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NOTES ON OUR DISCUSSION 

By E. R. Frank 

We have come a long way in the discussion since we first began 
debating the class nature of the East-European states, and everyone 
of us has undoubtedly learned ,something from it. It is not too much 
to say that the discussion and resultant re-orientation has saved 
our movement a crisis, has wrenched us out of the ungainly posture 
of rejecting and denying world-shaking revolutionary developments, 
because the world was not moving in strict accordance with our pro
grammatic norms and prescriptions. 

The discussion has .accomplished very much. We are approaching 
solid agreement on our evaluation of Stalinism, on the specific 
character of the present period, on our general world perspectives, 
on the broad tactical lines of work. We have a common viewpoint on 
the Yugoslav and Chinese revolutions, which we have now incorporated 
into our political analysis. We have agreement on the nature of the 
colonial revolutions, and our attitude towards them. We are ~rriv
ing at agreement on the 1ine~ups and character of the coming war, ' 
and our strategic positions and ta·sks. We are apparently in rough 
agreement on what has happened and w.hat 1s happening in the Kremlin's 
Satellites in Eastern Europe, although the question of the correct 
definition, as well as a number of subordinate points, remain to be 
cleared up. (This article does not concern i tsel! with our standing 
differences' with the Johns'on group.) .All ~n all, the discussion has 
been a most fruitful one. 

This re-orientation of our movement, this concretization of our 
tasks must be a source of great satisfaction to all of us. Because, 
by it, we ha~e gotten back into the world of politics, and shut the 
door on the. insulated domain of daQt~inalres, where the battle-cry 
is s "Long live justice, though the world may perish. tt For, if the. 
Shachtmanlte cadre faces the imminent danger of total disintegration 
under the hammer blows of Bourgeois and Social Democratic public 
opinion, our cadre face~ an opposite danger, (although, as this dis
cussion has demonstrated, an admittedly remote one,) Our cadre, 1n 
its anxiety to~ steel itse~f against the pressures of a hostile world, 
faces a possible danger of petrifaction, of inuring itself to the 
play of criticism upon the organization, of people getting closed 
minds and adopting the attitudes of a shut-in-circle, of converting 
the writings of the Marxist masters into Scripture, of reducing 
Marxism· to scholasticism. 

The discussion, taken as a whole, proved that our movement can 
react like a living organism and correct itself in the course of dis
cussion and work, and that is a great token for the future, The 
general line of the Theses on Internationa* Perspectives, rounded out 
with a number of amendments, should provide a solid groundwork in 
the period ahead, 

The purpose of this article is to examine further a number of 
important items still left dangling 1n the discussion, or on which 
there is, as yet, no agreement! and finally, t~ consider certain 
tactical problems of the Socia ist Workers Party. 

• * * 
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Definition of stalinism 

Agreement has been hammered out again on what Stalinism actually 
and precisely is, and how to fight it. But we are not yet agreed on 
a satisfactory definition. The international theses states that the 
Communist Parties are not "exactly reformist parties." Some leading 
comrades of our party, however, -insist that Stalinism "is. a national 
reformist bureaucracy and an agency of imperialism in the world 
labor movement. tt 

'", 

I don't have the documents at hand, but if memory serves me 
right', Trotsky originally defined Stalinism as "Bureauoratic Cen
trism. II He replied to critics of the formula, who pointed out that 
Stalinism was unlike any previous centrism seen in the labor move
ment, that it was the very essence of centrism to take on different 
forms, to flip-flop from one extreme to the other, to exhibit itself 
in the most variegated, kaleidoscopic 'patterns and hues. After the 
Spanish events, I believe it wa$, Trotsky declared that, the old 
formula was outlived, that Stalinism had become the most reactionary 
foree inside the labor movement. The Second World Congress under
took to further def1ne Stalinism in the light of the war and post
war experiences. The 1948 theses declared that "the Stalinist 
parties have become neo-reformist parties," with this 'as the reason
ing behind the definition: tlJus·t as the old reformist parties 
endeavor to reconcile the existence of the labor bureaucracy with 
that of the national bourgeoisie, so the Stalinist parties attempt 
to reconcile the existence of the Soviet bureaucracy with that of 
the world bourgeoisie." 

