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Introductory Note

The articles by Comrades London and Saunders contained in this bulletin
were received at a date too near the convention to allow time for publication
in the pre-convention discussion,

Since no formal deadline had been set for the submission of discussion
material in advance of the convention, the POlitical Committee has decided to
publish these articles for the record. This action does not imply reopening
of a gerneral discussion, nor should post-convention publication of the
articles be viewed as setting a precedent.

The Political Cormittee believes this situation lllustrates the need in
organizing future dlscussions to set a dead.lizm for the submission of
discussion material.

Editor



ANALYSIS OF RESULTS OF ATKINSOL CAMPAIGN
By lois Saunders

The Atkinson campeign is now a thing of the past, but it is important for
us to evaluvate its results.

In dispute was our application of the policy of conditional support, not in
& Democratic primary, but in a non-partisan election,

Those who say we "cannot cross cless lines" aye argulng at a tangent, There
is agreement on this point. There 1s agreement that we cannot support a Negro
running in a Democratic primary. There is agreemsnt also that we cannot support
& Negro running in a nominally non-partisan campaign but where he is in reality
the unofficial candidate of the Democratic Party which mesterminds and dominates
the campaign.

The issuc under discussion was thist Is the campalgn in its basic aspects
a concealed Democratic Party venture, and therefore reactionary, in which case
it does not merit support of any kind; or is it in its dominant character an
independent attempt on the part of the Negro commnity to gain representation
and one which, therefore, is progressive, despite Democratic Perty overiones,
and which warrants critical support. The disagreement arose over differing
estimates of the main character of the campaign and over its direction.

BEdwards saw Atkinson as the unofficial candidate of tihe Democratic Party,
which selected him in the first place and direcited his campaign, He also saw
the direction of the campaign as one leading Negroes further into the Democratic
Party.

Others among us considered the campaign as primarily an independent effort
on the part of the Negro community to elect one of its own representatives to
the City Council. We considered this progressive and felt that by giving the
campaign critical support we could strengthen its Independent character.

In my opinion, Edvards exaggerated the role of the Democratic Party and
mistook the voice of the CP-controlled Democratic Minority Conference (DMC) for
the voice of the official Democratic Party.

The cempaign to elect a Negro was initiated approximately one year prior
to the selection of Atkinson as the candidate. Such organizations as the NAACP
and the church federations carried on & long-term registration drive directly
almed at the 1O0th district. The DMC, however, was politically the best organ-
ized section of the legro commnity and it wes therefore able to dominate the
campaign activity following Atkinsont's selection.

The Democratic Party orientation of the CP, which it exerted primarily through
the DMC, obscured and made difficult the task of judging the fundarental cheracter
of the movement.

If Edwards' estimate that the campaign was e thinly masked action of the
Democratic Party was correct, it is reasonable to expect thaet a sizeable number
of non-Negro Democrats would have supported Atkinson against the Republican
Navarro, Italian-American (not Mexican~-American) candidate of Big Business.
Democratic support, had it existed to an importent degrse, should have been
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translated into votes, especimslly since this is a Democratic year.

Likewise, if Edwards'® estimate of the direction of the campalgn was correct,
we should also expect a deepening of the link btetween Negroes and the Democratic
Party following the election.

Neither of these developments has teken plece. Or, if the official Demo-
cratic Party (as distinct from its CP-controlled clubs) did participate actively
in an endeavor to get Atkinson elected, then, despite all predictions, we can
anticipate a smashing Republican sweep in 1960, for fewer than two out of 10
non-Negro Democrats voted for Atkinson.

Voting in the 10th District was the heaviest in the city, with 50 to 60
percent of the liegroes turning out at the polls, as against a city average of 36
percent. In predominantly Negro precincts, the voting was 70 to 80 percent in
favor of Atkinson; in some precincts almost 100 percent.

He obtalned 15,121 votes. This would have constituted a majority in any
district other than the 10th in either the primary or the run-off. Navarro,
however, won by some 2700 votes, obtaining a total of 17,861.

Following the election, the Atkinson forces made a precinct-by~-precinct
enalysis of the vote., The preliminary report of that analysis showed that close
to 12,000 of Atkinsonts 15,000 votes were cast by Negroes. Only slightly more
than 3000 vwere cast by all others -- Japanese-Americans, Mexican-Americans,
Jews, llberals, fellow travelers, workers and others among the white population.

