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A BALANCE-SHEET OF THE DISCUSSION ON EUROPE

By Felix Morrow

: The December 1944 issue of Fourth International 1s an ominous
landmark in the history of our party. 1t purports to acqualnt its
readers with the nature and the results of the political dispute at
the Eleventh Convention in November., Actually, however, the account
which it gives is so hopelessly inaccurate that it 1s necessary to go
back to the documents and remind the party of what really has happen=-
ed.

The political dispute began at the October 1943 plenum of the
National Committee, when the Political Committee presented a draft
resolution on the European situation to which a minority objected,
The three principal items objected to are listed below and under each
I indicate its final fate:

1. The theory of "Franco-type governments" as the sole
method to be employed by U.S. imperialism and the European bourge ol-
sIe In ruling Europe. On this the minority stated: "lhat the draft
resoiution erred in excluding the possibllity of the ure of bourgeois-
democratic methods by the European bourgeoisle and its American
imperialist masters; they would in all probability attempt to stem
the European revolution not only by the use of military and fascist
dictatorships but also where necessary by the use of bourgeois demo~
cracy.® A few sentences from the minority amendments were included
in the final text of the Plenum resolution, but side by cside with
them remained the contrary view of the majority's maln formulatlons.
In September 1944, the Political Committee issued its draft resolution
on the same subject for the coming Eleventh Conventlons this agein
enunciated the theory of "naked military dictatorship" as the Allies!
sole "pattern" for ruling Europe. The minority offered amendments
to delete this theorys, Until the very eve of the conventlon the
Political Committee stood its ground. But then 1t presented a series
of "clarifying and literary amendments” which deleted the formula-
tions on this question which the minority had proposed to delete.
Thus came substantial agreement between minority and majority.

2, The failure of the Political Committee to say one word,
'in its draft Plenum resolution, about the method of democratic and
transitional demands, l.6., the method of winning the majority of the
wWorkers and peasants to the revolutionary party. Amendments to recti-
Ty this omission were introduced by the minority. Instead of accept=-
ing them, the Political Committee introduced into the final Plenum
resolution the statement that the 1938 program of the Fourth Inter-
national “makes clear tke value and necessity, as well as the limita-
tions and subordinate character, of democratic slogans as a means of
mobilizing the masses for revolutionary actions"

This formulation was confusing because (1) it did not affirm
the method of democratic and transitional slogans -- the method in=-
cludes both and does not counterpose one to the other -- as the method
of winning a majority of the masses and (2) it appeared to minimize
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the role of democratic demands in the coming period in Europe.

Hence the dispute on this question continued after the Plenum. The
Politlical Committee a year later corrected its position substantially,
when its draft convention resolution dropped the Plenum resolution's
characterization of ™the limitations and subordinate character® of
democratic slogans and instead spoke of a "bold program of transition-
al and democratic dgmands" as the method "to rally the masses for the
revolutionary struggle." The one concrete democratic slogan proposed
by the minority ~- for Italys immediate proclamation of the demo-
cratic republic ~- was rejected by the majority; but the resolution
took no position on the question., All that is in the final resolu-
tion 1is the formally correct generalization on the role of democratie
and transitional demands, So far as the resolution is concerned,
therefore, nothing remained in it of the original dispute on this
question,

3, The third important dispute which originated at the

October 1943 Plenum was formulated as follows by the minoritys "That
the draft resolution erred in minimizing the Stalinist danger; we
must recognize that the victories of the Red Army have temporarily
strengthened the prestige of Stalinism; and we must, therefore, 1in-
clude in the resolution a warning of the very real danger of Stalin-
ism to the European revolution." Rejecting this view, the majority
persisted in repeating in the final Plenum resolutlon its original
formulationss a whole section on ™'he Significance of the Soviet
Victories™ which saw in them only progressive consequences; and a

