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MILITANT

Saturday, July 26, 1930

Concerning the «Defenders»
L. DD TROTSKY

Dear. Friend:

I have received a copy of the New York
magazine the New AMasses containing art-
lcles about my autobiography and about
the suicide of Maiakovsky. I do not regret
the fifteen miinutes I have spent getting
pequainted with the American Left intel-
ligentsia, Magazines llke this are 10 be
found in several countiries, One of their
most important tasks is said to be the
hdefenge'” of the ‘Sovies Union. This is a
wholly praiseworthy undertaking, regard-
lesa of whether the Messra, “Defenders”
fulfil it from inward conviction-or—as is
gometimes the ease—from lesa lofly mo-
tivea. Dut it would be foclish to exaggerate
the import=nce of this defense, These
groups, sufficiently variegated n their com-
pesition, busy themselves on one side with
fringes of the bourgeocisie, on the other
with the fringes of the proletariat, and of-
fer no guarantee whatever as to their own
future. As the majority of pacifists strug-
gle against war only in times of peace,
go these radical “defenders” of the Soviet
Union, ita titular “friends"” from the ranks
of Bohemia, will fulfil their mission only
g0 long as thiz does not demand real cour-
age and genuine devotlon to the revolu-
tlon. These qualities they do not possess.
And where indecd should they get them?
Their radicalism needs a protective col-
oration. For that reason it finds its chief
expression in the “defense” of the Zoviet
Union—defense of a stale possessing pow-
er, wealth and authority. It is a question
of defending what exists and is already
achieved. For such defense it is not at all
necesgary to he a revolutionist. You ecan
quite well remain & mixture of anarchist
and conservative. But at the same time
you ecan seem  ravolutlonary, deceiving
others and, to some extent, yourself. We
have geen this in the example of PBar-
busze and the French paper Monde, which
belongs to the same category az New Mass.
€8, From the standpoint of time, their
radicalism is chiefly directed toward the
past. From the standpoint of apace, it i3
directly proportional to the square of the
distance from the scene of action. In re-
lation to uheir own country, these bold
boys always were and always will be ln-
finitely more cavtious and evasive than in
relagon to other countries—especially those
in the East.

The best roprescutalives of this Lype,
excelling the rest by many heads both o
giftas and character, is undoubtedly Maxim
Gorky, He asympathized for yearzs with
the Bolshevik: and considered their ene-
mica his enemnies, This did not préevent
bim from appearing at the time of the
proletarian revolution in the camp of s
encmies, After the vietory of the revelu-
tlon he long remained in the camp of its
enemics. He reconciled himsellf with the
Soviet Republic when It became for him
an unalternble fact—that 15, when he could
reconcile himself with it without depart-
ing from his essentlally conservative out-
look. There is irony In the fact that Gorky
warred against Lenin at the greatest peried
of Lenin's creation, hubt now long after-
wari, gets along very peacefully with Sta-
lin, What can we expect of the pepcil-
elzed Gorkys?

The esgzence of these people from
the Left wing of the bourgecls Bohemia ia
that they are capable of defending the rev-
olution only afler it is accomplizshed and
has demonstrated its permanence. In de-
fending the yesterday of the revolution
they adopt an attitudz of conservative hos-
tility to all those who are laylng the
road to its tomorrow. The future can only
be prepared py revolutionary methods, me-
thods as foreign to the cons .rvalive Bo-
hemia as were the Ideas and slogans of
the dlctatorship of the preletariat om the
day before the Actober revolution. These
gentlemen Temaln, accordingly, true to
themselves an0d to the social classea which
created them and feed them, Furthermore,
in spite of g formal veering to the Left,
to the “new masses” (!), their conservativ-
fam has really grown stronger since they
are leaning their backs against—not the
October revolution, no!—but against a
great state as an “institution”, independent
of its gulding ideas and of its - dlicy. They
wera with Lenin and Trotsky—by no means
all of them, by the way—after that they
wera witL Zinoviev, after that with Bu-
charin and Rykov, now they are with Sta-
jn, And tomorrow? Upon that they will
sxpress themselves when tomorrow hasz be-
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the bourgeolsie and the social democracy?
come yesterday., They have accepted every
change In the governmental course as pat-
rlotic officiala accept & change of uniform.
Thore are always potential Chinovalks asit-
ting around Dohemia. These people are
courtiers of the Soviet power, not soldiers
of the proletarian revolution.

The workers state, as a stale, may have
need of such characters for temporary
goals, although 1 have always thought that
the mear-sighted epigones greatly exagger-
ate the welght of these groups—Jjust as
they exaggerated the value of the “deflcnse”
of Purcell or the “Irlendship” of Chiang
Kal-Shek. Asa for these characters them-
selves, I am ready to acknowledge that it
ia better to be a courtdier of the Soviet
power than of the oil kings or the British
gecret service. But the proletarian revoelu-
tion would not be the proletarian revolu-
tlon If it allowed its ranks to be confused
with this problematical, unreliable, fickla
and wavering brotherhood.