It is estimated conservatively that there are 20,000 non-Negro Democrats
in the district. The bulk of them (80-85 percent) thus did not vote for Atkinson.
They either stayed home or voted for Navarro, preferring & white Republican to
& Negro Democrat.

Like the white population, Negroes (working class as well as petty bourgeois)
also ignored party labels, but with the difference that they voted for the Negro,
Atkinson.

The liegro-vs-white character of the campaign was further emphasized during
the finsl days before election when Mayor Poulson mede & last minute appeal to
voters to go to the polls to "save" the city from "domination" by minority
pressure groups. Navarro utilized this statement by the mayor as the basis for
a leaflet dilstributed in the white precincts which said, in effect, unless you
vant a Negro to represent you in City Council, vote for ljavarro.

To both white -and Negro voters, the basic issue thus was the race of the
candldate and not his party affiliation. The mobilization of the Negro cormumnity
to elect 1ts own candidate was the dominent feature of the campaign, and not
Democratlic Party control or participation.

* ¥ *

What of the post-election reaction?

The general tenor of the reaction is that you were either for us (that is,
for Atkinson), or you were against us (that is, against the election of a Negro
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to City Council). Opposition to Atkinson, or indifference to his election, 1s
being interpreted -- at least in the initilal comments -- as opposition or indife
ference to the right of the community for representation,

Editorials on the election appeared in both the Los Angeles Tribune (June 5)
and the California Eagle (Jure 4).

The Tribure said, in part:

"Whet we set out to do was to put a Negro on the Los Angeles City Council...”
(Not & Democrat, not a Negro-Democrat, but a Negro.) , ,

The editorial continued: "Why should we not focus on our own problems, our
own reeds, our own goals, our oyn potential for solution, our own methods, our
own approaches, our own arguments, and our own people, for a change?"

Further on the editorial states that Atkinson lost the election because
"for reasons of campaign committee strategy and for lack of communication," he
"didn't take his issues, his program, his qualifications, and the fact that he is
a Negro to the people who were vitally concerned with him being a Negro and would
have elected him."

The Eagle editorial draws organizational conclusions based on the same
sentiment expressed in the Tribune, It said that the campaign "united the commne
ity in a msnner that it has never been united before in a political campaign. The
campaign showed what can be done when differences are submerged for the good of
the whole communityee.s

"Negroes ave understandably divided in partisen elections but there is no
reason why they cannot, and should not, stick together in non-partisan races.
los Angeles needs a non-partisan group thet will meke a continuing study of civic,
communlty and political issues and present the rest of us with its considered
Judgment in such matters. None of our present community orgenizations is equipped
for that kind of a job."

There is no hint here of Negroes burrowing deeper into the Democratic Party;
the opposite 1s indicated.

Efforts are now being made to organize a non-partisan committee of the type
referred to in the Eagle editorial, with the aim of electing a Negro to City
Council at the next opportunity. This non-partisan move stems from a division
within the campaign committee.

The CP elements and the businessmen within it both attempted to keep the
Negro aspect of the campaign from dominating the activity. They were opposed by
another group that was largely leederless and lacking in political experience
which pressed for an independent cempaign., This group, I am told, increased
in numbers as the cempaign proceeded.

* % %
In reviewing the campaign, the following seem to me its essential features:

1, In its inception and orgenization, the Atkinson cempeign was a united
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effort on the part of the community.

2., Democratic Party involvement, except where the CP exerted an influence,
was hslf-hearted and dragging. It did not support Atkinson in the primary cam-
paign; did so only after the election narrowed down between Atkinson and Navarro.
They had no place else to go.

3. The CP, through the DM and because of its political experience, was
able to gain control of the campaign committee, mute the independent character
of the campeign and attempt to lead the Negroes further into the Democratic
Party. Desplte their efforts, the commnity is more inclined towards independent
action following the election than it was before.

4, Our participation in the campaign committee would have strengthened
elements within it seeking an independent, none-partisan course.

In future campaigns here and elsevwhere, I believe we must guard against
rermitting the CP cemouflage to obscure the reality. I believe also vwe must
guard ageinst permitting the discoloration imperted by the CP to Jockey us out
of participation in & progressive and important aspect of the Negro struggle.