- condemnation of "defeatists™ who "foresee only a repetition of the

E€panish events in Stalin's political maneuvers in Furope™ whereas

the majority proclaimed "the vast difference in conditions between
the Spanish revolution and the coming European revolution.,™ But a
year later the Polltical Committee had to retreat; its September 1944
draft convention resolution abandoned the formulations of the Plenum
and -- as the minority had originally proposed -- warns of the "un-
mistakable danger signals that &talin is prepared to repeat his hang-

man's work in Epaln on a' continental scale," Thus this dispute, too,

was resolved,

S&uch, in brief, were the three principal questions in dispute,
and such their final outcome, Most of this article will be given
over $o0 a much more detailed exposition of these three questions and
to documentary proof of what was the position of majority and minor-
ity on theme The aim of the foregoing preliminary outline of them
1s to'enable the reader first to understand the character of the
December 1944 issue of Fourth International.

“Fourth International" on the Convention Vote

An article "oy the editors of Fourth International™ informs
readers that the resolution on Europe was adopted "by a vote of 51
to 5.® Such is the wording in the December 1944 issue, repeated
again in the January 1945 issue, ’

The minutes of the comvention show that the minority dele=
gates introduced and voted for a motion in two partsg (1) for the
minority amendments and (2) for the resolution. Before they came to
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the convention the minority delegates were prepared, once the minor-
ity amendments were disposed of, whether accepted or defeated, to
vote for the resolution. They were ready to do so because, as
Comrade Logan, the author of the minority convention amendments
wrote, in presenting them to the Internal Bulletin in Octobers "It
must be clear that there i1s, between the writers of the draft resolu-
tion and me, no fundamental disagreement about the strategic perspec-
tives for Europes ¢ « True enough, the future may show that the
present differences cover deeper and more fundamental differences.
But, at the present stage, my aim is to straighten up and correct the
draft resolution, not to supersede it by a new draft. « « We are only
at the very beginning of the greatest revolutionary crisis in history.
We will follow its development from month to month, from week to
week, &oon our European comrades will help us more and more in this
work, We will develop, refine and, if necessary, coprect our fore-
castse o o That is why, now, at the beginning of such a period, I
have no intention of excessively sharpening the political differences
with the writers of the draft resolution,"

When Comrade Logan wrote this, the original differences
on the role of democratic and transitional demands, and on the Stalin-
ist danger, had been resolved by the majority's change in position
from the final Plenum resolution to the draft convention resolution.
But there still remained the difference on the theory of "naked

military dictatorship™ as the "pattern" for Europe.

At the convention, however, the last-minute amendments of
the Political Committge took over from the minority amendments the
proposed deletions which removed this theory from the resolution. So
that all three of the original differences were resolved. 4

Under these conditions, how could the minority delegates have
voted against the resolution? They had the satisfaction of knowing
that their fight had not been in vain, Their principal amendments
had been incorporated in the resolution, That the majority leaders
did not admit thelr change of position bodes 111 for the future
health of the partys such methods miseducate and confuse the party
membership., The resolution itself suffered from such methods: while
yielding on the disputed questions its authors retained in it many
an ambiguity and nuance of their old position, Nevertheless, read as
it stands, the final convention resolutien had obviously dropped the
disputed positions of the Plenum resolution, -Evon had the minority
delegates desired to accentuate political differences, there was no
remaining basis on which they could vote against the final resolution,

What is particularly outrageous about Fourth International's
report of -the minority vote on the resolution Is that the minority
had to fight a long battle at the convention for the right to vote for
the resolutions The Political Committee attempted to have the vote
occur only on a motion endorsing the line of the resolution and con-
demning the "line™ of the (minority) Morrow and Logan documents, But
the minority delegates voted only for their own motion ~-- for the
minority amendments and for the resolution, And then what the ma jor-
ity floorleaders failed to gain at the convention they stated as fact
in the pages of Fourth Internationsal,
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A “"Documentary" Yet False Picture of the Dispute

