract 874 trade-unionists from 
26 states,over a third of whom were 
Black and Spanish-speaking. 

Despite a sizeable turn-out of 
older and third generation CP mem­
bers and supporters, its restraining 
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hand at the conference was by no 
means. secure. Fearing that the 
worlter-delegates might go beyond the 
programmatic limits which it had 
set, the CP tried to prevent the 
conference as·a whole from hearing 
and discussing the issues: only 
arranging for one short pertod of 
"panel discussions lf ; ensuring that 
the conference would run out of 
time,and that controversial issues 
would be relegated to a "continua­
tions committee". by a raft of 
scheduled and ,non-scheduled speakers" 
e.g ... Mayor Gibson of Newark,Louis 
Weinstock of the painters. etc. 

The responsibility of revolution­
ists under the circumstances was 
also clear: to attempt to intervene 
to fight for a class program to 
"defend trade.unions, •• against 
attack ••• to end.the war ••• ". thereby 
perhaps winning some of the l'.rorlter­
delegates away from CP influence and 
for revolutionary politics. 

Thus VANGUARD NEWSLETTER prepared 
a leaflet for distribution to the 
conference delegates. which called 
for a "break with the political 
parties of big-business". for "a 
labor party based·on the unions". 
for a fight against "labor-bureau­
cratsoand the creation of a fight­
ing leadership of the working .£1!.~" 
(see July 1970 attachment) ,append­
ing to it its "Perspectives and Pro­
gram for the American Revolution" 
statement of August 1969. 

At the same time. in accordance 
with our perspective of "discussion. 
debate and unity in action", we 
offered to bloc with other "left" 
groups where we had or could achieve 
common agreement on the essential 
question--mdependent class politics. 

A key problem facing the revolu­
tionists was to find approaches by 
which to circumvent the obstructive 
and delaying tactics of the CP, so 
that class politics in general and 
the question of the labor party in 
particular could be brought before 

the conference. While the CP1s 
control of the conference made any 
success in this connection far from 
assured, a united effort utilizing 
correct tactics,might have achieved 
a break-through. However, this 
unity was not to be forged. 

The manner in which the other 
ostensibly revolutionary organiza­
tions functioned at, and in prepara- ,A. 
tion for, the Chicago conference ~ 
served to further reveal the essence 
beneath the1r formal pretentions. 

The Workers League I s Tim Wohlforttl 
who had been approached by us for 
a bloc. informed us that the WL 
would not meet with us. that he. 
Wohlforth,did not believe that the 
WL had "common agreement" with us 
"on anythine;". and that we could 
take the matter up with "the people 
in Chicago"! 

Denni sO' Casey (July 6th" Bulletin) 
states that "only" the WL fought the 
epts policies. that the "centrists 
••• the International Socialists, the 
Spartacists and the Turner group" 
attempted to "conciliate to Stalin­
ism", that they "formed a completely 
tmprincipled bloc .•• " 

But even the bowdlerized "common 
statement" appearing in the "Bulle­
tin" reveals that they had called 
for a It rworlring class political 
party I based on the growing rank and A 
file struggle to control the trade ., 
unions'" and for "'immediate inde­
pendent political actlon .. incl uding 
electoral action. to agitate for a 
massed-based labor poli tical party"~ 
According to OrCasey, this consti­
tutes a refusal "to raise the ques­
tion of a labor party"!! 

O'Casey further complains about 
being "chased after throughout the 
conference by these elements" to 
sign this statement. The WL t'las not 
merely aslted to "sign": it was also 
invited to ·improve, to substitute 
other "terminology" f in other words. 
to participate :in presenting a prin­
cipled resolution to the conference. 
This it refused to do. 

Because the WL does not understand 
the "united front" as both a unity 
with and a struggle against other 
working class organizations, and 
arbitrarily limits the tactic to 
large organizations. its conduct 
has been truly self-defeating, while 
al so aiding the CP retain control _ 
of the conference. It cannot unde~ 
stand that by taKing part in and 
helping to forge a principled unity 
in action, it might have won some 
of the independent "elements" to 
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its politics. As a result of its 
unprincipled and destructive be­
havior at the conference, the WL 
only succeeded in repelling indepen­
dent and unaffiliated radicals. 

The panel which had debated the 
"Declaration For Peace and Against 
Repression" the afternoon before, 
had succeeded incarrying recommen­
dations to the conference that paci­
fist wording be removed, that the 
troop removal be effected, not "by 
Christmas" but lmmediate1y,and that 
Meany be attacked by name. Despite 
the manipulations of panel chairman 
Evanoff of District 65,the vote to 
designate the war in Indochina as 
imperialist was tied at 21 to 21, 
with Evanoff, in violation of par­
liamentary rules, voting to tiel 

It was also at this panel that 
recommendatilons for the labor party, 
by the WL and VANGUARD NEWSLETTER, 
and for a one-day general strike, 
brought to the floor by VANGUARD 
NEWSLETTER,were narrowly defeated. 

As it became obvious that substi­
tute motions would have little if 
any chance of reaching the floor, 
the VANGUARD NEWSLETTER delegate 
suggested the tactic of amending 
the document. How.ever,the CP suc­
ceeded in referring the delibera­
tions of this panel as well to its 
"continuations committee". 

The "Workers Action"-Spartacist 
League delegate found VANGUARD 
NEWSLETTER's tactical recommenda­
tion in the form of the following 
amendments, to be "opportunist"l: 

1) " ••• breaking with the politics 
of the bosses, and immediately 
organizing an independent labor 
party and running independent 
labor candidates." 

2} " ••• oust the labor bureaucrats, 
including the "liberal" stooges 
of the Democratic and Republican 
parties of the ruling class, 
which has launched an imperial­
ist war in Indochina; a war to 
preserve the power and profits 
of American capitalism,to pre­
vent a social revolution of the 
oppressed colonial and semi­
colonial masses;a war which is 
also part of its class War 
against the workers of the US." 

Aside from the blatant organiza­
tional hostility demonstrated,this 
rigidi ty reflects an organization in 
which only its one leader can origi­
nate tactics. This reaction might 
have deserved the title of "infan­
tile left" if the organiZation was 
serious about its politics. But the 

'measure of its seriousness is its 
publication,"Workers Action",osten­
si bly commi tted to buUding rank and 
file caucuses in the unions which, 
like a seed or clothing catalogue, 
is published seasonally. At that 
it outdoes its mentor, "Spartacist". 

The WL capped its maladroit "tac­
tics" by denouncing the conference 
as Stalinist for not taking up ~he 
issue of the labor party,at a point 
when the CP was railroading through 
its "Declaration of Labor Political 
Independence" t which really codifies 
its dependence on "progressive" 
Democrats and labor "leaders". 

While little could then be accom­
plished, sharp criticism of the 
reformist nature of the resolution 
might yet have succeeded in winning 
support from some worlrer-delegates. 
Inst.ead, judging by the loud booing, 
the delegates understood the denun­
ciation as an unwarranted and inex­
plicable attack on the conference. 

This criticism of ours was inter­
preted as "an attempt to conciliate 
Stalinism". And yet, our leaflet 
alone explained the politics of the 
conference leaders as "the r popular 
front' politics of the reformist 
Communist Party". Neither the leaf­
let of the WL, nor that of any other 
participant, attempted to make clear 
to the delegates the real nature of 
the conference organizers! 

The role of the SWP, as a left­
cover for the "popular front"poli­
tics of the CP, was also clearly 
revealed at the conference. It is 
not true, that the SWP's role "was 
one of complete abstention", as 
Oreasey has it. Their members ~ 
participate--at least in the panel 
discussion on "Peace and Labor Poli­
tical Action"--speaking animatedly 
and inspirationally on the need to 
organize more of the "single issue" 
anti-war demonstrations,so accept­
able to liberals. 

(continued on P. 74) 
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DE LEONISM AND TROTSKYISM - A Dialogue 

LWe publish below the essential 
content of an exchange of letters 
between Comrade Edward L. Spira, 
the Executive Secretary Pro Tem. of 
the SOCIALIST LEAGUE FORINDUSTRIAL 
GOVERNMENT. San Francisco Bay Area 
Section (SLIG/SFBA). and VANGUARD 
NEWSLETTER editor Harry Turner. 
LAs we have often stated, a revo­

lutionary vanguard party can only 
be built in this country and else­
where on the basis of a clear and 
principled program. A program of 
this nature can only be constructed 
through a process of struggle--of 
ideas. and of the individuals and 

* * 

organizations which espouse them. ~ 
We have attempted to summarize this • 
process in the phrase,"discussion, 
debate and unity in action". 

Lwe believe the narrow sectarian 
"shopkeeper" concern to shel ter the 
"flock" from the ideas of its com­
petitors to be self-defeating. 