By giving critical support to such developments as the Atkinson campailgn,
we can counter the CP influence and help the emerging movements develop along
the road of independent political action.

The election results seem to me to confirm this view.

Los Angeles
June 11, 1959
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IS .THE THEORY OF THE PERMANENT REVOLUTION INVALID FOR THIS EPOCH?
By 1. Landon

(The following is elaborated from a speech made in L.A, on March 25, 1959)
Comrades:

I am deeply disturbed by some recent editorials in the Militant which indicate
clearly that the editors think the theory of the PERMAIENT REVOLUTION is not
epplicable to the colonial revolutions in this epoch, especlally for Africa; and
to prove 1it, repeat some glaring errors on the yevolution in China,

I velieve and hope these are the errors of only the editors, and do not
represent a finished tendency of the majority of the party or of the leadership,
elthough they have made some of these exrors in the past, partially corrected
them, only to repeat them once again.

Iet us take the first editorial of January 5 ~- this editorial expresses
100% enthusiastic, non-critical support of the present leadership of the African
revolution -- the Permanent Revolution is not mentioned.

It takes for good coin all the statements made by the leaders of The All-
African Peoples Conference, such as Nkruma, that they are for the "building of
socialism on African soll" and for "a United States of Africa,” even approving-
ly cites Nkruma's demagogic peraphrgse of the "Communist Manifesto.” The editors
say further that "they have already transcended the narrow nationalism which
refuses to see that nations are mutually dependent” and "even looked beyond the
continent of Africa," .

Nkyuma, who o;ga'rates a police state in Ghana, is pictured as an internation-
alist, no less, while he pleads for 5-years tex-free foreign investments., He is
pushing a law more vicious then Taft-Hartley, but quotes the Communist Manifesto.

We know whom Nkruma is trying to impress; but whom are the editors of the
Militant trying to impress?

No mention is made by the editors of class lines in Africs, no mention of
the slogan for "A United Socialist States of Africa," no mention of the Permanent
Revolution,.

]

The Comrade from W. Africe Objects

Comrade Ekiomeneskhenigha from W. Africa takes them to taesk (the Militant,
March 3, 1959) in a thoroughly Trotskyist criticism of the editoriel and of the
bourgeols leadership of the Conference. His letter is completely in the spirit
of the Permanent Revolution, for critical support of the African revolutions
even under the present leadership, whenever they move even a little bit in the
right direction, but for critical support, for the revolution cammot be comple ted
until they are replaced by a revolutionary proleterian leadership, according to
Trotsky's prognosis.

Snould the editors reject this prognosis out of hand, with no attempt to
dlsprove it? Will majority supporters feel called upon to defend the right-vwing
of the party against our criticism?
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Comrade E. pointed out further that a resolution for fundamental human rights
in the new states in Africa was defeated by the Conference. They did not support
the struggle in the Congo; only with difficulty did one faction succeed in getting
support for the Algerian struggle.

It is not too difficult to prove that the Nkrumes only want to rise to a new
level of compradorism, to gain 8 greater share from the imperialist table.

The Editors Answer

Being given the opportunity to correct themselves, the edltors only succeed
in adding more confusion, by paying lip-service to the Trotskyist theory, at the
same time devebping an apologism for their previous editorial by comparing the
African revolution to the American revolution of '76 =-- and the Chinese revol-
ution of 1949! They then weakly parephrase the theory of the Permanent Revolution,
leaving out only the essence of it. (At the sams tims, the borrowings from David
Miller's theory of the feasibility of the bourgeois colonial revolutions being
completed in this epoch through nationalizations are obvious,)

They inform us that there are "two tendencies increasingly noticeable among
petty-bourgeois national leaderships since the end of World War II: (1) a greater
inclination to display independence toward imperialism; (2) a greater readiness
to undevtake (if only haphazardly and partially) agrarien reform, nationalizations
and even plamning.”

As examples of such "pettysbourgeois leaderships" capable of nationalizations
and even planning, they gjive us the Egyptien and the Chinese! Indeed, by lumping
China with Ghana and Egypt, one can prove a great deal -~ a great deal that is
not true. If the nationalizations and the planning are the same in Egypt and
China, one must conclude that they can complete the bourgeois democratic revol-
utions in this epoch, and perhaps even move into the proletarian revolution by
this path, as the Chinese did acecording to the majority's thesis.*

*This vas D. Miller's technique in his infamous series of articles in the
FI in 1954 and 55, although he concluded they are all “"state-capitalist,” they
all nationalize and plan, they can complete their revolutions just as in the 1Tth
and 18th Centuries.