In the December Fourth International documents of both sides
are printeds the reader may well bellieve he 1s seeing both sides of
the disputes But the documents of the majority are the unanimousl
adopted final convention resolution of November 1944 and a speech by
E. E. Frank, spokesman of the National Committee, in defense of that
resolution in 1ts draft form; while the minority document printed
side by side with thece is my December 1943 criticism of the October
1943 Plenum resolution, True, my article of December 1943 is rele-

vant to a complete understanding of the dispute which, as I have ex-
plained, originated at that Plenum; that is why (originally it had
been given only to National Committee members) I 1nsisted on its
being given to the membership, But my article 1s relevant when one
reads it in conjunction with the October 1943 Plenum resolution which
it criticised; it belongs to that stage of the dispute, Without a
word of explanation, however, the December 1944 1ssue of Fourth Inter-
national counterposes my 1943 article to the final conventlion resolu~-
tion of November 1944% The reader 1s not told that thls resolution
of a year later does not repeat the errors which I objected to in the
1943 Plenum resolutions Thus the puzzled reader finds me complain-

ing about things which he does not find in the final convention reso-

lution. What 1s going on here? the reader must wonder, He 1s pro-
vided with an answer by the article of the editors and by the speech
of Comrade Frank, the reporter for the National Committee. These
two ltems tell the reader that behind the minority's ostensible
position lie far more deepgoing differencess the minority has Yan
exaggerated appraisal of the role of bourgeols democracy and 1its
potentialities,"™ a false economic theory on which 1t bases this
appraisal, it thinks U,S. imperialism has "inexhaustible powers,” it
has been fooled by the democratic veneer of the imperialists, etc.,
ete,

None of fhis nonsense would have been at all plsusible had
the Political Committee published alongside the final conventlion
resolution a document of the minority corresponding to that stage
of the dispute, Such a document was at -hand¢ the speech to the
convention by the reporter for the minority, Comrade A. Stein, Read
together with the final resolution, Comrade Stein's speech would have
made the whole situation understandable; for it dealt with the laste
minute amendments introduced by the Political Committee and showed

‘how, far from being "clarifying and literary amendments™ as the

Political Committee claimed, these had deleted from the draft resolu-
tion the prinecipal remaining items objected to by the minority,

Read In conjunction with the final resolution, Comrade ftein's speech
would have made clear to the reader that there was now substantlal
agreement and how it had come about, But it was not published.

Soon after our return from prison, Comrade Géldman protested
in the Political Committee at the way in which the minority position
had thus been presented in Fourth International., We proposed that
Comrade A, Stein's minority report to the convention, which should
have been published in the December issue, be at least published now,
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We were voted down, E. Re Frank stated the grounds¢ the majority
has the right to choose which documents of the minority shall be pub-
lished when the dispute 1s,made known to the outside public. This is
a thoroughly bureaucratic propositiongs to refuse a minority the right
to choose by which documents it shall be represented. Even, however,
‘1f Comrade Frank's -proposition were correct, it certainly does not
Justify the majority's counterposing its October-November 1944 docu-
ments to a minority documemt of December 1943 and claiming to the
public that this gives an accurate picture of the position of both
sides at the November 1944 convention, Every thinking party member,
no matter where he stood in the original dispute, must condemn this
procedure,

We come now to the article of the editors on the convention,
Ostensibly it 1s a summary, K of the course of the dispute since the
October 1943 Plenum, Yet it fails to mention the three principal
questions which-were in ditputel 1Instead, 1t adduces "three main
fTlaws®™ In the Morrow articie of December 1943 and alleges that these
were the issues in dispute, although, as we shall see, none of them
are central to the issues which actually were disputed.