LWe hope others will emulate Cde. 
Spira I s concern for an open and ex­
haustive examination of theory and 
practice,past and' present,in form­
ing a revolutionary scientific soci­
alist program. We intend to print 
other such exchanges within the 
limits imposed by space.7 
* * -* 

12 ,April 1970 
* * *' * * I certainly wish to commend the comradely and positive spirit with 

which your comments to the Northeast conference. and by implication, 
the current non-SLP-Marxist-De Leonist movement were couched. 

We too would certainly not wish 
to do anything which would undermine 
any realistic possibilities for co­
ordinated and/or unified action 
among various revolutionary scien­
tific socialist tendencies, There 
is always a strong tendency 1n such 
exchanges to be either hyper-criti­
calor overly-fraternal. The for­
mer is usually unproductive and un-
necessary; the latter essentially 
dishonest. 

* * * In your first VN,you stated that, 
" ••• Our philosophical method is the 
materialist dialectic, the method 
of Marxism." And in several other 
points similar expreSSions of "Marx­
ist method" and "dialectical. method" 
were employed. From a rigorous 
scientific socialist perspective, 
I do not think there is any "dialec­
tical method"; and to be rather 
precise,not even a "Marxist method". 
Marx and Engels were emphatically 
~'1edded to the scientific method, and 
a rejection of formal philosophy. 
Such philosophy that remains does' 
so as an over-viewing concept--for 
dlrection,for balance, for a sense 
of preciSion. Marx,in his Capital, 
employed what he termed the "method 
of abstraction"; what in more modern 

parlance would be termed the method 
of idealization--one of many scien­
tific theoretical mechanisms em- 4t 
ployed quite successfully in a wide 
range of subject areas. One can 
argue,along the lines indicated by 
Engels in "Anti-DUhring", that all 
or most relatively useful and suc­
cessful scientific theories in all 
subject areas are dialectical in 
principle. This, in fact, is the 
lesson,one of many, which the his­
tory to date of scientific theory 
construction and testing and use 
indicates. On the other hand, a 
scientific theory--a scientific 
postulate can be quite dialectical 
and still prove out to be wrong or 
otherwise not the most effective 
working concept concerning certain 
phenomena. Dialectics is a template 
concept,with common assumed attri~ 
butes in all scientific theories. 
The most effective working concepts 
concerning the dynamics of the pro­
cesses of objective material reality 
are dialectical in the scientific 
socialist perspective. Such con- ~ 
cepts invariably postulate idealized 
schema ormodels whiCh describe all 
natural processes as Varyingly 
directed and paced and cyclically 

or spiral-like dynamic progresmons 
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--developing, evolving, or changing 
through a play or reaction between 
theoretically postulated relatively 
opposite or opposing factors or 
forces. Such schema or models in­
dicate that qualitative changes 
occur periodically as the accretion 
of certain critical quantitative 
factors. These indicate further 
that for every action there is a 
reaction to it which tends to be 
opposi te in direction or effect and 
commensurate in strength or force 
with the initial action;this inter­
play between action and reaction 
resulting in new equili bri um condi­
t1ons, themselves dynamic rather 
than static. Unceasing change and 
periodic fundamental transforma­
tions are therefore the universal 
rule--in Nature and in the theories 
and 'laws' about Nature. The only 
real and major subject area where 
this question is of contention any 
more is the social behavior of the 
human species. Much of your dis­
cussion of dialectics in the VN 
amounted, in my opinion, to theo­
retical overkill; it made little 
meaningful sense to the disputes 
to which you were addressing your­
self. In fact, it became progres­
sively more apparent to me that you 
and the people you were criticizing 
were all indeed using a "philo­
sophical method" rather than scien­
tifically spirited methods. Only 
at one point did you make a point 
which I thought made some meaning­
ful sense, and then in a rather 
abstract way (July 1969, p. 9 " ••• 
that form and content were not 
fixed metaphysical ent1ties, but 
dynamic and interacting relation­
ships.") How this specifically 
related to Wohlforth's purported 
views, however, escaped me. 

* * * In the March 1970 VN (pages 18-19), 
certain errors of fact, of perhaps 
minor importance, do occur. First,. 
as you can see from our letterhead,' 
there is no "Socialist League for 
"Industrial Democracy". Secondly, 
the resignation of Eric Hass was not 
the factor which precipitated the 
latest splits from the SLP, even 
superficially speaking, The recent 
series of "splits ti • if they can 

really be called that,crystallized 
in 1967 when 7 members of the SLP t S 

Palo Alto, California Section were 
expelled. This action was precipi­
tated by the adamant stand that a 
majority of the PA SLPers took in 
defense of their then mildly pro­
activist stance. Background to this 
were other issues--insufficient 
effective internal democracy, no 
active internal theoretical life, 
no active or effective part1cipation 
in actual social or economic strug­
gles, no comradely relations with 
other socialist groups, and other 
inter-related issues made important 
by the then rising tide of radical 
militancy in the country. This ex­
pulsion was the trigger which super­
ficially precipitated the ensuing 
developments--the formation of SLIG/ 
SFBA--an increasing wave of .resig­
nations and expulsions--the subse­
quent formation of other non-SLP 
MDList groups. The DDL was formed 
in 1968; the SeC/NY in early 1969 
before Hass' resignation. Hass' 
troubles did 100m large in the 
resignation of the Los Angeles 
SLPers who formed the Los Angeles 
Socialist Forum in April 1969-­
which became SLIG/Southern Cali­
fornia after the unity conference 
in July 1969 with SLIG/SFBA which 
organized a West Coast SLIG. This 
is perhaps a minor point, but your 
"explanation" tends to etress in­
accurately the precipitating fac­
tors and the importance of certain 
individuals--a point I am sure Eric 
Hass would be the first to second. 
It does reveal, however, a strong 
tendency toward "leadership fetish­
ism"--evidenced also by your usual 
critic1sm of this or that organi­
zation because of the "leadership"; 
the failure of the recent French 
student-worlt~rs crisis to result in 
revolution being a result of a 
failure of certain "leadership", 
In au biolog1~ systems--and human 
social systems are a type of bio­
logical system--the role of the 
enzymatic agent is conditioned not 
only by the quantity.and quality of 
the catalyst present but by the 
nature and condition of the sub­
strate out of which the catalyst or 
enzymes are differentiated. At the 
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population ecological level. the 
processes are of course somewhat 
different than at the physiological 
level--but the basic relationship 
remains. We. as self-acltnowledged 
and presumed catalytic agents in the 
body sociai--catalytic agents with 
an assumed mission-...haveto consider 
our own natures, the nature of our 
'competi ti ve catalytic agents, the 
conditions. favoring a differential 
rate of "production" of one type of 
cata~yst versus others, and the 
nature and condition of the people 
--the social substrate--whom we wish 
to influence,and also the processes 
by which effective influence can 00 
brought to bear. The "right slogan" 
at the "right time" will produce 
nothing if the "right" homework has 
not been done--often long before the 
crisis of the "right time" ,and this 
limited by a constraining set of 
objective factors. One of our prin­
ciple tasks is to determine just 
what "homework" act1vity is needed 
in antiCipation of various possible 
forthcoming future crises. 

On two occasions (VN, July '69. 
Oct. r69,pps. 6 & 1 respectively), 
I thought your abbreviated criticism 
of the SLP to be rather forced. On 
the first occasion you opine, " ••• 
Its peculiar combination of reform­
ism, sectarianism, and anti-Soviet­
ism in the tra4ition of right-wing 
social-democracy ••• II, while on the 
other you similarly repeat,",o.The 
SLP combines the most rigid sectari­
anism with opportunist illusions in 
American "democracy", with anti­
Sovietism of the most rabid social­
democratic variety." I think here, 
and perhaps with others,you show a 
strong tendency to bring in all the 
IIbad" labels. The charge of "sec­
tarianism" is probably the only one 
deserved,but lIm not sure we would 
agree for the same reasons. The 
charge of sectarianism is also some­
what loosely tossed around. But how 
the SLP's line or behavior denotes 
reformism of any type faltes me out 
completely. How their anti-Sovietism 
automatically becomes of the most 
rabid social-democratic type--and 
right wing at that--also is rather 
straining a point. Are there other 
kinds of "anti-Sovietism" of a less 

rabid , perhaps left-wing social­
democratic vartety, perhaps other 
sub-types on some kind of continuum? 
Whatever else may be said of the SLP, 
its historic criticisms of the Soviet 
Union have always taken second place 
to their principle concern with the 
"home enemy", American capitalism. 
The very few departures from this 
that I know of never had official 
party $nction":"'-unfortunately neither 
censure. As. to opportunist Ul usions 
in American II democracy" ; thi s is al so 
straining a point. The classical MDL 
position re the theoretical peaceful 
sol ution often got thinned out re the 
"theoretical", but the line was gen­
erally consistent and clear about the 
need for the economic force to back 
up any electoral successes. The lack 
of emphasiS on the improbabilities of 
the issue ever getting that far may 
have been underplayed--but that is on 
a parwith some classical Trotsltyist 
demands agitation re labor parties, 
etc. The fact remains--despite its 
present rigid,academic,and unimagi­
native purism--the SLP remains as 
an expression of historic MDLism, 
in large measure , which in turn was 
one of the earliest and most dis­
tinctive Harxist tendencies to 
definately break with European 
social-democracy--in theory and in 
pr~ctice. I am including a draft 
statement based on several endorsed 
SLIG/SFBA information reply letters 
explaining this together with what 
we con.sider a more properly balanced 
definttion of what our tendency is, 
I might add, at this point, an 
equally short "definition" of what 
you consider is uniquely Leninist 
and Trotskyist would be appreciated 0 