The explanation is faulty, and,the analogy tends to mUddle the 
problem rather than clarify it. It is incorrect ·to say that the 
tradi tional labor bureaucracy is reformist becaus.e 1 t wants to 
reconcile its own existence with that of the bourgeoisie. We call 
the traditional labor bureaucracy refolmigt because it advocates a 
program of reforming capitalism, of. achieving Socialism or the nwel
fare state," by means of gradual reforms. Because it tries to recon
cile the labor movement to capitalism -"" that mal{es the old labor 
bureaucracy an agency of capitalism inside the labor movement, or as 
DeLeon aptly· called the labor skates, "labor lieutenants of the 
capitalist class. tI 

The Kremlin, in contrast, operates with no fixed or generalized 
ideology in the capitalist world, even to the extent of Social Dem
ocracy. It is completely opportunistic and demagogic. Its "Marxism
Leninism-Stalinism" covers any and all evils. It is an advocate not 
only of reformism, but in its time has beat the drums for right-
wing capitalism, authoritarianism, jingoism, united fronts and coali
tions with Fascists and Monarchists, pacifism, anti-imperialism, 
ultra-leftism, adventurism, putchism, anything and everything which 
might give the Kremlin some paltry advantage in its diplomatic maneu
vers. A correct definition cannot be constructed by fastening on one 
feature of Stalinism, and ignoring other equally vital traits. 

Does the analogy hold, at least, so far as denominating Stal
inism as an agency of imperialism? This formula is not accurate 
either. The justification for considering the reformist bureau
cracy as an agency of capitalism and imperialism inside the labor 
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movement lies in the fact that the traditional"bureaucr~cy is endur
ingly tied to its capitalist masters, and that loyalty to the exist
ing system forms the very warp and woof of its acti vi ties. The" 
old-lineb.ureaucrats, it is true, are often thrust into episodic 
conflicts with groups of capitalists, or sometimes even with the 
whole capitalist class. But these remain episodes which never affect 
their fundamental course and role. The reformist bureaucracy has 
never undertaken a mortal conflict with capitalism. It only assumes 
the leadership of big class struggles under compulsion, and then only 
to behead them, or abruptly halt them "in return for some secondary 
concessions. 

The Stalinist bureaucrats are not the same. Since they are tied 
to the Kr'emlin oligarchy, and not to their na tional capi talists, 
they do not have the reformists' inhibitions with regard to capital
ism or imperialism. In two exceptional cases, Stalinist bureaucracies 
led successful revolutions, At present, they have assumed the lead
ership of the anti-imperialIst struggle in Korea, Indo-China, Malaya. 
Critics may reply: "This can change "overnight. Stalin will sell 
out, or try to sellout all these struggles In a min.ute, if he can 
get a deal, Or half a deal with Washington." Absolutely right. 
That is why Stalinism is the counter-revolutionary force that it is, 
But these conflicts with capitalism, this leadership of mass struggles 
against imperialism, are not episodic to the Kremlin's fundamental 
tie to imperialism. They are the wild gyrations stemming from the 
Kremlin's attempt to balan~e itself by maneuvering between world 
revolution and world imperialism. Yes, the Kremlin would lik~ a new 
modus vivendi with imperialism.. But that is only one side of its 
concrete acttvi tie"s. The other side involves the fact that 1 t is not 
a complete master of the mass struggles it provokes,or heads. By 
its adventurist lurchings, by its desperate maneuvers and attempts 
to blackmail imperialism, it not only disorients and betrays workers' 
struggles, but also smashes in capt talism" here "and there", as it did 
in Eastern Europe, and helps incite great revolutionary storms else
where, which then have a meaning and a momentum of their own. 

Try as one might, therefore, it is difficult to see 'how clarity 
is served, or 'how anything is added to the wisdom of the ages, by 
calling the Indo-Chinese or North Korean Stalinists, agents of im
perialism; or by explaining that the, third world war will be fought, 
in great part, between imperialism on the one side, and the agents of 
imperialism on the other. Stalinism is so unlike the old labor bur
eaucracy, it is such a new, complex, contradictory phenomenon, it 
is not difficult to see why the old definitions do not fit too satis
factorily. That 1s why it would appear that a summary descl'ipt1ve 
definition would be the best. I would simply define Stalinism as 
the world agency of the counter-revolutionary, nationalist-minded 
Kremlin oligarchy. This label does "not pretend to supply an exhaus
tive analysis of Stalinism, but at least it is accurate as far as it 
goes. Further explanations can be made 1n the analysis, and do not 
have to be all contained" in the definitions itself. 