Before we can show thié, however, we must return to the real
disputes, demonstrate by adequate documentation what these were, and
how they were resolved, '

Our Differences in Method

In addition, however, we shall attempt to indicate something
mores the very real differences in method betweon the majorlity and
minority, In the name of Marxian orthodoxy the majority leaders at-
tempt to stick as close as possible to the letter of programmat ic
documents and are quick to call the minority heretics and seekers
after novelty. 1In actual fact most of what the minority had to say
is part of the written tradition of the Trotskyist movement , though
the majority leaders seem blissfully unaware of this material. But
the test of Marxists comes precisely where the writings of our masters
do not provide us with a ready-made answer. "We have a finished pro-
gram and all we need to do is to apply 1t,"” cry the majority leaders,
But 1s our program finished for our time, any more than the program
of revolutionary Marxism was finished in 1870, 1914, 1923? Every
situation has some element of novelty in it, some more than others,
so0 that they are never quite 1like the preceding situations -- pre-
clsely this process is the material basis for the never-ending growth
of the theory and practice of revolutionary Marxism, This does not
mean that the fundamentals of our program change: they are the dis-
tilled essence of nearly a century of the revolutionary movement, But
one must know how to distinguish between what is fundamental and what,
in a programmatic document, 1s actually not programmatic at all but is
merely a prediction oconcerning future events and which ohviously must
be ‘tested and corrected in later years, First one must look at the
present reality and then see how far and precizely how 1t relates to
our previous programmatic documentsg this is the Marxist method, The
majority leaders do the opposites repeat by rote without regard to
the present reality "fundamentals" which often are not :programmatic
propositions at all but merely earlier predictions, In the following
‘pages we shall see grotesque examples of this, We shall see, too,
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propositions proclaimed as the very essence of Marxism which, upon
examination, turn out to be altogether alien to the Marxist method.
Let the reader attentively study what follows and then let him de-
clde who are the true heirs of the Marxist traditiont the quotation-
hurlers and heresy-hunters or those who try in all modesty to do for
our time what our predecessors in the Marxist theoretical tradition
did for their time, 1

1., THE THEORY OF "FRANCO-TYPE" OR “NAKED MILITARY DICTATORSHIPSY

What next In Europe? This was the question we had to try to
answer as we prepared for the October 1943 Plenum. Enjoying far more
fortunate conditions than our European comrades, we were in a position
to offer them our considered opinicn of the developing situation and
their tasks in it,

The Allles were already in southern Italy, Soon they would
be in France, Slowly but surely the continent was being wrested from
the Nazis, What kind of povernments would replace the totalitarian
and semi-totalltarian regimes as the Nazls were driven out of one
country after another? In what kind of arena would the European proe-
letariat have to conduct 1ts struggle in the coming period?

Trotsky, Itallan and German comrades and others had often
analyzed the question, what would happen when fascism collapsed in
Italy and Germany, Thelir answer, 1n brlef, had been: unless the
Fourth International parties were able to grow into great mass parties
under the extraordinarily difficult conditions of totalitarian op~
pression, the overthrow or collapse of fascism would be followed by
a perlod of bourgeols democracy, That is, the transition from
fascism to the Soviet republic would be dircct or almost direct only
1f the revolutlonary party had already become the prineipal leadsr
of the masses., But if the revolutionary party were small, then the
stormy rise of the workers' movement, under the limitations imposed
by the leadership of the reformist parties, would go no further in
the first period than to destroy the fascist dictatorship and estab-
lish bourgeois democracy. In the bourgeols-democratic arena the
revolutionary party would be able to struggle for the majority of the
massese Victory would bring the Soviet ropublic, decisive defeat
would eventually lead to the collapse of bourgeols democracy again
imto one or another form of military or totalltarian dictatorship, as
had happened to the Weimar Republic., '

The foregoing theory was based on the assumption that fascism
would be overthrown by the internal forces within the country, that
is, directly by the masses, Before that happened, however, the war
came; and as it actually turned out fascism collapsed in Italy, and
the semi-totdlitarian Vichy regime collapsed in France, under the con-
ditions of military deféat and occupation by the victorious armics.
Hence the workers' movement had no ‘sooner risen to its feet and shcwn
1ts power than it felt the heavy welght of the Allled armies,

What would be the effect of the presence of the Allied armies?
Would the collapse of fascism lead now, as 1t would have under peace-
time conditions, to a period of bourgeois democracy? (It was cleoar
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that the other variant, mass parties of the Fourth International pre-
viously arising under fascism, had not happened,) Or would the Allled
armies makd that impossible?