The SLP of the 1920's did not pose 
MDLism as opposed to MLism--but 
rather considered each speCial 
adaptations to the t~'lO different 
circumstances which /jave them birth. 
Many in our non-BLP MDL IIconfed­
eracy" still hold this position, 
this including myself. The only 
clear-cut quarrel between the SLP 
and Lenin was over two items in the 
1121" points of admission to the 
Third International--and time has 
gi ven fresh insight into these rela­
tively secondary issues, The issues 
of the "role of the party" and per-
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haps others is,in my opinion, less 
clear-cut. But in any event, they 
are not crucial to what defines 
MDLism in its essentials; the two 
points listed in the appended "draft" 
statement in our opinion does .•• 

* * * You spent a lot of space discuss-
ing nationalism and its relation 
both to Israel, Zionism, and the 
current American Black liberation 
movement--and p~rhaps advisedly roo 
This is one issue I'll let pass this 
time with little comment. A few 
off-hand reflections however. You 
seem to interpret on some occasions 
the purposed ML concept of the 
"right of self-determination" as 
almost a principled question--i.e. t 

basic policy--on a par with historic 
liberal democratic statements of 
"rights". On other occasions you seem 
to qualify it, but only in passed 
historic situations. If a sense of 
national identity represents the 
highest form of community identifi­
cation usually associated with the 
largest scale of poli tical or social· 
community organization below that 
of the species as a whole--then we 
currently have a rather interesting 
problem before us. As revolutionary 
scientific socialists, we must in­
variably be protagonists of the 
solidarity of the world's prole­
tarian working class--as a proto­
type for the solidarity of the entire 
species based on the abolition of 
all socioeconomic classes. Such 

. national-type identity as remains-­
and this will beconsiderable--must 
therefore be viewed essentially as 
a sub-cultural phenomenon, i.e., 
advocated--urged as such, however 
much self-determined. Your apparent 
equation of Lenin's recognition of 
the right of Soviet republics to 
secede re your acquiescence of the 
right of the Black section of the 
American working class to national 
separatism I think is unfortunate. 
But perhaps you had better expand 
on this theme. And while at it-­
since you did mention the old posi­
tion of Marx and Engels re Croatian 
and Romanian nationalism in the 
1848 revolutions,you might also in­
clude some comments on their views 
on the "right" of the American 

southern confederacy to secede; in 
fact some comments on the general 
question of national identity and 
the right of secession or indepen­
dent separate political organization 
might bebroached. The North Ameri­
can proletarian revolution will be 
sorely prevailed upon at the time 
of its imminent success if major 
sections of the working class push 
for the balkanization of the North 
American continent. The relative 
strength of the North AI!1erican capi­
talist class and system in this 
continent is based, in my opinion, 
in large measure on the fact that 
excessive balkani~ation was pre­
vented. I have strong feelings that 
the same situation will exist for 
a new socialist system. Full autono-
mous self-determination within an 
otherwise federalized system would 
seem to be a minimal requirement. 
At any rate, I would call them as 
I see them. . 

The next comments concern the con­
tents of the Aug. '69 VN (pps. 13-
lS). I personally found your "trade 
union perspective" section rather 
interesting. First, because you 
seem to have gone back to classical 
Trotskyist transitional demand for­
mUlations;second because of rather 
interesting similarities and differ­
ences to the "What Is To Be Done 
Now" section in the attached 1960 
"Survival Is· The Issue" pamphlet. 
The latter was an experiment in 
which I partiCipated in about 10 
years ·ago. The approach has raised 
some interest among· some of our west 
coast comrade s and thi s material may 
be revised and updated for current 
use. Some comradely comments are 
solicited. . 

The last point I wish to mention 
concerns another apparently small 
matter, In the March 1970 VN (page 
1) you used the expression," ••• The 
earliest social response is found-­
not among the workers ••• but among 
the intellectuals. This strata,and 
its student component in particular 
••• ". I think I can almost speak 
for the vast majority of our "con­
federacy" in saying that MDLism re­
jects the essentials of such formu­
lations insofar as they purport to 
reflect a class analysis,or deslg-
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nation. "Intellectuals" in this day 
are a cross-class occupational cate .. 
gory--including employers, self­
employed (the true modern middle 
class--when you can find them),and 
the employed (i.e.,the intellectual 
occupational strata of the worlcing 
class). The "intellectuals" you 
implicitly refer to are overwhelm­
ingly worlting class in fact,albeit 
higher-income working class. Simi­
larly the "studentsll are working 
class in origin,albeit from middle 
and upper income sections of the 
working class. I am not,of course, 
referring to the sense of class 
consciousness. But to restrict the 
IIworking class" to the lower income 
occupational strata of that class is 
essentially a violation of a very 
basic Marxist analytical premise. 

.' *. * . * 

I here refer you to a very careful 
rereading of the Communist Manifesto. 
In our own theoretical and agita- ~ 
tional work,it is our job to foster ,., 
an all-encompassing class-wide sense 
of class consciousness while yet 
making the sub-class distinctions 
that have to be made in order to be 
understood. Therefore, it is not 
the "middle class ll , but middle in-
come workers or, if you please. 
upper-income worlters. One can and 
should similarly talk in terms of 
intellectually-skilled or profes­
sionally-skilled workers (the 
second fastest growing occupational 
group in the American economy after 
clerical and allied office-type 
worlters--about 12% of the labor 
force, 88% being employees),when 
appropriate. * * 

* * 
June 6.,1970 

* * * * * We welcome your letter not only for its fraternal spirit,but equally 
for its criticisms which afford us the opportunity to elaborate our 
positions and the perspective which governs them. 

Although we try for precision in 
presenting our ideas, and consider 
them to be correct in their essen­
tials, we do not treat our every 
word as IIHoly Writll, to be uncon­
di tionally defended. As dialectical 
materialists, we understand that 
every meaningful discussion also acts 
on us, enables us to sharpen our 
positions,make them more concrete, 
improve our formulations and even 
correct errors and misconceptions. 

In this connection, we are glad 
to have you call attention to our 
inadvertant mis-labeling of your 
organization, along with our mis­
understandings in connection with 
the SLP splits. Our knowledge of 
the internal affairs of the SLP was, 
obviously, far from extensive. We 
had known about the earlier expul­
sions in 1967,but had only learned 
about the newer crop of resignations 
through the sec bulletins, the first 
of which,as you will remember, de­
voted itself largely to Eric Hass' 
and others reSignations. 

As ro more fundamental considera­
tions, the first area in which you 
express differences with us, the 

dialectical materialist philosophy 
of Marxism, we also consider to be 
central to your other criticisms. 

Did Marx and Engels "reject" 
philosophy, formal or otherwise? 
They did oppose IIphilosophical rub­
bish" and philosophical "systems", 
of "philosophy standing above the 
other sciences", but you will re­
call that Engels, in Anti-DUhring 
states that, with the increase in 
scientific knowledge in 1 ts several 
branches, philosophy as "a special 
sciencell dealing with the totality 
of science,in the manner of Hegel, 
becomes Itsuperfluous". But he then 
goes on to state that, "What inde­
pendently survives of all former 
philosophy is the science of thought 
and its laws--formal logiC and dia­
lectics", i.e., part of philosophy 
remains. 