* * * 



The Criterion For A Workers State 
• 

There are still some differences, or nuances, on what is the 
correct criterion to determine the class nature of a state. It is 
instructive to pursue this question once again in the light of the 
recent problems, as the discussion illumines aspects of our tradi
tional RUssian position, as well as of general Marxian theory. 

To begin with, what is a Workers' state from the standpoint of 
the Marxist program? I would define a Workers state as one in 
which a revolution has taken place, sociologically speaking. In 
other words, where real power, that means political and economic 
power, has shifted from the capitalists to the workers and their' 
allies. Under conditions of civilization, naturally, this shift of 
power is recorded by new class laws, decrees, government institutions, 
armed forces, and ownership of property, in a word, by new class or 
property relations. . 

In the USSR, as Trotsky taught·us over and over ~galn, the 
workers lost their political power -- indeed, their political rights 
-- but the socio-economic foundations of the Workers' State remained., 
And this matter of property is so fundamental, that given these 
foundations, the USSR is still a Workers State, although", of course, 
a badly diseased one. In the Satellite states, the workers never 
lost political power because they never won it. The destruc'tion of 
capitalist property and the introduction of new property forms was 
carried through in this case by bureaucratic means~ But sociologi
cally -- and only sociologically -- power has shifteQ from one class 
to another. That is why these states ~re Workers' States, althou.gh, 
again' as in the case of the USSR, they are caricatures of a healthy 
Workers. state. . 

A n~ber of comrades have hastened to call attention to the 
fact that in 1917 we allegeply applied a different criterion, that 
when the Bolsehviks took power, we considered Russia a Workers State,. 
even though nationalization of indUstry did not occur until nine 
months later, and other tasks of the proletarian revolution were not 
carried throug!:l until even a longer period had. elapsed. They maintain 
that at that time the. proletarian. revolution was our criterion; that 
in that case, at least, t~ so-called political criterion was the 
decisive one. 

Based on this incorrect conclusion, two schools of thought have 
emerged, both wrong. One maintains that since the so-called political 
criterion is the decisive one, and since it does not fully apply to 
Yugoslavia (tithe genuine organs of' wo. rkers' power, the freely elected 
Soviets and mass .organizations are yet to appear"), that country 1s 
not a Workers state. The other school, beginning with the same 
premise that the so-called political criterion is the decisive one, 
concludes that since the "bodies of armed men" of the old classes have 
been destroyed in Yugoslavia, the Satellites, China, they are all of 
them Workers States, 'even though bourgeois relations may still pre
dominate in China. 

The error here consists ~f a misunderstanding of the criterion 
applied in 1917. ~~rx1sts considered Russia a Workers state after 
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the Bolshevik victory not because they thought that Lenin and Trotsky, 
plus Soviets and "bodies of armed men," was the equivalent of soc1-al 
and economic power passing into the hands of the working class, or 
that the so-called political criterion was the determinant, but 
because they correctly assumed that the political victory made in
evitable the socio-economi.c one, and that the full social revolution 
could be halted only in the event of triumphant counter-revolution~ 
What they did, in other words, was to telescope the process, to 
take for granted-that the political leadership of the revolution 
would carry through the necessary histori.cal tasks to crush the old 
classes and consolidate the workers' victory. Thus, the political 
revolution was not the criterion, except in popular parlance; 
although, the fact that it was a genuine proletarian revolution did 
make unnecessary laborious applications of any other criteria. 

Now, it is obvious that the same yardstick cannot be applied to 
Yugoslavia or China, and certainly not to the Satellite countries, 
that was employed for Soviet RUssia in 191? There exists, in all 
these instances, a sharp contradiction between the leadership, and 
the tasks of the revolution. In the case of Yugoslavia and China, 
we are confronted with an opportunist leadership which maneuvers 
with the plebeian masses, and which pushes through the revolutionary 
tasks under the preSsure of external events. In the case of the 
Kremlin overlords in Eastern Europe, this contradiction between the 
leadership and the revolutionary tasks is of an acute nature, and 
the overturn was executed not only under the impact of the cold war 
with the West, but by bureaucratic-military means to. boot. 