The answer of the majority of the Political Committee was that
bourgeols democracy was impossible, not only because of the intent of
the Allied armies -~ primarily U.S, imperialism -- but also because
of the stage of economic decline which Europe had reached, The major-
1ty's draft resolution stated:

", ..Today the deals with Darlan and Badoglio outline
in precise terms the counter-revolutionary policles and
imperialist aims of Anglo-American capitalism..,

"...This policy has been climaxed by the deal with
Marshal Badoglio and King Victor Emmanuel...Ro0sevelt
and Churchill are using their armies and resources to
prop up this military-monarchist dictatorship, detest-
ed and distrusted by the Itallan masseS.es

®The policies pirsued by the Allied leaders in North
Africa, Siclly and Italy demonstrate that their backing
of the ultrg-reactionary forces are neither accidental
deviations nor 'military expedients,' but flow from a
calculated plan which 1s dictated by the interests and
necessities of the Anglo-American imperialists, They
provide a preview of the Anglo~American program in Europe.
These capitalist powers alm to impose new forms of servi-
tude upon the European peoples, They propoce to crush
all manifestations of revolutionary lndependence by the
Buropean workers and to set up mllitary-monarchist-
clerlical dictatorships under the tutelage and hegemony
of Anglo=American Big Businesss..

“'he Allies cannot afford to sanction the slightest
democracy in Europes..Roosevelt and Churchill under-
stand that 1t 1s not in the cards to establish stable
'democratie! capitalist governments in Europe today.
Given free scope, given their democratic rights, the
European working class will not require overly much
time to organize its revolutionary party, and to over-
throw all of its capitallst oppressors, The choice,
from the Roosevelt-Churchill point of view, is a Franco~
type ﬁovarnment or the spectre of the sociallst revolu~-
tion. »

And further ong

"But 8talin cannot turn back the wheel of history,
It 1s impossible to set up a new series of Weimar
Republics in Europe,"

Such was the view of the impossibility of bourgeols democraecy
in Europe enunciated by the Political Committee,
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It should be noted that this theory consists of the following
two quite different ingredientss

(1) Military dictatorship as the subjective aim of the im-
perialists; an aim which thez "ecannot afford” to replace by that of
bourgeols democracy because “"given their democratic rights, the
European working class will not require overly much time to organize
1ts revolutionary party, and to overthrow all of its capitalist
oppressors,*

(2) "It is impossible to set up a new series of Weimar
Republics in Europe." This is so because, the majority explained
the economic preconditions for bourgeoils democraey no longer exist
in Europe,

* In contradiction to this theory, however; another paragraph
stateds "While interim regimes modelled after the Weimar Republic
may be set up here and there as by-products of uncompleted revolution-
ary movements, they must by theilr very nature prove short-lived,™

Comment ing on this contradiction, I stated at the Plenums

"Need I point out, comrades, that 'short-lived!'
Weimar Republics are still Weimar Republics, and
that one cannot assert that Welmar Republics are im-
possible and also assert that there may be Weimar
Republics? Both the se propositions cannot be true;
one or the other must be false," (Internal Bulletin
Vol, VI, No. 4’ P 260) '

The Minority Criticism of the Theory

Let us now show what 1s wrong with the two separate ingred-
ients of the theory of the impossibility of bourgeois democracy in
Europe.