It is necessary to degrade the Chinese revolution and elevate the Egyptian
to a higher level to accomplish this (as they demonstrate even in their choice of
words)., A1l these revolutions are of the sare class character, there is no essen=
tial difference in them, according to this thesis; they nationalize, they plan,
and go further than they expected, partly due to the pressure of the imperialist
and partly due to mass pressure.

They have some words of criticism for these leaderships, too; but the Chinese
even come off the worse for it here -- it was "pushed into power despite itself,"
while Nasser "coolly. sank cement filled ships" with "stunning swifiness.” Why |
the slowness o recognize the Chinese revolution as a proletarien revolution and
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the stunning swiftness to conclude that the bourgeois nationalist can accomplish
almost as much, or at lsast complete their revolution?

Why so harsh with Mao and 80 enthusiastic for Nkruma? JIsnft this a symptom
of petiy-bourgeois socialism?¥

* The editors surely know the velus of editorial selection of pictures -=- look
at the heroic pictures the editors choose to run periodically of Nkruma (in the
same issue ), and still hardly & mention of the Chinese Communes -- are these
things accidental?

Then comes the extremely weak paraphrase of the Permanent Revolution and
the Transitional Progrem (to be generous about it),

(1) First comes the statement that we defend sll the colonial struggles
against Imperialism. Listed as examples are Ethiopia, Chiang's China against
Japan, and the Soviet Union against imperielism -- the only mention of class
differences is that Ethiopia is defined as feudallistic. Nowhere In these
articles is China or Rusasia referred to as workers! states -- was this accl-
dental? Do we defend them in the same way? With the sams program? Is polit-
ical revolution the same as socilal revolution?

(2) Secondly, they advocate "fighting for the political independence of
the working class in preparation for providing consistent leadership to the
struggle.”

(3) We will support all progressive measures they tal® -- if they "trans-
cend the limitations of their own program, so much the better.” .

(4) "Due to the well-known hesitetions and back-slidings of petty-bourgeois
nationalists in carrying out revolutionary bourgeois measures in the world of
today, socialists should include such measures in their own program for workers?
power.”" ‘"Hesitations and back-slidings?" But we have always said that they were
incapable of completing their revolution in this epoch -- this prognosis lays
the basls for the Trotskyist program for workerst® power. Is it serious to base
such a program on the contention that they can complete their revolution? At
best, the editors! program returns to lenin's pre-1917 thesis. (D. Miller also
hed recourse to this argument).

(5) 'We favor the working class accepting government power, if the oppor-
tunity offers.” ™“Accepting?" "If?" There is no must here, no orientation
toward the seizure of power, no revolution. Iio furtner elasboration is made of
a "program for workers! power," and why chould thcy? They have clroedy cxpressed
copfidence in the bourgeois legdership. Historically, doesntt this lay the basis
for Popular Frontism?

Trotsky thought: "Only the working class can complete the bourgeois demo-
cratic revolution in this epoch, by going over into the proletarian revolution...
There is NO middle roed.,.Any other course would but set a trap for the workers
of the East." So wrote Trotsky quite a long time ago -- has something changed
to cause us o alter this basic orientation of our party? If so, I wish the
editors would tell us about it.
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The Chinese revolution has occurred, validating in an unexpected way the
theory of the Permanent Regvolution; nothing has heppened in Egypt or Ghana inval~
idating it. *

* (Comrade Miller used India, Burme, Formosa, etc., to prove that the bourgcois
democrats could complete their revolution through nationalizations and state
Planning -~ these articles were printed without disclaimer by the editors =--

The theoxry of the Permanent Revolution still stands as a bed~-rock of Marx=-
ist science, l.6., for Bolsheviks,.

As the theory of the Permanent Revolution puts it, the bourgeois democrats
cannot complete their revolution in this epoch, because they are too closely tied
to the landlords and the imperilalists to break loose sufficiently to establish
e fertile soil for the growth of capitel -~ transitory and partial gains, with
"hesitatlions and backslidings,"” and pleas for foreign investments will not estab-
1lish the conditions from which, they can exploit their own resources of material
end men in an expanding economy, on the basis of which they can establish a
stable regime, and keep their country inderendent and united. Have they done it
anywhere? Much lesa can they satisfy the rneeds of the people, which means a
long perlod of unity and growth is excluded -- the proletarian revolution is on
the order of the day, as it was not in *76.