It is impermissible, therefore, to telescope events. in these. 
three situations, and hold that the political victory under Tito, 
Mao, or outright· Stalinist agents necessar.ily spells the expropria
tion of the bour.geoisie and t·ne insti tut10n of pro,letarlan property, 
relations. In_ these abnormal cases, we can only determine the 
existence or.a Workers state after the event, as it were, when 
power has actually passed into the hands of a new class, as signalized 
by the existence of new property relations. The criterion, we can 
therefore say, is the same in all cases. But. the method of determin
ing it necessarily varies, especially when confronted with bastar
dized and disea~sed manifesta tions. 

With this as our key, we call Yugoslavia a Workers state; we 
call the five East-European countries Workers . States, though Depen
dencies of the Kremlin; but, in the case of China, a transitional 
definition like Workers and Farmers Government is more in order, even 
though we may con~lude in a year or two that new property relations 
have by then been established, and that China therefore fits into the 
same sociological category as the ~thers. (I don't think the last 
formula applied to the transition in Eastern Europe, b~t have dealt 
with this in a previous bulletin.) 

One can insist, of course, that the programmatic norm contem
plated a Workers' State issuing out of a proletarian revolution; and 
while, at long last, prepared to recognize the reality of the des
truction of capitalism in East Europe, one can still refuse, by God, 
to honor these monstrosities with the same designation as the USSR, 
which at least had its origin in a glorious revolution. Others then, 
with equal justice, can, and as a matter of fact, do insist that 
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before they wi11'recognize any Workers states, they have to issue 
not only from proletarian revolutions, but only those that fully 
live up to the programmatic. norm, and not those in sharp divergence 
from it. All this boils down to the fact that the old Marxist 
terminology dId not foresee and provide for the many degenerated, 
repulsive forms that workers' struggles, ~d even successes have 
assumed. We. have no alternative as Marxists but to' recognize the 
re.ali ty, and proceed to adapt the old terminology to the new 
developments, as Trotsky repeatedly did in his time; unless someone 
is prepared to publish a political dictionary replete with brand 
new scientific definitions of all the'unforeseen phenomena of the 
past decade or two, and all the new variations that we are likely 
to confront in the immediate years ahead. 

This discussion of P~rxist criteria, categories and definitions 
does not,. it goes without saying, gainsay the fact that Marxists 
take their point of departure from the class struggle, from an 
analysis of the actual· class forces, and do not consider property 
relations in isolation from classes and their inter-relationships, 
But a specific problem often has to be isolated from the whole and 
even treated statically for· purposes of analysis. Such a technique 
has high standing not only in biology, or geology, but also in 
Scientific Socialism. Were this not so, whole chapters of Marx's 
Capital would have to be tossed into the stove • 

• 
* * * 

Centri,t Parties! . . . 
. The Proletarian Revolution, and the Transitional Period 

Far from the elimination of the old order proceeding in a rigid, 
fixed, unchanging manner all over.the world, we have already wit
nessed the destruction of capitalism\by bureaucratic-military means 
in a number of countr,ies in Eastern Europe, in the course of a bas
tardized .revGlut1on in Yugoslavia, and in the .process of destruction 
through a different variation of an equally bastardized revglution 
in China. Wh:t.le it is incorrect to view anyone of. these as dis
closing the pa ttern of the road to power in the rest o.r the. world, 
as the circumstances 1n all three cases were quite exceptional, it 
is probable, just the same, that history will reveal to us several 
more unique forms before tithe final conflict." It is clear, however, 
on the face of it, that the possibilities for overturns in other, 
countries by military-bureaucratic means are severely limited, that 
they can be envisaged in a few countries OnlY! if at all, in the 
course of Red Army occupation in th~ next wor d war. On the other 
hand, the Yugoslav and Chinese revolutions, despite their unique 
characteristics, do pose very poihtedly the question whether oppor
tunist centrist parties· cannot lead revolutions' to victory; in other 
words, whether our traditional stand on this question is not due for 
some considerable modification. 