(1) Military dictatorship as the sole aim of the Allies.
On this my report to the Plenum stated:

"It i1s a half-truth when the resolution states:
'eceGlven free scope, given their democratic rights,
the European working class will not require overly
much time to organize 1ts revolutionary party, and
to overthrow all of 1ts capitalist oppressors,'

And this half-truth becomes a falsehood when the
sentence immediately following 1t statess 'The
choice, from the Roosevelt-Churchill point of view,

is a Franco-type government or the spectre of the
soclalist revolution,' False because the two choices
are not the only ones to which capitalist strategy

is limited. Roosevelt-Churchill are unfortunately
much more flexible than are the writers of the resolu-
tion; the imperialists even at this moment are keeping
Franco!s democratic opponents on the leash for use
tomorrow, ‘
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YThe writers of the resolution appear to forget
the two-slded character of bourgeois democracy. One
of 1its sides 1s that which they state in rather glow-
ing terms when they say in paragraph 31 that the
democratic republic means for the workers that they
are 'given free scope, given their democratic rights...'
But there 1s the other side of bourgeols democracyt
the way in which 1t can for a time breed i1llusions
that the democratic republic is a sufficlent frame-
work in which to achleve the demands of the masses
and even to achieve socialism -~ 1llusions which un-
fortunately will be fostered by the fact that the
principal parties of the masses in the inmediate
future will bs reformist parties and the further
fact that these masses in most cases have had little
or no experience with bourgeols democracy during the
past generation or two.

"Under the conditions we have indicated, U.S.
imperialism will proceed to make use 1in Europe of
this second side of bourgeols democracy and in spite
of the fact that bourgeois democracy also has the
other side which favors the masses." (Internal
Bulletin Vol, VI, No. 4, p 29.)

2. "It is impossible to set up a new series of Weimar
Republics in Europe." What was the Weimar Republic? A highly un-
stable bourgeols democracy, torn by conflict throughout its fifteen
years of existence. Why its instability? Because the classical
economic foundatlons of bourgeols democracy -- economic progress;
rising standard of living, free competitive capitalism -- had given
way to monopoly capitalism and economic decline in Europe. This oro-
cess has continued, Has anything else been added to it so that ons
can now say that even Weimar Republics are now impossible? WNo, ncr
did the majority offer any claim that something new has happened
since 1914 in the economic process of capitalism which could justiry
its denial of the possibllity of bourgeois democracy. .

Even had something else happened in economics, it would stil]
be absurd to argue, in the name of Marxism np less, that bourgeois ,
democracy is now impossible. As Lenin had to explain more than onne /
to ultra~lefiists, it 1s true that bourpeois democracy was more
stable and more easily achieved under competitive capitalism but
that does not make it impossible under monopoly capitalism (imperial-
l1sm); it simp!y makes it more diffieult and more unstable. As I put
it at the Plenum, arguing against the majority's proposition tha: 1t
is impossible to set up a new series of Weinar Republics in Europe
because "the wheel of history" cannot be turned backs

"What 1s true, and we all agree on it, is that the
further dﬁfblding of wapitalism has caused the disappearance
of certalin economic preconditions on which bourgeois democra-
cy was based during the Nineteenth Century,
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"But the disappearance of certain economic pree~
conditions does not also mean the disappearance of
political preconditions, The existence of workers!
parties leading great masses 1s a precondition of
bourgeols democracy in our epoch, and is a precondi-
tion which dcees not disappear because economic pre=-
conditlons of bourgeois democracy have disappeared,

"In other words, the 'wheel of history' cannot be
turned back in economics, but 1t can be 'turned back!
in politicse. True, only for a time, only under con=-
ditions of instabllity, etc, But we are Marxists and
not Hegelians, and where Hegel was only interested in
epochs and types and could dismiss a period of bour-
'geols democracy of short duration as being 'unreal!
and hence non-existent, we Marxists should know that
our understanding of the reality and existence and
importance of a three-months' duration of a democratic
republic maz well be declsive for the future of the
revol?tion. (Internal Bulletin, Vol, VI, No. 4,

P 27.