Is there a "'Marxist method and 
dialectical method'''as we affirm? 
As you will recall, Engels in 
Feuerbach, in discussing the con­
tradictory sides of Hegel's philO­
sophy: distinguishes between his 
"system" and the "dialectical 
method". 
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Marx end Engels viewed philosophy, 
as they did all else,dialecticauy. 
They understood that its beginnings 
in ancient Greece,as a totality of 
the knowledge of man and nature. 
reflected,on the one hand, a nega­
tive--the limited scientific know­
ledge obtaining,the absence of the 
necessary tools and data for scien­
tific investigation and speciali­
zation; and, on the other handt'a 
positive--an over-view, which made 
possible the first expressions of 
the laws of dialectics, in both 
materialist and idealist formula­
tions. With the accumulation of 
knowledge,the specialized sciences 
emerged, but the necessary and posi­
tive investigation,of analysis and 
classification of facets of nature; 
had as its negative aspect,a "meta­
physical" or static and disconnected 
view of phenomena, again posed in 
both idealist and materialist forms, 
The "negation" of the dialectical 
outlook by the metaphysical, was 
once again "negated" with the devel­
opment of Marxian dialectics. Hegel 
was the first to comprehensively 
formulate the dialectical laws , but 
the "rescue of conscious dialectics" 
from Hegel's idealism, "and its 
application to the materialist con­
ception of nature and history" was 
the work of Marx and Engels. . 

Marx, in his "Afterward to the 
Second German Edition of Capital", 
states the following: 

" ••• My dialectical method is not 
only different from the Hegelian, 
but its direct opposite ••• in its 
rational form it is a scandal and 
abomination of bourgeoisdom and its 
doctrinaire professors,because it 
included in its comprehension and 
affirmation recognition of the 
existing state of things, and at 
the same time also, the recogni­
tion of the negation of that state, 
of its inevitable breaking up, 
because it regards every histori­
cally developed soc~ form as in 
fluid movement, and therefore, 
takes into account its transi tory 
nature not less than its momentary 
existence,because ~lets nothing 
impose upon it,and is in essence 
critical and revolutionary." 

And, in fact, are the works of 
Marx and Engels in general, and 
Marx's Capital in particular, con­
ceivable without the materialist 
dialectic,e.g. t the commodity asa 
unity of use and exchange value, 
the mode of production as a unity 
of productive forces and. production 
relations,social revolution as the 
"negation" of earlier property re­
lations as a result of this antago­
nism. capitalism as a unity of 
capital and wage-labor? 

We too share your objections to 
the doctrinaire imposition of "dia­
lectic" 'triads on the real world.­
However. artificial imposition of 
schemas. also charged against Marx 
by Duhring, as you will recall~ is 
not the Marxian dialectic but its 
caricature. Indeed.your contention 
that a "scientific postulate can be 
quite dialectical and still prove 
out to be wrong or otherwise not the 
most effective working concept ••• " 
seems to be an idealist understand­
ing of dialectics, which borrows 
from this caricature. 

The materialist dialectic is not 
just one of a number of possible 
II scientific theoretical mechanismsJ 
as you see it, but the generaliza­
tion of the laws of matter in motion. 
i.e.,of "nature. human society and 
thought". as Engels puts it. This 
recognition does not, of course, 
provide us with the "philosophers 
stone", with the key to instant 
knowledge. Engels also points out 
in Anti-Duhring, that an understand­
ing of the general laws does not 
save anyone from the task of deter­
mining the specific laws of motion 
of the particular phenomenon under 
investigation, in "nature, human 
society" or "thought". 

It is not enough to be aware that 
"the barley plant and the infini­
tesimal calculus" or even the class 
struggle operate in accordance with 
the dialectical laws of transfor­
mation of quantity to quality, 
interpenetration of opposites, and 
negation of the negation. It is 
also necessary to understand agri­
culture,higher mathematics, and in 
the last case, the social. revolution 
as a theoretical and practical 
revolutionary process. 
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That the dialectical materialist 
philosophy of Marxism is viewed with 
a jaundiced eye by many revol ution­
ists today J is certainly understand­
able. Was not the "pope" of the 
Second Int~rnational,Kautsky, also 
a practitioner of this "art"? The 
SLP which lays claim likewise to 
dialectics, also manages to'maintain 
a'self-isolating sectarianism. The 
counter-revolutionary Stalinists 
justify every betrayal and bru~ty 
in the name of dialectics. Most 
"'rrotskyists" and "near-Trotsky1sts'\ 
from reformist to sectarian, from 
adventurist to arm-chair va.r1eties t 
claim to be dialectical materialists. 

Does the materialist dialectic have 
any "practical" purpose then? We 
believe that only through the dia­
lectic can one explain the behavior 
of these 'and other ostensibly revo­
lutionary organiza~ions without 
descending into the sai-p.t and devil 
theory of history. Furthermore, w'e 
believe that it is not possible to 
adequately understand anI complex 
movement or development without a 
recognition that its behavior re­
sul ts from internal contradictions, 
that its dynamic equilibrium exists 
as a unity of OPPOSites, that its 
progresslvetransformatlons result 
from qualitative leaps and through 
a process of negation. We will try 
to illustrate the dialectical pro­
cess concretely in diSCUssing the 
several political questions which 
you have raised. 

But before we do, we would take 
issue with your contention that the 
dialectic as an "effective working 
concept" is now generally accepted 
in the natural sciences, if not in 
the soclal--even in the limited 
sense of your summary. The method 
of the natural scientists is still 
basically today what it was in 
Engels' time, one or another variant 
of empiriCism. GeneraliZations from 
the dynamic behavior observed in an 
individual phenomenon or even groups 
of phenomena to the separate sci­
ences, or to science as a whole is 
still largely absent. The recogni­
tion that theory can illuminate 
practice is still avoided in one or 
another degree,particularly in the 
social, but also in the phYSical 

sciences. Your own partial recogni­
tion and limited acceptance of dia­
lectics as one of a number of pos­
s1ble "sc1entific mechanisms". and 
concern to exclude philosophy from 
"scientific method", would also seem 
to place your method within the 
scope of logical positivism or logi­
cal empiriCism, as it is known to­
day. You should consider the fol­
lowing by Engels in Dialectics of 
Nature: 

"Natural scientists ••• who abuse 
philosophy most are slaves to 

. precisely the worst reliCS of the 
worst philosophies ••• It is only 
a question whether they want to 

. be dominated by a bad, fashionable 
philosophy, or by a form of 
thought which rests on acquaint­
ance with the best of thought and 
its achievements." 

As to the more concrete political 
questions which you raise, they 
seem to fall into three basic cate­
gories: the role of revolutionary 
leadership, the nature of the state 
--capitalist and SOViet, and the 
national question. 

. You have asked us to define what 
we consider to be the "uniquely 
Leninist and Trotskyist" contribu­
tions to Marxism. We believe that 
t~ey made signal contributions in 
all these areas. They could do so, 
only because they were uncompromis­
ing revolutionists who thoroughly 
understood and could apply the dia­
lectical materialist method of 
Marxism. 

Lenin achieved his place in his­
tory because he was able to forge 
the necessary instrument, the van­
guard party,which led the first and 
only successful proletarian revol u­
tion, in October 1917. Lenin, as 
those who have read What Is To Be 
Done l~now, was not the first to 
understand the proletarian party as 
a unIty of opposites, of intellec­
tual and proletarian,of scientific 
socialism as a qualltative synthesis 
of the highest achievements of bour­
geois thought in economics, philo­
sophy and history and the working 
class, but he understood it more 
thoroughly and concretely than any-
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one else. 
It was because Lenin thoroughly 

understood the working class as a 
product of historical development, 
as possessing both advanced and 
backward strata,as subject to bour­
geois ideology in all its guises, 
as well as to the influence of the 
revolutionary party,that he fought 
against tendencies to worship work­
ing class spontaneity,and insisted 
on a democratic-centralist party 
which could provide leadership to 
the working class in the daily 
struggle and at a revolutionary 
moment. 

We see the revolutionary party as 
much more than a "catalyst" or 
"enzymatic agent" which triggers the 
social revolution. We believe this 
formulation to be one-sided, to fail 
to appreciate the need for leader­
ship in the immediate struggles,at 
the revolutionary moment, at and 
after the Victory of the socialist 
revolution. It reflects, in our 
opinion, the isolation of the De 
Leonists from class struggles, and 
represents, in effect,a dependence 
on working class spontaneity. This 
concept also seems to bear within 
it illusions as to the nature of the 
capitalist state, an under-estima­
tion of the ability of and ferocity 
wi th which the exploi ters will re­
sist the social revolution,as well 
as an under-estimation of the pro­
blems of socialist construction. 