Trotskyism, in the wake of its Marxist predecessors, always 
gave decisive weight to the necessity of the subjective factor 1n 
rea'lizing revolutionary victory. Trotskyism held that while the 
masses might, in exceptional circumstances, take power through the 
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sheer momentum and sweep of the onsl$ught, without a revolutionary 
leadership, they could not hold power, much less consolidate it, 
unless headed by a Bolshevik-type of leadership. The indispens1bil1ty, 
of a conscious leadership has indeed been underlined again by the 
post-war experiences, both in the successe~ and failures. But his
tory has proven itself a little more flexible, a little less intran
sigeant than our theory. Where the diSintegration of the old ruling 
classes was proceed1n« apace, as in Yugoslavia and China, it was able 
to utilize -- in the absence ot Marxist parties -- opportunist, less
than-Marxist working class parties to direct the revolutionary offen
sive, to secure the victory, and then to carry through some of the 
historical tasks of the revolution. ' 

Can the 'process be repeated elsewhere; and how d.oes this affect 
the role of our movement? We cannot predict all coming events like 
soothsayers. But we do know some things. We know the world has, 
shrunk enormously in the past few decades, and that the United States 
haeemerged out of the last' slaughter as the sole remaining solvent 
capitalist power, and as the irreplaceable prop for capitalism the 
world over. It is idle to speculate on the exact manner in whi,ch 
capitalism will perish in this or that country, or whether additional 
deformed manifestations may not be exhibited in other exceptional 
circumstances. It requires no elaporate proof, however, that Ameri
can capitalism, and very likely, its main imperialist allies, cannot 
be reduced except by a volcanic uprising of its masse,s at home. Revo-

. lutionary mastery will not come here by default, or the virtual 
crumbling of the ehemy. It will be won in desperate struggle, with 
Victory as the consequence, only on the premise that a competent 
revolutionary leadership stands at th~ head of the insurgent people. 

What is th~refore required is to broaden out and impart greater 
historical perspective and breadth to our old formula of the necessity 
of a conscious NBrxist leadership to; guarantee and consolidate the . 
revolutionary victory; not to narrow it down to the developments 
inside~ one single country, but to see it from a world viewpoint, and 
from the perspective of the world revolution •. The tasks of the world: 
revolution, properly understood, qonsist not only of the destruction 
of capitalism and imperialism, but the extirpation of the Stalinist 
tyranny in 1tg domains, as well; to remove the dead hand of this 
avaricious, reactionary oligarchy, andtheteby enable the working 
classes everywhere to proceed freely and effiCiently with the solu
tion of the transition tasks of this epoQh. Within this broadened 
framework -- and it should not be palmed off as the identical idea of 
yesterday -- the formula retains its validity, and adequately explains 
the historical necessity for our internatibnal movement. 

As for the time interval of the transition period, and the 
various forms it may aasume, and the various struggles it may produce 
-- it is difficult to see that clearly into the future. The defini
tive destruction of capitalism however, does not appear, so far as 
we can tell, to be a matter of centuries. 

'A historical analogy suggests itself here between the modern 
movement and the destruction of feUdalism., If we date the start of 
this overturn from the British revolution of 1640, and its essential 
completion with the, unification of Germany and Italy in 1870, we 
would conclude that the historic process stretched over two centuries, 
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and that after the British overturn, over 135 years elapsed before 
the next major revolutionary developments took place in America and 
France •. If we, in a parallel colomn, date the beginning of capi
talism's d&8truc.tion from 1917 (the deed),and not 1848 (the program), 
we can conclude that already, i= the course ot some three de~ades, 
despite terrible defeats, the revolutionary masses succeeded in 
wiping out capitalism in a .portion of the globe comprising roughly 
a third of the total population. If we add to this fact our general 
knowledge that all social processes are enormously speeded up today 
in comparison to a century or two ago, that this i9 an age ot revo
lution, with one rapidly following on the heels of the pther, that 
capitalism already is a wounded beast staggering from crisis to 
orisis, and that the world hovers again on the brink of another world 
war, if we add up all this, then the evidence seems strong that capi
talism as a world system must measure its existence in decades 
rather than centuries. 

Be that as it may, our own historic vindication will come to 
the measure that we~ucceed in becoming leaders ot masses in action, 
that we tuse the Marxist ideology with·the mass movement. That 1s 
why this discussion neoessarily turns from analysis of the world 
reality and the general perspectives to a dillcussion of tactics, to· 
how we can increase our influence and grow strong. In tune with 
this general qevelopment or· the discussion, we will conclude these 
notes with a consideration 0f some tactical problems of the Social
ist Workers Party. 