Thus nelther the economic nor the political ingredients of
the majority theory of the impossibility of bourgeois democracy in
Europe could stand the test of analysis,

Yet most of the majority formulations cited above remained in
the text of the final Plenum resolution, True, some sentences from
the contrary view of the minority amendments were also inserted, pro-
ducing a contradiction between the two elements, The dominant theme,
however, remained the theory of "Franco-type" governments,

Likewise the Political Committee retained this theory* in 1its
draft resolution for the November 1944 convention. The relevant
paragraphs will be cited below, when we show what finally happened

to theme.

The Dispute on the de Gaulle and Bonomi Governments

Meanwhlle, the first Badoglio cabinet, unsupported by any of
the anti-fascist partles, had given way to the second Badoglio cabinet
backed by the six-party coalition, then Badoglio had been susted al-
together, The Allies had driven the Nazis and Vichy from France and
the de Gaulle government, including the Communist and Soclalist
parties, was installed. Already at the October 1943 Plenum the char-
acter of the Itallan and Free French governments had been a sharply
disputed issue, This dispute continued during the preconvention dis-
cussion, The one exception which the majority leaders had allowed
to their theory of the impossibility of bourgeois democracy, namely
that "interim regimes modelled after the Weimar Republic may be set
up here and there as by-products of uncompleted revolutionary move-
ments," obviously did not yet apply to France and Italy, where the

*More accurately, it replaced "Franco-type™ by "naked military dic-
tatorship." I reserve for another occasion a discussion of the
majority's fallure to distinguish between a Franco (1.e. fascist)
government , the various forms of Bonapartism, and "naked military
dictatorship,"
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mass movement could not be said to have risen to revolutionary heights,
So the majority leaders held on to the position that the de Gaulle and
Bonoml regimes were military digtatorships,

The firmness with which this position was advanced, 1s indi-
cated by the "speech delivered in the name of the National Committee
of the SWP at the New York Membershlp meeting, October 4, 1944," vy
E. R. Frank (December 1944 Fourth International.) His argument merits
examining at some length not only for the documentation of the major-
ity position, but also as an example of the false method of the major-
ity. Comrade Frank saysg

"Now some comrades have informed us that the proof of
Morrow'!s theory of bourgeols democracy can be found in
the Bonomi and de Gaulle regimes, that we already have
bourgeols democracy in Europe today, or reasonable
facsimiles thereofs I described before the historical
origins of bourgeols democracy and what a bourgeoisw
democratic regime is, I told you that a number of its
features included free elections, government by elected
parliament, various bourgeois-democratic rights, etc.,
etc, What 1s the first thing that hits you in fne eye
when you analyze the Bonoml and de Gaulle regimes?

. They haven't the first prerequisite of a bourgeols
democratic pegime or any other kind of independent
regime -~ sovereignty. Power rests in the hands of
the forelgn conqueror, The very first democratiec
right 1s lacking <« the right of the Italian and
French people to determine thelr own fate, Seeondly,
the cablnets are hand-picked, There 1s no parliament
and there are no elections, These governments 'rule’
by decree, Is 1t necessary to argue that governments
which 'rule' by authority of the military forces of
the forelign conqueror, whose troops are stationed in
the country; governments which are hand-picked, gov-
ernments which 'rule! by decree, with no parliament
and no electlons, is 1t necessary to argue that these
are facades of a military dictatorship?h

Es Ry Frank's method in the above paragraph ean only be de-
scribed as 1dealistic, Instead of examining the living process, its
movement and direction, he sets up normative categories -~ sovereign-
ty, parliament, electlions, 1.6, categorles derived from certain per-
lods in the history of bourgeols democraey -- and anything which does
not filt in with his eternal categories, he refuses to reeognize as
bourgeois democracys The actual history of bourgeois democracy is
an extraordinarily varled kaleidoscope of changing forms, The Marx-
1st who understand