History continues to prove over 
and over again, and most recently 
in France in 1968, that objective 
conditions can propel the workers, 
the subjective factor in history. 
into revolutionary motion, but that 
without its vanguard party,it can­
not achieve a succes~revolution. 
Is it "leadership fetishism" to make 
this assertion? But what else was 
lacking? The bulk of the French 
workers,who mistakenly support the 
Communist Party as the party of 
social revolution,and who had been 
seething with discontent and frus­
tration for years,responded to the 
student revolutionaries by a general 
strike. Despite the CP's trade­
union arm, the CGT, which tried to 
prevent it, the worlters occupied the 
most decisive 1ndustries,and hoist-

ed their banner, the red flag of 
revolution, over them. The peasants 
and middle classes generally were 
neutralized. The state was paralyz­
ed. Even the police discovered a 
new "brotherhood" With the strikers. 
De Gaulle, fearing to call on the 
armed forces within France, made a 
surreptitious visit to Germany to 
determine whether the French army 
there could be made to march against 
the workers. According to Lenin, 
when the tI:lower classes I do not 
want the old and when the 'upper 
classes' cannot continue lnthe old 
way, then only can the revolution 
be victorious." The one ingredient 
lacking for a successful proletarian 
revolution wa.s the revolutionary 
party. . 

A party of this type is not, of 
course,built in a day, but must be 
created well in advance of the revo­
lutionary crisis. We agree with you 
that it will have to do the '" right I 
homework". To us this means that 
it will have to gain the confidence 
of the worlters through involvement 
in immediate struggles, through a 
program which can relate. these 
struggles to the need for a social­
ist revolution,and which also pre­
pares them to trute power when a 
revolutionary situation develops. 
A situation of this Itind is not 
manufactured on demand, nor does 
it last long. But it is what the 
party does with its accumulated 
capitar-it this point that is 
decisive. 

Lenin and Trotsky were able to 
lead the Bolshevik party and the 
Russian workers and peasants to 
their October because they under­
stood this process, because they 
understood development, not as a 
mechanical unfolding, but as a pro­
cess of uneven development, of leaps 
in both subjective and objective 
aspects of reality, in both con­
sciousness and matertal. conditions. 
Not a priori triads or an inva~t 
scheme,e.g.,proletarian revolution 
first in the countries which had 
achieved the fullest capitalist 
developme~t, but the concrete analy­
sis of conditions in which subjec­
tive and objective interact; the 
breruting of the chain of capitalism 
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at its weakest link; the leap in 
consciOusness of the proletarian and 
peasant masses under the intolerable 
burden of an imperialist war, which 
its bacID'tard economy was least pre­
pared to withstand. Not the "pro­
letariat" as an abstraction, but a 
proletariat hardly a generation 
removed from its peasant forebears, 
at a lower level of culture, but 
also without the conservative tra­
ditions' of the proletariat of the 
advanced countries. 

It was this understanding of the 
need to relate the subjective factor, 
the eXisting level of consciousness 
of the working class,to the objec­
tive conditions behind which it 
tends to lag, that Trotsky incor­
porated in The Death Agony of Capi­
talism and the Tasks of the Fourth 
International, the "Transitional 
Program". This document encapsu­
la.ted not only the theory and prac­
tice of the Bolsheviks, but of revo­
lutionary Marxism in general, on 
this question, beginning with the 
Communist Manifesto, e.g., "The 
communists fight for the attainment 
of the immediate aims, for the en­
forcement of the momentary mterests 
of the working class; but in the 
movement of the present, they also 
represent and take care of the 
future of that movement." 

As the title of the "Transi tional 
Program" makes clear, this program 
was formulated in and for a period 
in which the contradictions of the 
world capitalist system, which had 
entered into its moribund, imperi­
alist, phase at the turn of the 
century,had reached a stage of in­
tolerable sharpness, was demon­
strating the convulsions of "death 
agony". The additional quarter of 
a century lease onlife given it by 
the neo-Social-Democrats, the 
Stalinists, since the second World 
\{ar,the growth of capitalism since 
1945 on the basis of a new world 
division of labor geared to the pax 
Americana, inevitably limited the 
revolutionary opportunities, and 
therefore, the significance of the 
"Transitional Program". The rapidly 
maturing world crisis of capitalism 
is now reinvesting this program with 
all its revolutionary meaning. 

We have attempted, in our trade­
union program, not to mechanically 
superimpose Trot slty t s "Transitional ... 
Program" formulated in 1938. onto ., 
the present reality, but rather, to 
use the method of Trotsky,adaptlbg 
what is valid and applicable from 
it and from the reVolutionary theory 
and practice of the past to present 
conditions,or rather to conditions 
in the process of development. 

We began with a perspective based 
upon our prognosis of coming events. 
We then developed a program of tran­
sitional demands which,we believe, 
recognizes the present level of con­
sciousness of the workers, their 
objective needs and subjective 
readiness to strUggle to maintain 
their living standards, and the 
necessary intermediate steps which 
have to be taken "in the movement 
of the present ll to "take care of the 
future of that movement ll , to win the 
workers to socialist consciousness. 

Our program takes into account the 
divisi'on of American workers on 
racial lines, projects the need to 
struggle against both the exploi ters e 
and their "labor-lieutenants" within 
the unions, which now cover more 
than 18 mUlion WUl1ltiftts-' and the mst 
basic industries, poses the "rank 
and file" or "left-wing" caucus as 
the key to, not only an alternative 
and revolutionary leadership within 
particular unions, but also to a 
transitional organization, a net-
work of such caucuses, which can 
become in time t the factory commi t­
tees, the councils or "Soviets"--
the "Socialist Industrial Union", 
in De Leonist terms--the organs of 
"dual powerlf,of worlcing class rule. 

It would seem that your group, 
which began with De Leon's "Social­
ist Industrial Union" concept, and 
we, l1ith Trot slty , s "Transitional 
Program", have arrived in part at 
somewhat parallel approaches,judg­
ing from the felicitously entitled 
"What Is To Be Done Now" section of 
the pamphlet, "Survival Is the 
Issue ll • Thus your group also ... 
addressed itself to the central .. 
question of transforming the exist-
ing trade-union movement, ldth its 
narrow craft and "business-unionism" 
outloolc, into a united, industry-
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wide class organization,whose demo­
cratic function would be guaranteed 
by a class-conscious rank and fil~ 
That you did so some six years be­
fore us, does you credit, and also 
reinforces our own confidence in 
our program. 

As to our criticisms of this pro­
gram--and recognizing that your 
Cleveland group originated it ten 
years ago,that conditions have con­
siderably altered since then, and 
that you are presently engaged in 
modifying it in the light of present 
conditions--our principle criticism 
is directed at what seems to relate 
to your SLP origins, its lack of a 
transitional quality. For example, 
a programmatic point in the pamphlet 
which is similar to ours, e.g., 
"reduce the work week ••• wi th ho cut 
in income" is posed as something to 
be achieved after the achievement 
of "planned production for social 
use". In general, there is no 
attempt to connect the immediately 
felt needs and struggles~ the pre­
sent level of consciousness to the 
"future of the movement". Even the 
question of "rank and file" democ­
racy is presented apart from the 
economic struggle. We note that your 
draft statement,"What Is SLIG",now 
proposes to build "HSIU /Revolution­
ary Socialist Industrial Union7 
caucuses within ••• existing unions", 
and not merely propagandize from 
outside. But again, the question 
of leadership in the economic strug­
gles, "in the movement of the pre­
sent" is ignored. 

The pamphlet also treats the divi­
sion of American workers on racial 
lines very gingerly where it refers 
to it at all, and the "What Is To 
Be Done Now" section completely 
ignores this central question. That 
this treatment is not accidental, 
can be seen from the other materials 
which you were Itind enough to send 
us. Even the recent "Society In 
Crisis" refers to the Black people 
and other economically submerged 
portions of the population" only 
in conclusion, in recognition that 
they "will not certainly be resigned 
to suffering while they wait for 
socia11sm", while the draft state­
ment says noth1ng whatsoever in 

this connection. 
We believe, as we have often 

stated, that class unity can be 
achieved,not by ignoring the divi­
sions or by accommodating to the 
prejudices of the workers, but by 
struggle against these prejudices, 
One of the most pernicious mani­
festations of bourgeois ideology in 
the working class is racism. We 
cannot hope to win white or Blfic}! 
workers to socialist consciousness 
without directly confronting white 
supremacist ideology in all its 
forms. The struggle against it is 
not to be conducted onmoral grounds 
or other bourgeois eternal verities, 
of course, but by relating it to 
present struggles,as well as to the' 
fundamental needs of the workers. 
We believe tha.t any accommodation 
on this issue can only diminish 
class-consciousness--in ourselves 
as well. 
. We understand the relationship 

between workers and intellectuals 
as you do, as we both use Marxist 
class criteria. We recognize that 
while intellectuals represent an 
inter-class or" cross-class occupa­
tional category", the majority today 
are "brain-workers", sell their 
labor-power in order to live, and 
are eVr3n productive workers, 1.e., 
produce' surplus-value for the bour­
geoisie. In a number of fields, 
e.g., teaching, social-work, jour­
nallsm,etc., they have also joined 
trade-unions, and it is of prime 
importance for revolutionists to 
carry onpo11tical worlt among them. 
However~ we must also remember 

that a d1vision between mental and 
physical labor exists, which will 
be eliminated only with socialism. 
We must, therefore, understand the 
intellectual v not only from the 
formal economic criteria, but from 
social-political relationships as 
well. The intellectual workers also 
represent a privileged formation in 
the lTOrking class. Their way of 
life tends to imbue them, and 
especially their higher echelons, 
notw1th class-consciousness, but 
with a bourgeois outlook. Today. 
some "New Left" radicals are empha­
sizing the "new working class". 
meaning themselves, and minimizing 



- 68 -

th~L role or- IIblue-¢ollar~'produc­
tion workers. But the relative 
specific weight of the latter is 
much higher than that of the "whi te­
collar" intellectuals. Put sche­
matically, a general strike of in­
dustrial, transportation and com­
munication workers,i.e., where the 
It bl ue-collar" workers are concentra­
ted, would bring the economy to a 
dead halt in a matter of days. But 
the teachers? The SOCial-workers? 