'" '" '" 
The AmericaniZAtion 01' the SWP 

Several months ago.our comm1ttee'caeoided to drop the designa
tion ot UTrotskyist" from our general literature and to discontinue 
runn1ns the pictures of Lenin and Trot8ky in every issue of the paper. 
This decislcn, long overdue, 1s to be heart~ly applauded a~ part of 
the process of the Amerlcan1zatiGft of our par~y. or the eltmination 
o~ all externals which are\llln.,.,sary roadblocks 1n our path. 
What is now requ1red is that thl. praet1cal adjultment 1n our propa
ganda be ieneral1zed 1nto a conscioul and planned orientation. 

Our movement has not, so tar, made the impact on American 
political life of the revolutionary currents· that preceded us. We 
haven't left the mark on the Ame.1can working class that the IWW or 
the Debs Socialists did. We are still looked upon, more than some 
realize, as a group of hero.worsh1pper1t persohal adhereRts of Leon 
Trotsky, as a sect ot eccentrics, E.en many soph1sticated labor 
militants friendly to us, (and they are all getting pretty sophisti
cated nowa.days) view Trotskyism not just as a political program that 
1s too extreme, or with which they cannot go along, but as something 
of an oddity, something that is foreign, far-away, alien to America 
and its problems. 

Our movement has not been unaware of this unfortunate impression 
conveyed by us, and we have made a number of valiant efforts to 
Americanize the party, to adjust our tone and manners to the American 
scene, and make it part ot the stream of the native labor movement. 
The policy of proletarianization, executed 1n campaign fashion in 
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1940, certainly can be considered, in a broad political sense, as an 
attempt to Americanize our movement. We tried to turn.our backs on 
the petty brougeois literati, and place our members' in s~ch an 
intimate relationship to the working class, that our primary atten
tion would, of necessity, be riveted on the solution of the actual 
problems of workers in the shops; of having the' thinking, the feel
ing, the pre-occupation, the very composition of the party so inti
mately reflect the workers' aspirations and sufferings, moods and 
struggles, that we would become the vanguard in practice that we 
proclaimed ourselves to be in theory. 

Our efforts along this line were mirrored for.ten years in 
energetic activities in strike struggles and union affairs, in the 
changed character of our press; and epitomized, as it were, in the 
work around the Minneapolis case, and even more so, in the 1948 elec
tion campaign. Here, we rna'de the most integrated and heroic effort 
to present ourselves to the American people in understandable terms, 
to relate our movement to a known revolutionary tradition, and to 
relate our ideas to the daily problems of the masses. 

There is no question that our party has transformed itself in 
many respects in the ten-year period· that our party understands, 
reflects and participates in the AmerIcan labor movement far better 
than was the case in the past. But we are still a long way from 
being a party of mass action. And we are still a long way from 
erasing our heritage of an isolated propaganda sect. This is due, 
in the main, not to faulty techniques, or mistaken tactics, but to 
formidable social obstructions which it was not in the cards for us 
to overcome in the past. 

We emerged as an 'organization in America out of a split in 
Russia that the American workers, and even their most advanced ele
ments, knew little about and cared less. We had to build a cadre 
in a fight for ~n international program in isolation from the labor 
movement and its life-giving struggles. We had to pit our tiny 
membership in the industrial unions against the far-flung Stalinist 
battle formations, as well as against the strongest reformist bur
eaucracy of the whole capitalist world, with a working class in the 
grip of Rooseveltianism, We had to brave the full fury of a demonic 
witch-hunt before we could sufficiently entrench ourselves in the 
American labor movement. Yes, this party had to be built the hard 
way. 

But it is not sufficient to explain our defects, shortcomings, 
and failures of the past and present. We have to look to the future, 
and make sure that we leave no stone unturned to prepare ourselves 
for the next round of struggle, to make sure that it doesntt pass 
us by the way the CIa did. Especially so, since we are not going to 
build a party in this country without plenty of competition, not 
only from the present labor bureaucracy, and even the Stalinists, but 
also, very likely, from new pseudo-revolutionary or pseudo-Socialist 
formations. 