TIE CHINESE REVOLUTION

The majority theoreticians laid the basis for their misundsrstanding of the
colonial revolutions by their lack of understanding of the Chinese revolution --
this is the focal point of infection for their theorizing on the colonial revol-
utions -« at the very least they have left the rear window open, as well as the
editorial office doors, to every kind of revisionism on these questions, includ-
ing the Johnsonite.

They lost the understanding of the class basis of Bonapartism -- combine
this with "the key Qucction of every revolution -- the question of power in the
state" (lenin), end the enigme of the Chinese revolution can be dispelled.

A1l Bonapertists have a mass base and a class hase. How do Marxists deter-
mine the dominant class ties of any Bonapartist cadxe? This can only e deter-
mined by knowing the history of this cadre, its origin and evolution -- then one
can answer the question. The ties with which class determine in the long run
the policy of this party and this cadre? The answer to this question will give
us the class character of this cadre and the state they dominate.

With the use of this criterion Nasser's cadre and state come out quite
differently from Mao's.

This 18 not a gimple gouge, but a sensitive microscope. It requires of its
user a careful study and the elimination of special impressions end bilccoe Evi-
dently it cen be easily upset, to judge by the large number of false theories we
have been treated to in the last 10 years.

We certainly recognized the CCP as proletarian in 1921, even in 1927 when
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they betrayed a yevolution. When did the CCP become a petty-bourgeois party?
Trotsky prognosticated that they might become lost in the peasantry -- were they?
They continued to recruit their leading cedre from the cities. They kept their
ties with the Third Intermational., This one prognosis of Trotsky's that was not
fulfilled the majority clings to; but the historic principle which he repesated
many times, that when in power, & Bonapertist cadre must hermonize its economic
base with its class base, they choose to forget, and “tell us, We must wait and
see.

Shachtman chellenged Trotsky, Wheye are the nationalizations you promised?
Trotaky answered, If they hold the power, they must nationalize. When Napolson
marched through Europs, he abolished feudalism, ,

Why does the mejority choose to ignore this and tell us, We had to wait
(6 years) until we knew they could not turn back? Even the bourgeois press had
 long before recognized the Chinese state as a state of the "Communist" type.

Zepata was a peasant leader, too. When he entered the capit,al city, he had
to seek ties with one of the fundamentel classes ~~ he found it with the bourg-
eoisle, and gave up the power.

When Mao entered the cities, Chiang and the four families (analagous to
Americats 60 families) fled, and the dominant sectors of the economy fell into
the nev state'!s hands. They did not turn it back to other capitalists as Hitler
did, or become capitalists themselves, as Chiang did; but they nationalized the
property, aa Troteky predicted.

The majority must set the nationalizations ahead until the Yalu river
threat -~ why must they do this? Unless they have a special bias which forces
them to distort the facts., * :

-

 #YAccordingly the new Gowernment took over all Kuomintang State enterprises asnd
confiscated all entexprises owned by the Kuomintang leadership, which greatly
facilitated the establishment and extension of State ownership" «- p. 40, "The
Chinese Economy,”" by Solomon Adler. . .
He then presents & great deal of data to show that this constituted a major
sector of the modern economy. "A major sector of the modern economy was thus
-under nominal State ownership and control before the turmover" (footnote, same

rege). . -

"Thus, the socialist sector immedietely asssumed the leadsrship in industry and
finance in 1949 and continucd to grow throughout tho Now Domocratic ctage.” (pe 35).

<P

Could the Mao regime operate a capitalist society? But the British Laborites
could, for the saeme reason they were never much concerred with the power -~ their
dominent class ties are with the bourgeoisie (lenin defined it as "a Labor party
with & bourgeois leedership.”) - .

When in power, the Bonai)artist cadre must turn to its gwn class for its main
support, as water seeks the sea, or give up the power. They must harmonize the
econamy to the needs of their class, i.e,, "assimilate the structure.”
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(Pablo used to put this forward as the key theory to understanding the new deform-
ed workers' states coming into being, but now correctly puts it second -~ see
their V World Congress documents.) .