As to our criticisms of the SLP 
as "sectarian", "opportunist" and 
"anti-Soviet",we grant you that we 
would and should change and even 
eliminate certain adjectives we have 
used,now that ,we have gained great.. 
er knowledge about that organiza­
tion, without however, retracting 
the criticisms as such. 

We mean by sectarianism, in the 
case of the SLF t self-isolating 
behavior, e.g., presenting a prog­
ram to the workers as an ultimatum, 
on a talte-it-or-leave-it basis, 
wi thout having developed the neces­
sary strategy and tactics. the 
intermediate step.s, by which the 
workers' understanding can be rai sed 
to the socialist level;its refusal 
to be involved in struggle, its 
purely propagandistic stance--for 
generations. We have been treated 
to several renditions of De Leon's 
statements on "boring from wi thin" • 
De Leon, as Lenin pOints out, was 
an uncompromiSing revolutionary 
Marxist. He was also a revolution­
ary innovator. Having developed 
the concept of "Socialist Industrial 
Unionism", he posed it in "dual 
union" terms--a mistake,we believe. 
But I find it difficult to believe 
that De Leon would have let fifty 
or sixty years elapse,during which 
time a movement of the significance 
of the CIa took place,without hav­
ing posed new approaches, new tac­
tics, to win the working class for 
this position--as some of his 
present-day followers are now 
attempting. 

As to "opportunism", we mean by 
this term, possessing and sowing 
illusions about the nature of class 
relations and/or in the capitalist 
state. We realize that such illu­
sions may be retained in all sin-

cerity,but they remain opportunist 
neverthele ss--and in the last analy-
sis, even if unconsciously, repre- ~ 
sent an adaptation to the pressures .­
of bourgeois SOCiety. It was one 
thing for De Leon.before the first 
World War and before fascism, to 
have talked about "civilized meth­
ods",and of achieving the transfer 
of power to the workers,to the SI~ 
through the ballot, and only raising 
as a possibility the use of armed 
terror by the exploiters. But today 
--wi th the spectacle of the American 
imperialist murder-machine inIndo­
china before our eyes, with the 
experience of two world slaughters 
and lesser "police actions", with 
the knowledge of what bestialities 
capitalism is capable of visiting 
on the workers who threaten its 
power--can there be any doubt that 
the American capitalists also will 
discard bourgeois democracy and try 
to maintain its class rule by force 
when it finds itself threatened? 
We believe that a pro~ram which sets 
forth the peaceful transition to 
socialism as the most likely possi- 4It 
bility. preserves and propagates 
illusions in the nature of the 
capitalist state. 

We also wish to use the electoral 
machinery to educate, to prepare the 
workers for the social revolution-­
and this to us also means the "fight 
for the attainment of the immediate 
aims"--but we also make clear that 
the ruling class will not permit 
them to vote in socialism, that they 
will have to create their organs of 
dual power, and then resolve the 
revolutionary crisis the way the 
Bolsheviks did by removing bourgeois 
"democracy" and replacing it with 
proletarian democracy. We believe 
that any other course, which banks 
on "democratic" institutions and 
constitutions, demonstrates a fail-
ure to understand that bourgeois­
democracy,even at its "democratic" 
best is also and al't'1ays a form of 
concentrated force and violence 
against the worlting class. Hyde .. 
is never very far from Jekyll, and ~ 
will appear more often as the crisis 
of capitalism matures. 

We can agree with you that the 
SLP's "criticisms of the Soviet 
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Union have always taken second place 
to its principle concern with the 
'home enemy'. to American capital­
ism". And yet, we compare its 
statements about "civilized methods" 
for the social revolution in the US, 
and about Soviet "despotism". We 
know full well the despotic nature 
of Stalinism. At the same time,we 
still see the retention of the con­
quests of the proletarian revolu­
tion, not only in the enormous de­
velopment of the productive forces 
in the Soviet Union, but also in 
the consciousness of its workers 
and peasants who are now preparing 
a political revolution against the 
parasitic bureaucracy. It would 
seem that in the area of the capi­
talist and Soviet state as well, 
the SLP and the De Leonists in gen­
eral have tended to emphasize form 
--"democratic institutions" in the 
US and "despotism" in the Soviet 
Union--at the expense of minimizing, 
distorting or ignoring elements of 
content--the force and violence in­
herent in these institutions in the 
first,and the still-existing heri­
tage of the October Revolution in 
the second. 

It seems to us that the SLP and 
De Leonists in general have been 
content to repeat static formuli. 
It was Heraclitus,you will recall, 
who stated t.hat one cannot step into 
the same river twice,to which one 
of his disciples added--not even 
once. The elements of which the 
river is composed are in motion even 
as one steps into it. It was for 
this reason that Trotsky saw the 
need to examine the content of for­
mulas daily. We recognize that 
tendencies toward a static, meta­
physical mode of thought, toward 
the separation of form and content, 
toward the eclectic elevation of 
form or aspects of content. exist 
in all of us. 

This mode of thought is nowhere 
more clearly revealed,by the other 
socialist tendencies, than on the 
national question. It was because 
Lenin functioned as a revolutionary 
l1arxi st in the Tsarist "prison-house 
of nations", where more than 100 
separate nationalities have emerged 
since the October Revolution, and 

because he was a dialectical materi., 
alist, that he proposed his solution 
to the national questionvthe right 
of nations to self-determination. 
Lenin upheld this right not only for 
"Soviet republics",but for oppres­
sed nations under capitalism. 

Is the right of nations to se1f­
determination a "principled ques­
tion" with us in an absolute sense? 
Our fundamental principle is the 
abolition of capitalist and all 
other forms of oppression through 
the establishment of an internatio~ 
al socialist community. All other 
princtples must be congruent with 
end are therefore, subordinate to 
this principle. We fully understand 
tha.t the nat10nal "principle" has 
arisen with the bourgeoisie, and 
will 4epart with it. Not only do 
l'Te not maltG a fetish of it. but as 
revolutionary I~larxists. we under­
sta.:::ld it to be a "fetter" on humani­
ty, on the productive forces. 

As Marx has noted. the workers 
become a.are of the1r oppress1on 
and beg1n to fight out the class 
war w1th1n nat10nal boundr1es. To 
th1s extent,the form of the strug­
gle 1s national. But 1n essense, 
becs.use social1sm, as a rat10nal. 
pl~~6d and classless soc1ety, can 
only exist on a world-wide bas1s, 
1ts struggle 1s 1nternat1onal. 

But; the worlters who are d1 vided 
by nat10nal boundr1es. and who, 
moreover,live in a world where some 
nations dom1nate, oppress and ex­
pl01t others, have to be conv1nced 
of this truth, And th1s cannot be 
done by waving propaganda tracts 
at them. 

Lenin understood that th1s contra­
d1ctory un1ty, the national ques­
t10n~ could not be treated meta­
physically, one-sidedly; that to 
19nore the real1ty of national 
oppression 1n the name of 1nter­
national1sm would only play into 
the hands of the bourgeoisie of 
both oppressor and oppressed nat1ons. 
\~hy the oppressor? Because the 1n­
difference to "nat1onalism" in th1s 
1nstance would only be a mask for 
annexat1on1sts,would not be 1nter­
nationalism, but only nationalism 
in disguise. To elevate the "nation" 
into an absolute princ1ple, aga1n 
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plays into the hands of the bour­
geoisie. and again of both the 
oppressor and oppressed nations, 
uniting each with their respective 
bourgeoisie, at great cost to the 
masses,to the "nation". and to the 
negation of internationalism. 

