“National Socialism’--
Or Factional Tail-End?

By TFiLL

In the AMfilifunt of May 3 there i an
article— From  Hillguit to Lovesione—
in which the author attempls o answer
our analysis as contained in the article
Whither Twotskyism? {(Hevolulionuwry
Age, April 21}, And sinee the best defen-
sive is an offensive the Miliiant writer
launches into the old familiar attack
upon “national Seelalism,” ete. It would
be worth while to examine this article a
little more closely.

Before proceeding to the centrai ques-
tion itself, we must take nete of the
charge of “literary forgery” made
against us by the Militeut article. It is
declzred that we Fomitted quoting the
whole sentence” in our quoiation from
Trotsky about the “honor” of “=zectarian-
jemt,” But the charge is not true! Our
guotation is from Trotsky’s letter pub-
lished in IMNe Fekne des Hommunismus
{Leninbund organ) of July 5, 1920 and
reads in the German as follows: “Jest
ein "Sektierer’ zu bleiben i5t efne Ehre
Fur jeden wirklichen Revolutionar™ In
English this is: “Fe remain ‘sectarion’
today iz en howos for “every real revolu-
tionary,” Nothing at all onitted! So
much for this.

Now to the main question.  The anthor
of the Militant article makes what he
considers a. very siriking parallel be-
tween our attitude on “Ruszian ques-
tions” today and the atiitude of Hill-
quit on “Russian guestions” in 1921. By
s careful sleetion of gquotations he
achieve & certath surface cffect but the
superficial resemblance hardly stands
any sort of deeper examination.

The Milifant author declares in effect:
“In 1921 Hillquit said: ‘I'm for the Rus-
sian Revolution but I don’t have to
choose between the Bolsheviks and the
Mensheviks. 1 am for the social revolu-
tion but that doesn’t mean that I hawve
to he for onc of the Russian factions.”
In 1930 Lovestone says: ‘I ain for the
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Tussian Llevolution and the biilding of
Socialism but I don’t have to e for the
Stalin factim: or the Bukharin faction
In no sense is the internatiunal Opposi-
ton movement based wpen the issues or
groupings in the CPSU There! There
is your parallel between two gonera-
tions of national Socializm!™

Very elever—Dbut there iz only one
“lirtle” diffcrence—and preciscly ihis
difference damns the whole argumnent.
When Hillquit coald not choyse between
Eonin and Mariov, between Bolshevizm
and Menshovism, he refused to choose
between the proletarian revolution and
ithe bourgeecis counter-revolution—and
such 4 refusa) amounts 1o actual support
of the counter-vevolution. This 15 one
thing. ...

Bur when Lovestone says that the in-
ternational Opposition mevement iz not
‘an international extension of either the
Stalin or Bukharin factions, lic is merely
stating a fact: the issues upon which
the Communist Oppesition has erystal-
lized internationally are not those upon
which the Russian factions have been
Luilt up.  This is ancther gquoestion en-
rirely. )

In one case it was a matter of choos:
ing belween tweo parties, the party aof
revolution and the party of counter-revol-
utiean.  In the other, it is a matter of
choasing between two factions, buoth in
and of the Communist Party, buth within
ihe party of the revolution.

Of course the proletarian reveluliom-
ary movement all over the world is mest
intimately connected with, und in faet
finds its slrongest point of support in
the victorious Communisi Party of the
Zoviel Union. But does it follow from
this thal the international Communist
Opposition, fighting to restore the Len-
inist line of the Cominlern, must be-
come the tail-end to a faction in the
Bussian Iarty? There scems lo he a
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Wrechers Smashed

{7 Cbopem:iws

In the middle of Apri) there was held
the convention ¢f the Central Cooperative
Exchange {the Finnish cooperative move-
ment in the Nerth ceniral states). For
«ix monihs previeusly the Party press
and cspecially the Tyomdes conducted a
bitter campaign against the leaders of
the cooperative becavse these comrades
resisted the iniroduetion of the new nar-
row sectarian course in the coaperative
movement. Hundreds of thousands of
words of abuse have been published by
the Tgemics and the whole Party ap-
paratuy was nwbilized—but this time it
very fortunateily proved impassible for
the Pariy burocrats eilther ro deceive the
workers er to destrov the organization.
The convention decided by a vote of 228
ta 51 to uphold the viewpoint of Com-
rade Halonen and to Teject the wrecking
attempts of the Party burccrats. One
of the hig “izsmes” used against Halonen
in the discussion was his “Lovestoneism”,
especially  his  “secret mecling” with
Lovestone in Detrort!

hiteh in the palitiea) Yogic of the Mitans
writer.

This is not a mere fault in logic. Tt
uncovers the fundamental political error
of Tretzskyvisni The parallel between
Hillquit and ns can be seriously maude
only if il js maintained that the group-
ings in the Russian Party represent dif-
ferent and oppesing classes. But to
maninttain this means to maintain that the
Soviet State is now run by clements rep-
resenling  the elass enemy —In ether
words, it is to maintain a variety of the
theory of Thermider which les at the
root of Trotskyvisnmi. But since the Com-
mupist Opposition—and every real Com-
munist—muast start gus by rejecting this
theory decisively we can hardly be ex-
pected to overloak the fact that the whole
structure of the ANildftant writer falls of
its own weighl.

Incidentally, it should be noted that
the Mititant writer carefully avoids mak-
ing any sort of reply to our romarks
about the “new turn™ of Trotskyism.
The reason iz ohviouw . ..
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