How can any state "structurally assimilate" without the power? Yet the
majority still clings t¢ this ridiculous theory, eclectically combining it with
the waiting for the imperialist to force them thesis.

They held the power in China, they did not give it back (as, close to
power, they gave it back in Greece and refused the excellent opportunity many,
meny times).

Holding the power, they had to nationalize. Operating soclety, they became
further end further entrenched, and became like any ruling class in history,
incapable of yielding the power to another class, without e struggle. I know of
no such case in history, do you? And yet the majority theoreticlans continued
to call this & bourgeois state, then a workers?! and farmers'®! government, and
then e vorkers! state, with no change of personnel in the ruling cadre.

Where 1is the dialectic in such a theoxry? Where is the revolution? "“A
watched kettle never boils," l.e., if you wetch for the ketile to boil and not the
vater. .

The "dialectic leap" which must occur first in every revolution occurs at
the power level, i.e., the state Jevel, as Marx pointed out quite gsome time ago,
and as all history has attested to since. Would the bourgeoisie permit naticnale-
izations with expropriation, if they still had the power? Isn't it ridiculous
111 years after "The Communist Marifesto” to hold that a capitalist state nation-
alized iteelf into being a workers! state?

And if China did it, why not Ghana? Or at least nationalize itself into the
capability of completing the bourgeols-democratic revolution? In the epoch of
the death thrccs of world capitalism?

Marxism is to know, predict, act.

Comrade Swabeck saild last week, "Marxism is to know, in order to predict."
Right! Whet were the majority theoretpicians able to predict about China?

That the CCP would take the power and oust the landlords and capitalists,
in t49 perhaps? Our leaders should have demanded this as Trotsky did, not take
s8lx years to discover that i1t had happened. They should have understood it better
than the CCP leaders or the bourgeois press.

Were you able to predict that the Chinese economy would explode, while the
Indian economy would stagnate? The FI editors published articles by Comrade
Miller equating them. Now Ghana, Egypt and Iiew China are equated. (Are these
the same editors who edited the recent issues of The Militant?) _

Concerning predictions, did you not predict for six years that they might
"turn beck" and sell out, and therefore we could not call it a workers! state?
Did it happen? Could you orient correctly on the basis of such a prognosis?

Mey I add what I am sure Comrede Arne will not disagree with, that Marxisn
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is also to act, to develop a program on the basis of the predictions which were
based on knowledge. Concerning program, did the majorlity support the Chinese
revolution as a proletarien revolution or a bourgeols revolution? Did you support
Tne N+ Koreans in the Korean Var, which you did courageously, as & prolstarian
revolution or a bourgeois revolution? There is a difference, and it would have
made an enormous difference in our press, and even more imporxrtant, to the general
orientation of the Fourth International -- instead the International has been
disoriented, theoretically and organizationally, largely on the besis of such
questions. And now, shall we have & new line on the bourgeois revolutions? Shall
ve have another dose of anti-Trotskyist theories? WuWill this help reorient the
International?

Getting enthusiastic over Nkrums and Mboya will help build our party no more
than touring Davies and Hyams helped build our party -- do we want to be identis
fied with such people? Whom are you trying to appeal to? I asked the seme ques-
tion of the delegate to the Young Socialist conference in Detroit, in re their
watering down of the Dofense of Workers! States slogen -~ I was informed that the
Johngonites were very strong there.

CHINA, HUNGARY AND THE DIAIECTIC

' The CCP, without a clear plan and against Stalints orders did give leader-
ship to the revolution (I rather like Comrade Cannon's analogy with the birth of
the CIO .} They raised Transitional demands they could not later escape -~ land
to the peasants, democratization of the army (Sc. "A Documentary History of
Chinese Communism " -« Schwartz, et al . Pgs._ 243, 307, etc.)s When they organ=
ized vast Red Armies and moved toward power, they refused to give up these armies
«~ the break-up of the Mershall Mission was not totally Chiang'’s fault, as the
majority likes to say -~ Chiang demended control of ‘the Red Aymies -- the CCP
loaders refused! Why does the majority igmore this little factor?