How can the worlrers within nation­
al boundries be won for internation­
alism, be made to realize that secu­
rity from national oppression, can 
only be achieved through the inter­
national socialist revolution? To 
this question, Lenin answered as 
Marx had answered on the Irish 
question before him, that the worlr­
ers of the oppressed nation would 
have to be convinced that the work­
ers of the oppressor nation were 
not allied with their "own" bour­
geoisie in national oppression; 
that they would not consider the 
state borders of their "own" state, 
in which the oppressed nation was 
confined, to be sacrosanct, and 
would fight for the right of the 
oppressed nation to constitute it­
self as a separate nation. By show­
ing themselves to be true inter­
nationalists, the workers of the 
oppressed could repose confidence 
in the working class of the oppre s­
sor nation. Then, after separation, 
might come federation, said Marx, 
in the case of Ireland. Then, the 
workers of the oppressed nation 
might decide not to separate, said 
Lenin. -

Have we said anything qualitative­
ly different on the national ques­
tion in this respect? We have in­
troduced a modification which we 
see as consistent with the Leninist 
position on the national question. 
Although the Black people in this 
country do not have a common ter­
ritory, and are therefore, not a 
nation, we have said that should a 
majority of the Black people demand 
a separate territory, we would not 
consider the present boundries of 
the US to be holy, but would sup­
port their right to separate. We 
state clearly that we do not con­
sider this to be the best solution; 
we note that the overthrow of capi­
talism in the US will have to be 
accomplished before separation would 
be possible;we call for the united 

struggle of Black and white workers 
for this social revolution--not on 
the basis of ignoring the speCial 
oppressed status of the BLack people, 
but in a struggle against this 
special oppression as in the funda­
mental interests of all workers. 
The result? The Black workers can 
develop confidence in us and in the 
white workers as consistent revolu­
tionists and internationalists, as 
class brothers, and may therefore, 
decide not to separate. What other 
course is there? To inform them 
that the white workers will oppose 
them,that they insist on retaining 
the terri tory of the US "inviolate"? 
This course can only serve to unite 
them with their "own" bourgeoisie 
and petty-bourgeoisie under the 
banner of BlacIt nationalism. 

We consider our conception of a 
transitional organization in the 
trade-unions to be the method by 
which the "RSIU" can be built, and 
this common denominator can be the 
basis for fraternal relations be­
tween the De Leonists and ourselves. 
We believe that we can arrive at a 
greater mutual understanding of each 
others point of view through a pro­
cess of "discussion, debate and 
unity in action". We sincerely hope 
that the discussion initiated will 
continue and be broadened to include 
others,and that we can be involved 
in common action in the building of 
a broad revolutionary movement. 

* * * 
OUR NEW SERIES 

VANGUARD NEWSLETTER w.ul begin an 
analYSis in September of, "What Is 
The Spartacist League ll , the series 
now appearing in the "Bulletin". 

AVAILABLE ON REQUEST 
Mail to VANGUARD NEWSLETTER for 

a free three-month subscription. 

NAME •••••••••••••• , •••••••••••••• 
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CITY •.••..•••••.•......••.•.••.•. 

STATE •.•..•...•..... ZIP ....•... 
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INFLATION AND THE ECONOMY - What Inflation Does 

The "technical side of inflationll , the growing inability of money to 
function as a stable measure of the value of commodities, as a result 
of the increase in the "money supplyll in circulation, was discussed in 
our last issue. 

We also defined the "broad" money 
supply as including,in addition to 
coins, Federal Reserve Notes and 
checking account deposits, "time 
and savings depOSits, saving and 
loan shares. savings bonds and short 
term US government obligations ••• " 

But the causes of the inflationary 
spiral,despite the "monetary" econo­
mists are not technical but, are 
rooted in the fundamental economic 
relationships of world capitalism. 

During the second world war, and 
for the first years immediately 
thereafter, prices soared in all 
countries--so-called "demand-pull" 
inflation,where,as a result of the 
diversion of production to war goods 
and/or war-time shortages. excess 
money circulated in relation to 
available goods. Despite price con­
trols, wholesale prices in the US 
increased b,y20% during the war,and 
by an additional 50% in the five 
post-war years. 

However, the present inflation 
results neither from "demand-pull" 
or "cost-push",i.e •• "unreasonable" 
wage demands. The latter is a 
deliberate lie by a ruling class 
which hopes to utilize the middle 
classes and the unorganized workers 
against the organized, to keep the 
workers from winning back that which 
inflation has already taken from 
them, and to continue lowering 
their "real" wages even further. 

Today's world-wide inflation is 
one of the symptoms of a developing 
malady,is an indication that chan­
ges in the relative positions of the 
capitalist countries are taking 
place within the world capitalist 
system, whose inherent contradic­
tions are again reaching a stage of 
extreme sharpness. 

US capitalism emerged from the 
second world war as the dominant 
nation in world capitalism,posses­
sing most of its productive capacity 
and as its main support. The coun­
ter-revolutionary role of Stalinism 

had ensured the survival of capi tal­
ism in Europe, but in a greatly 
weakened state. In these circum­
stances.the American ruling class 
was able to achieve its economic 
goals of shoring up the economy of 
Europe through "Marshall Plan" fin­
ancial aid and loans. It thereby 
ensured against the possibility 
that social revolution might breach 
the restraints of the Stalinists 
and social-democrats, while also 
opening up the European economy to 
American capitalist penetration. 

During the second world war and 
the immediate post-war period, the 
US was able to appropriate the bulk 
of the world's gold reserves. 

Its preponderant economic strength 
also enabled American capitalism to 
suspend the law of value in inter­
national trade. The dollar became 
a world, "convertible" currency as a 
result of the Bretton Woods agree­
ment in 1944,along with its depen­
dent, the British pound, on the 
basis of gold priced at $35 per 
ounce,a price established in 1934. 
But the prices of other commodities 
had more than doubled in the period 
from 1934 to 1950. American capi­
talism was therefore able to ex­
change less commodities for more 
gold. The dollar had -'to- bep,ccepted 
by European capitalism at its in­
flated value in international trade, 
in European capital investment. 

Its greater productive capacity 
enabled American capitalism to 
achieve a large "positive" balance 
in world trade, of exports over 
imports,thereby forcing other coun­
tries to "devalue", to inflate, 
their currencies. 

Devaluation of a currency enables 
the capitalists of a country with 
a "negative" balance of payments 
to sell their goods abroad at a 
lower price, i.e •• encourages ex­
ports. It also makes imports more 
costly, and thereby, discourages 
them, thus improving the balance. 
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The further worsening of the rela­
tionship of other currencies to the 
dollar produced additional benefits 
for American capitalism. It was 
able to penetrate foreign corporate 
industry more readily with fewer 
dollars. It could purchase all com­
modities in these countries, in­
cluding labor-power, at a lower 
cost in dollars,thereby deriving a 
higher profit from the cheapening 
of constant capital and from the 
increased rate of exploitation. 

The ne11 world division of labor, 
with .American capitalism in the pre­
dominant role, which followed the 
second world war, and aided by the 
stimuli of deficit financing and a 
greatly expanded arms industry,be­
came the basis for the quarter cen­
tury of economic growth of American 
and world capitalism, and furnished 
the" sinews which enabled the US 
ruling class to function as the 
gendarme for world capitalism. 

The law of uneven development is 
now transforming the old relations. 
No longer is American capitalism 
without serious capitalist rivals. 
It is today being challenged in the 
market-place,and, first of all, in 
the sphere of production by its once 
prostrate foes. Germany and Japan, 
armed with the most modern produc­
tive facilities,and able to extract 
a higher rate of exploitation from 
its labor-forces, are now posing a 
growing threat to its hegemony. 

In the automotive, steel and elec­
tronics,as well as the textile and 
shoe industries, not only is the 
position of America in world trade 
being eroded, but now its domestic 
market is being "invaded". Sectors 
of American industry are now demand­
ing "protective" tariffs to protect 
the higher and increasingly inflated 
prices of its commodities, and its 
dwindling profits, from its foreign 
competitors. 

The US has had a "negative" balance 
of payments for most of the past 20 
years, with military spending and 
foreign "assistance" as large con­
tributing factors, but its commer­
cial trade balance was "positive" 
until 1968. It has since tended 
increaSingly toward the "negative". 

Today, as the "liquidity crisis" 

worsens--the difficul ties which such 
giant corporations as Penn Central 

"are experiencing in II find1ng" liquid 
assets wlth which to payoff its ~ 
short-term obligat1ons--as interest ~ 
rates for money capital increases, 
with the curtailing of the money 
supply and credit, foreign capital 
begins to seek profits from the 
American "corporate structure". 

US capitalism is now over-extended 
1n its role as the watch-dog of 
world capitalism,and is finding it 
diff1cult to cope with the added 
strain of an enlarging war in Indo­
china, added to the costs of main­
taining thousands of military in­
stallations throughout the world 
and vast expenditures for nuclear 
and "conventional" weapons. 

