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 The reader will, of m oy

 menoedvre is by no
rﬂl _contrary, I 'ﬂ'ﬁl‘?
all social-oppo riunists

wearisome manoeuvre of rtunist
ngﬁn gﬁc‘flﬁm but | curse Eﬁfshﬂsm anﬂ
the Dmtutumlnp of the Proletariat—who praise
Marx to the skies but condemn Marxian tactics—
who enthuse over ‘the Soviet s:,r:tum in. Rusuli'.
but are terrified by the thought of its pﬁssibl.hl::.r‘
in the United States.. We are mjust however,
in crediting the use of this manoeuvre only to
social-opportunists—ior it is equally common anl
peculiar 1o all uppnrtumsts in general—to bour-
geo:s ﬁppurtmusts in the same measure as to
social-opportunists.  As an illustration, it will
be spificient to refer to the afled imperialists, who,
while prosecuting in every pussmle manner the
Socialist Internationalists of their own country
during the war, could not “rejoice” suificiently
over the stand of Karl Liebknecht and Rosa
Lu:..-.mlmrg in Germany!. Of course, their “re-
joicing” rapidly disappeared as soon as the war
“was over. But that is another matter).

familiar and e:haspa

In order to prove that we are not committing
an crror by crediting our distinguished author
with the above-described though far irom credit-
able manoeuvre, we will cite a very characteristic
question from his article. After devoting a whole
paragraph to vituperative and abusive attacks
upon the Communist Party and Dolshevism, the
author, not without gﬂﬂd reason,—like “a cat
who kunows whose meat it has stolen” remarks:

“()i course, someone will answer: This {ises,
the mud thrown upon Bolshevism by the author)
is what the Right Wingers said about us a year
ago. If it is true now, why was it not true
then?” And he immediately hastens to dispel
all doubts and questions by categorically and
emphatically answering:

“It is true now; it was true then. Dut the Right
W:ngers used this sarcasm to characterize a
particular phase of the revolutionary Socialist
movement. in. this country. - They aimed  their
shaits at rcvuhr:i-:-nary Socialism itself” (Italics
Ours).

The meaning of this quotation 15 obvious: The
fact that the Right Wingers had slandered revolu-
tionary Socialists wal_not so bad in itseli; that
which in the course of thei abuse they said—
“was true” (13, The only thing with which our
author reproaches the Right Wingers in a friendly
manner is, that they had slandered revolutionary
Socialists in general, whereas, they should have
f.laﬂd:r::d the American Revolutionary Socialists!..

But the above-described trait—an inclination to
zpply two standards, to measure by two different
vardsticks, one intended “ior the home pruduct,
the other for “strange distant ones far away —
is 1ot only a manoeuvre of opportunists but
21so a symptom of opportunism—an indication
of 2 “revaluation of values”... Having befun
with slanders and attacks against the Revolution-
ary Socialists and Cnm'nunists in their own

country, the opportunists invariably—due to the
internal logic of their position—sooner or later
end by coming into open conflict with the bitterly-
hated Communists in general.

V. F.'s article presents, in our opinion, exactly
such a symptom of “sliding over to the Righ,t"
of an irrevocable tendency towards opportunism,
toward the final desertion of the Communist ranks,
and that is why we entitle it “A Political Obituary™

i its author as a Communist.

Anyone who cannot understand the import oi
article; who cannot read this tendency towards
oportunism between the lines, whereever it may
not he obvious from the lines,—is utterly unable

o understand this article and the only meaning
which it conveys, and for such a person the
reading of his article is an absolutely waste of
LM . .

- 8

Let us pass over to a more detailed analysis
of the article in question, which analysis this
article undoubtedy deserves,—not because of its
intrinsic qualities, of course, but because of the
position recently occupied by its author in the
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“the Part:-.r. =Y St

PR
To hegm with the: hrﬁt meqntmnyznf* the.
Party. Th
and adherents’ “initial mlpulse." was “ta _,ltavu**
that convention. LEven by this time “lh-. t::.mmt
understand why he did not then -'rnlluw' ﬂmt
“impulse”; the only reason which e cun;'fins'ﬂlbljf
advance in explanation of this—certainly unfortun-
ate both for himself and the Darty—lack of
determination, is that same terrible “BIG BLUFF
OF BOLSHEVISM" again, which, for a while,
completely hypnotized him and stripped him of
any capability for “seli-determination.”  We
quote:

“Tust why some of us did not carry out our
initial impulses to leave this convention is a
perplexity which can only be explained to- r.ln:»,r
by the big bluff of Bolshevism.”

The very convention, for which our author
did not spare the most brilliant and alluring
colors in the first issue of the Communist, Septem-
ber z7th, 1919, becomes for him an object of
the most bitter attack in April 1920! (We quote:)

“There was an all-prevailing sense of realism
about the work in hand, abselute candor in
interchange of argument, impossibility of com-
promise as the solution of any item, Three
distinct eroups were marked out at the opening
of the Convention, and the whole proceeding
represented the balancing of these three groups
against one another... Three delegates who
did not cuickly ecnough yicld their impulsive
individualism to the mass discipline (italics oursj;
of one or another of the three zroups leit the
Convention. They found more congenjal atmos-
phere in the Centrist Convention of the “Commun-
ist Labor Party,” where cach was a law unto
himself, and where the group as au cntity was
bevond the possibilty of decisive action.”