In '49 and '50, did they fulfill the essence of Stalin's program for China
or Trotsky!s? The Permanent Revolution threw them into power, not U.S. Imper-
lalismi

From this, it is not necessary to draw Pablols old conclusions that they
would reform themselves or that they could planfully lead yvevolutions in the
future, as a general rule -- nor Marcy'!s that they would have to lead the global
class war until Trotskylst parties showld spring up fully and perfectly formed,
1like Venus from the sea, much less that a political revolution against the
Kremlin could not begin until such a time,

It wag not necessary to be pro-Stalinist to recognize the Chinese socilal
revolution as proleterian in *49 (as the majority cherged), anymore than it was

necessary to be State-Dept. sociaslist to x'ecg%, nize the Hungarian political revol-
ution as proletarian in 3506 (as Marcy charged). ‘ '

Merxist science was sdeguate for both.

The dialecticisn mist know how to recognize the definitive question -~ what
is essential? ‘

The_definitive question for China in *49 wes that a Bonapertist proletarian
party had seized the powsr ~-- they had to nstionalize or turn the power back to
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the bourgeoisie -- this came second.
The definitive question for Hungary in 156 was that the working class with

guns in hand vwere moving toward Soviet power -- that they gave provisional support
to a petty-bourgeois orienting government was & secondary and transitory matter.

Their support was provisional upon the govermment'’s fulfilling the Workers?
Councils! programmatic demands, the chief of which were: struggle against the
Kremlin's army and AVOs and defend the public property. The main enemy, capitalism,
was not the lrmediate enemy, due to ite weakness. If the balance of forces had
shifted in favor of the bourgeoisie, advanced workers would have offered a United
Front to the Kremlin to beat them back.

I ask of the Marcy supporter in the room: 1)Since you were afraid the counter=
revolution was dominant, why didn't you demand of "Comrade Khrushchev," "Aym the
Workers$"? 2) Vould advanced workers support a Hoffa against a raenk-and-file
revolt sQ long as & threat exisis from the capitalist? 3) I remind you to ask
yourself, as lenin advised: What good is your prognosis for raising the conscious-
ness of the proletariat or building the revolutionary party?

What of the Future?

Concerning the false line on the colonial revolutions in the Militant, I asks

1) If this line is continued or periodicelly reappears, cen it not undermine
other elements of our theory? If Nkrume, Nasser, etc., can complete their revol-
utlon through nationalizations and due to imperialist intransigence, and the CCP
can even establish a workers' state this way, what about the British Iabor Party?
Whet about a Iabor Party in the U.S.7 When we come to revolutionary times in the
U.S., could not this kind of approach, which the Militant has applied to other
countries, of non-critical support of progressive movements, affect our policy?
To enswer this, should we depend on failth or Bolshevik doctrine?

2) 1If the analysis in the Militent were true, would it not signal a new
birth of capitalism for many decades? Then what of the future of the party?

3) A great deal in these editorials is contrary to the latest resolutions
of the party and mmch that appears regulerly in our press. What authority had
the Militant editors for such a line? Why so spotty? Why can we not publicly
defend the main line of every leading article in the Militant, as we used to?

Conclusion

We need an international resolution for the coming convention which would
clear up these old errors and the new ones based on them, appraise the pre-
revolutionary situations in Bolivia and Ceylon (we get very little information
on theso developrents in our press), straighten_out the crror on Algeria, which
appoared in the Militant (if you must choosc onc of two movemcnts in a bourgeolis~
domocratic revolution, at least choose tho one that!s doing the fighting).

The convention must deal with the question of the re-fusion of the world
movement, The Pabloists have come far in correcting their old errors, usually
forthrightly and honestly, as evidenced in their magezine, "Fourth International.

Will the delegates to the convention get enough information to make & '
decision on this question?
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The convention must in general yeaffirm Bolshevik doctrine and insist that
the PC and the editors of our prese abide by it, in their interpretation of world
events,

I want to conclude with two quotetlons:

W.E.B. Dubois sent this message to the Accre conference: "There is no choice
facing Africa Ptetween a capitalist development end socialism, for Africa has not
the time to cateh up to the advanced industrial gountries by the capitalist
road, and has no interest in experiencing such a regime of exploitation.”

For those comrades who feel called upon to always defend "the magority" and
ere terribly incensed by criticism, I quote Trotsky: ) .

"It is through thoughtful, vwork-loving and critical minds that the truth in
the long run makes 1ts way to broader circles.”

W r