Its Keynesian techniques,e.g.,tax 
and monetary manipulation, deficit 
financing, no longer act as effec­
tive stimulants to, or "controls" 
for, the economy. Inflation threat­
ens to" get out of hand" ,to wreck the 
economy:to bring-on, not a "reces­
sion" but,a "depression". In trying 
to curb inflation by decreasing the _ 
money in circulation and tightening ,., 
credi t f the Nixon Admin1 stration has 
"traded off" unemployment. Even if 
the economy responds to the easing 
of credit and monetary restraints in 
response to the pleas of assorted 
representatives of the ruling class, 
unemployment is now expected to 
reach the 6% marlr. 

The value of "blue chip" stoclrs, 
the estimated worth of industrial 
capital, as measured by such indica­
tors as the Dow-Jones average, has 
fallen by one-third in the past year 
and a half, reflecting the new 
economic realities,and the growing 
conviction of the owners of corporate 
weal th and stock marlret speculators 
that the American economy is in 
serious straits. 

While the signs of growing diffi­
culties for American and world capi­
talism continue to multiply, the 
American ruling class is still able 
to maneuver, but only to keep the 
economy precariously perched. to 4i' 
perhaps stave off a prolonged do~ 
turn for the present, only to ensure 
a "t1orse collapse in the near future. 

(to be continued) 
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NATIONALISM AND INTERNATIONALISM 

The Arab-Israeli Question 
--frogram For The Middle East 

Our program follows logically from our premises. 

If as we have stated, Israel is 
a oapitalist state. and not simply 
an lIoutpost of imperialism",if the 
surrounding "Arab" states are. not 
"socialist" but also, oapitalist 
states. albeit with productive 
forces at a lower level of develop­
ment, then the struggle against 
one's "own" oapitalism is the 
"lesser evil", in Lenin's words. 
Not unity with the "bourgeoisie in 
defense of the national interest", 
but the unity of the Arab and Jewish 
masses against "their" bourgeoisie 
and the Bonapartist surrogates. 
rTbis requires that the Jewish 

mksses demand the immediate and un­
conditional withdrawal of Israeli 
armed forces from the territories 
ocoupied in the 1967 war, as well 
as the immediate and unconditional 
return of the Palestinian Arabs to 
the land. .Wen from them by the 
Israeli sta e Only this will con­
vince the Ara masses that the Jew­
ish masses are brothers in the 
struggle against olass oppression. 

But wha bout the Jewish settlers 
ind v ua 
ossess these n And 

oan e economy 0 e tiny state 
of Israel support an additional 
2~11ion inhabitants? 

In joining the Arab masses in 
t ese demands, and also in the de­
mand that all laws which disorimi­
nate against Arabs, such as the 
"Law of Return",be ended. the ground 
is prepared for a socialist revolu­
tion which will put an end to the 
Zionist semi-theocratic Israeli 
state together with tbeArab 
regimes, and result in a Middle 
East socialist federati?nl 

From the viewpoint of oontinuing 
oapitalist relations in the Middle 
East and elsewhere, this program 
seems "unrealistic" and therfore. 
"unreasonable". But "reason" on a 
oapi talist 'tasis means an inexorable 
escalation of the present war in the 
Middle East. and perhaps. the in-

volvement of the US and USSR in a 
nuclear holocaust, wi th at the least, 
the sacrifice of many millions of 
lives, and agony for countless mil­
lions of others. 

The Middle East like the world in 
general has no future under oapi tal­
ism. Indeed in Goethels words, 
reason becomes unreason and kind­
ness a pest. The "rational" rela­
tions of capitalism in general were 
long ago transformed into a "un­
reason".became "irrational",while 
the socialist solution,on the con­
trary, is becoming more necessary. 
more '!rational" sndmore "real" with 
each day. 

In denying the humanity of Arabs. 
in condemning them to refugee camp s 
and to the "largess" of the Arab 
rulers, what have the Zionists 
achieved for the Jewish masses? 
Their standard of living, on the 
average, may be three times higher 
than.that of the Arabs, but it is 
still less than a third of that of 
the United States,at the expense of 
transforming Israel into a Jewish 
enolave in a hostile Arab sea. 

The maturing world crisis of capi­
talism will mean an end to the $200 
million a year donated to Israel by 
Jews in the rest of the world. 
Financial support from the US will 
also come to an end. From economic 
considerations alone, Israel as a 
Zionist state will not be viable in 
these conditions. In 1966-7,despite 
outside financial assistance, Israel 
suffered an economic crisis. As 
mass unemployment developed, Jews 
began to emigrate. 

The crisis of world Stalinism is 
also becoming sharper. While crises 
of a cyclical character can no long­
er occur in the Soviet Union and the 
deformed workers' states,the grow­
ing oomplexi ty of the economy makes 
the Stalinist Bonapartist caste in­
creasingly incompatible with the 
collective property foundations. 
The growing economio disequilibrium. 
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is the basis for the approaching 
political revolution, whose symptoms 
are becoming increasingly evident. 
As the economic difficulties grow, 
less support for the mi1itary­
bureaucratic regimes in the Middle 
East will be possible. 

A political revolution in the 
Soviet Union would, of course, end 
the counter-revolutionary policy of 
support for the "liberal" bourgeoisie 
in the advanced countries and the 
Bonapartist regimes elsewhere, for 
a "deal" with imperialism, and for 
short-range "gains",at the expense 
of the proletarian revolution. 

Within a socialist perspective, the 
seemingly insurmountable problems in 
the Middle East find their solution. 

Even a oUDBory examination of the 
natural resources--themineral and 
oil deposits, the possibilities for 
agriculture through irrigation-­
reveals its potential for the future. 

The "justification" for driving 
a people from its lands, so that 
others can have a "homeland" will 
only be understood as an aberrant 
obscenity as the greatly enlarged 
means of production, owned" in com­
mon, operated on the basis of a 
rational plan, and integrated into 
a world socialist community, begin 
to pour forth a presently unimagined 
abundance,and as the memory of the 
daily neagre ration under capi tal.ism 
recedes into the past. 
rThe Israeli Socialist OrganiZation, 

whlch publishes "Matzpen". is the 
only "socialist" organization in the 
Middle East wh1ch poses the struggle 
for socialism as the road to peace, 
and which conducts the struggle 
against its "own" ruling class as 
the main enemy. However, its 
Stalinist origins and present re­
lations with the "United Secretariat 
of the 4th International", and the 
SWP in thi s country, make it suscep­
tible to opportunist conceptions on 
the national qU~iOn and the 
IIArab Revolutio" Thus,it demMds.. 
a de-Zionized Israeli state, while 

9lsc;; !mppciftlng lis opPosit~, "tha. 
right" ot the Jew sh people to a_ 
state of its own~ I.e., tHe right,' 
In this instance, to exclude Arab 
"undesirables". It also adapts to 
the peasant-guerrillas and to the 

Arab states on which they all lean 
--in one or another degree--by 
insisting that as an Israeli move­
ment, it does not have the right ... 
to tell another people how it should ., 
conduct its resistance movement or 
what its aims should be, 

The revolutionary party which will 
fight for a Leninist and Trotskyist 
perspective and program for the 
socialist revolution in the Middle 
East has still to be created. 

LESSONS ••• (continued from p. 57) 

They merely abstained from voting 
on issues,on such IItrifles" as the 
labor party. By its obsequious con­
duot,the SWP exposed its eagerness 
to re-establish its "popular front" 
bloc with the CP, as well as its 
open abandonment of the labor party 
position for olassless Black and 
Chioano "people's" parties. 

VANGUARD NEWSLETTER's foresight 
--on the need for a transitional 
organization, for a net-work of 
IIrank and file" or "left-wing" cau-
cuses in the trade unions, which .. 
would fight to unite the class .. 
against the bosses and their labor 
leaders, which would fight against 
whi te chaUVinism and its reflection, 
Blaok nationalism.was conclusively 
demonstrated at Chicago,but in the 
negative, Utilized by the CP for 
its class-col1aborationi st politics, 
it was turned into its opposite. 

But as the world crisis of capi­
talism develops, the working class 
also moves to throw off the re­
straint of the SOCial-reformists of 
all stripes. The CP in this country, 
will not become a serious impedi­
ment to worlting class radicaliza­
tion--even for a short period at 
this historic juncture--provided 
that, and to the extent that, a 
mass revolutionary party exists. 
The construction of just such a 
party,under the new objective con­
ditions, is now possible. 

However,the other self-proo1aimed 
"revo1 utionary" organizations at the a 
Chicago conference have again shown ., 
that they are not only incapable 
of building the revolutionary van­
guard party,but are, moreover, bar­
riers to its construction. 