There will be no victories won by default in the U.S.A •. Although 
the proletarian advance is inevitable, our organization will have 
successes only as it measures up to the requirements of the times. 
That is why we cannot afford any sectarianism. We cannot afford 
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to live in the past, or in a make-believe world of our own creation. 
We cannot afford any Quixotism. While our program is based, and 
wtll continue to be based upon the international experiences of the 
working class; and while Trotsky was, in the immediate and most 
direct sense, the teacher and the leader of our movement, it does 
not at all follow from these two propositions that we will have much 
success in rallying workers to our banner by trying to straighten 
them out on the rights and wrongs of the Stalin-Trotsky fight, which 
has now receded into history -- or that it is our revolutionary 
duty to try to do so. Paying homa!e to the memory of a great man 
1s not our main task as a political party. We will vindicate 
Trotsky's struggle -- and our own -- by becoming a force; and in no 
other way. And we w11l become a force only ~hen we succeed in im
planting ourselves into the consciousness of the working class of 
this country as an authentic and indigenous band of American revo
lutionary militants. 

"The style is the man,tt Buffon wrote. And the style of an 
organization is a true index of its real character and makeup. Every 
revolutionary movement must have the correct answers to the problem 
of the times, and must know how to make itself heard. There is no 
easy cookbook recipe that can be written· out on how to properly mix 
the ingredients in just the right proportions. Once we grasp the 
importance of the question, however, and do not either pooh-pooh 
the matter, or accept it in prinCiple in order to forget about it 
in practice, we will know how to implement the orientation in a 
practical way, as we go along. 

These lines do not imply that this is a Sesame which will open 
all doors. Clearly, this is no new revelation; and much has already 
been accomplished. But we suffer so many relapses into our former 
habits, many still labor under so many parochial notions in this 
field, we are so loaded down with false obligatlo~s; and above all, 
our organization still continues to make such a bizarre impression 
on people we must attract, that a planned and deliberate orientation 
to complete the next phase of the Americanization of our movement -
and the word is used in its broadest implications -- is now necessa~y 
to lay the foundations for future successes, just as our proletar- . 
ianizat10n effort in 1940 was indispensable for our integration into 
the broad labor movement, and such successes as we were able to have 
in the intervening decade. . 

* * * 
This orientation demands a re-examination of every department 

of our party actiVity, and its improvement and strengthening from 
this point of view. Our theoretioal magazine, however, occupies a 
spectal place in relation to our work, and has a special function to 
perform. As I conceive it, the theoretical magazine has the high 
duty of keeping the thinking of Our cadre sharD and clear, and of 
breaking new ground in Marxist thought and development by following 
and analyzing all the new problems, trends and experiences of our 
epoch, especially as they relate to America. 

Any tendency to make the magazine more acceptable, or to 
increase its sales here and there, by converting it into what would 
essentially be an elaborated version of the M1.1itant appears to me as 
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incorrect; it would simply result in an unnecessary duplication of 
effort. The more we popu1ar.ize our weekly press and literature, the 
more s~ed we become in talking in understandable terms and in 
resting on an American tradition -- the more will we need a theoreti
cal organ which will preserve and continue the Marxist tradition, 
and which will serve as a true guide to the movement on.all questions, 
from the heights of theory to the tactical problems of the day. As 
Marxism grows more influential and accepted, the magazine will get 
a broader hearing. But it can only justify its existence -- and it 
should form an essential and honored part of our structure -- by 
more authoritatively fulfilling its role of defender of the science 
of Socialism against all its traducers, and by applying the science 
to theoretically solve the social problems of our lifetime. 

* * * 
We are all aware that this country is entering a new stprmy 

decade, and that great changes are in the offing in the political 
and social climate. It has often been said that we will have many 
opportunities. That is our conviction. But our future growth 
depends on our readiness to seize oppprtunities offered. No auto
matic process is in operation which guarante~s our successes. There 
is no b~nign God, in the guise of History, whowil1 see that equal 
and exact justice is meted out, and that we will be duly recompensed 
for our sacrifices and exertions. We will grow and succeed as we 
are able to meet the tests and needs of the period. That is why the 
re-arming of our movement all along the line is both welcome and 
necessary. 

July 1, 1951 