Thus, almost enthusiastically, wrote our author
in September 1919, What a change! That which
he then proudly called ‘mass discipline” in April
1920 he calls “hopeless arlatrariness’... We
quote again:

“There are many other respects in which this
Convention stands out from all other Socialist
gatherings in America. For one thing, the fact
that the Federation delegates were largel}r Slavic
emphasized the close union bLetween the organi-
zation of the Communist Party here and the
parent nrgamzatlnu which came into being at
Moscow in March of this year—The Communist
International, Jtwas the Russian expression of
Marxism which predominated this Convention,
the Marxism of Lenine, and the party lrilﬂl.tluﬂh
of the Bolsheviki.”

Leavinz aside such utterly unscientific defini-
tions—bheccoming rather to a proiessor of a bour-
geois university rather than a Comunmnist—as,
“Russian expression of Marxism,” “the Marxism
of Lenine,” ete.,—compare the above quoted
paragraph, written i September 1919, with the
iollowing denunciation in our author's last article:

“The supreme high pricsts of this new revelation
had seen the divineg flame with tneir own eyes.
THEY HAD BELEN IN RUSSIA, (ltalics ours.)
Many years ago perhaps, in a world of circum-
stances only dimly akin to those of 1919 in the

¢ [t should he stated, thal we class In Lthe category
of “centrist elemenis” who, for a long time felt
uncomfortable and dissatisfled with the to them
“ton nartow”, limits of consistency in principles
and revolutionary discipline of the Communlst Par-
ty,—not all, but rather a small ‘initlative minority”
of those who now have formed the “minority group”
led by former Exccutive Secretary Damon; the
majerity of thix “minority group” found them-
selves in it by accident, as a result of inisunder.
standing or misinformation—and, we do not doubt—

will soon sever with it and return to the l'arty—
to the C. E. C.

~author uaﬂml;r contesses Yt'lmt%ﬁ“ﬁ
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against his own dtj_grmyunbm
impulse,"—it was ﬂnlygwnaﬂf:gﬁ
should fcn:l*m:semi:laﬁd?jléggﬁ 41
in its ranks, llypnbhze aaswirﬁ 2 ,nt' put
by “an all-prevailing scnse of rreaflisu ﬂ&!_ndu
possibility” of r:umpmmtsf. as the s-ulunnn ui
any item;” it was only natural that 4 flnuht'
as to the ‘“worthwhileness of I:he I‘art:.f",_ _I.l} :
should arise to haunt him. ok o o T

& o

“Has it been worth while?"—i.e., thc {urmatmn ;
of the Communist Party—this 1;:1'_? qm:ﬁhm .ihls
pseudo-objective, majestically “judicial” attitude
toward the revolutionary proletarian party ex-
poses in the author a spineless pr.tu}r-haur re0is
intellectual, who never acts, never lives in the
present and in the future, but always in the
past, always pre-occupied with rﬁilcctwe,huttcrly
usecless “seli-analysis”... “Has it been worth
while?"—this very question, and th-: Iﬂllnwmg-
“tests of the worthwhileness of a party,” imply,
an utterly non-Marxian, bourgeis-profcssorial at-
titude toward the Party. A party, according to the .
bourgeois conception of our a;utllt:-r--i:kc 4 :-'-'Ilt~
of clothes, may be “ready-made” or “mads to
order.” (No wonder that in auother pa<t of
his article, extensively rich awith similar “new
ideas,” he speaks of a “ready-made Bolshevism...”).
Moreover, he says, a patty “may he WEll riade
and it may be huuglcd " Which, of course,
implics the equally profound idea that having
been “hungled” a party may be “remade,” it
even may bé “ordered” to another “maker.”
Accordingly, being dissatisfied with an “imported
irom Rnssia”’ or “ready-made” Communist Party,
—along the "Russian fashion” and “Russian tra-
ditions,” and, conscquently, utterly “unfit” for
American conditions—our author decided to c_l'am:
this party “re-made”—to have it “made to order”
—this time in some reputable “American imn J:

Now, by a fortunate s-:.mm.ulﬂtqg, SEudl,: an
“American iirm,” under tlle nanie pf "]Jilllgl.
& Company, " has recently been mrn!,?haurl
“order” for a new “Amecrican l‘art;.r has hgcn
viven to this Izrm tlm namc: and Tﬂputﬂtlﬂﬂ
of its- ownper and ma::ﬂg’-&r ffﬁrmcrfj' w:th *‘thﬂ
Communist Parly ufﬁmerma} bmng l'.!-,f El'.lffl:l
assurance that iis prmluct u.,arr_v.rmg' tl:g,, l:a’d
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