Thelr moral triviality assumes ¢¥nical
and sometimes insufferable form when they,
in the character ol “irlends of the family”,
interfere In the innér problems of Commun-
ism. To this testiffes the aforementioned
pumber of the New Mpsses (a paradoxical
name by the way for an organ of Bohem-
ia!)., Thege people, you seée, think that
my gutoblography will gerve the bourgeoi-
sle against the proletariat, while New
Masses, Mondo, and other publications of
thia kind, are cbviously necesszary to the

of the October Revolution

proletariat against the bourgeoisie. ‘This
aberration s easily explained: Fooling
around the fringes of two hostile clagses
and revolving continuvally on their own
axes, the Barbusses of all countries natur-
ally get mixed up as to where is the bour-
geolzie and where the proletariat. Thelr
crilerian are simple, Since the work of
the Laft Opposiilon declsively criticises
the domestic policy of the Soviet Union and
the world policy of the Comintern, and
#lnce the bourgeois newspaper-writers ax-
ult in this criticlsm and try to make use
of it—why, the conclusion ia perfectly ob-
vipus: The courtiers are in the camp of
the revolution, and we, the Left Commun-
ita, Io the camp of its encrules! Thisg s
the usual depth of the politieal thinking
to be found In Dohemia.

The bourgeoisie would be ptupid 1f
they did not try to use the inner disagree-
ments in the camp of the revolution., But
wan this question firgt raised in my auto-
Llography? Wasn't the expulsion from the
Party of the President of the Comintern,
Zinoviev, and one of the preaidenta of the
Soviet government, Kamenev, a gift to the
bourgeoisie? Did nol the exile and sub-
sequently the banishment, of Trotsky give
thwe bourgeola press of the whole world a
welcome theme for agitation against the
Oclober revolution? 'Was not the denun-
ciation of the head of the government,
Hykov, and the head of the Comintorn Bu-
¢harin, as “bourgcois liberals" wuwsad by
These faets, brought to the attention of the

Hypocrisy for Art's Sake in the New Masses
Correspondence between Max Eastman, Walt Carmon, Milke Gold

The fellowing letters are virtually sell-
explanatory. They aroze out of a letter sent
to Michael Gold, editor of the New Masses,
by Comrade Max Eastman. In this lelter
comrade Eastman enclosed the article by
Trotsky (printed in this is<ue of the Mili-
tant) and demanded the ; W ication of the
latter in the New Massos in view of the
slanderous attacks made by Gold and Earl
Browder against the Opposzitlon in general,
and Trotuky and Rakovsky in particular,
In a previous issue of that periodieal. The
firet reply to Eastman's lettor was in the
affirmative from Wit Carmon, managing
editor of the New Musses, followed by a
cowardly mnogative reply from the editor,
(iold, which iz answered by comrade Hast-
man. The three letters are printed below.
—d.
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NEW MASSES
112 East 19 St. New York, N. Y.
July 7, 1930
Max Easi® an.
Chilmark, Mass,
Dear Max Eastman:

Thiz will acknowledge receipt of your
note and article by Leon Trotsky. We are
certain to wnse this in the coming ifszsue,
Mike Gold is not in town, Back in a few

days. You will probably hear from him
as well on his return,
Yours,
WALT CARMON
- & %

NEW MASSES
112 E. 13 8t. New York, N. Y.
July 16, 1930
Dear Max:

I'm sorry, but 1 really don't think we
should print this in New Masses, We re-
viewed Trotsky's book, because it was “lit-
eraturg”, but all of us here agree that the
mag. shouldn't beécome an organ of politi-
cal discussion and if we give up a lob of
gpace to bhis Trotaky fight from now on—
we immedintely loge our function as a
literary wehicle-—

Sorry
MIKE GOLD
- L ] L]
July 18, 1930
Dear Mike Gold:

Your pretense that you will not publish
Troteky's rejcinder to your cheap attack
on him becauze your magazine is loo "lit-
erary” is an insult to my intelligence, The
article to which Trotaky makes this re-
joinder was written by an active head of
the Workers Party and was a political at-
tack from the flrst word to the last.

Moreover it was a  » ! abandonment
of the policy of your pu, .. which bad becn
1 pussy-foot on this whole izsue of the
Left Oppositlon. You refuscd to let me write
about it as a member of your Executive
Board, even with an answer by a Stalinist
in the aame number. When | resigned, the
pussy-foot pelicy was carried to the point
of not printing my letter of resignation.
When I stated this fact in a communication
to The Natlon, suggesting that this was not
a shining example of "brave thinkingP,
you replied justifying yourself on the
ground that “We none of ug used the mag-
azine to express our opinlons”. ([ quote
this confeszion of yours from memory.)

Moreover aboud a year ago when I met
You on Tth Ave. and asked how the mag-
azine was getting on, you volunteered the
information that, “We're through with the
Parly, we've learned that much anyway."
(Here too I am quoting from n:zmory but
my memory Is good.) It struck we strange
that you should offer me thiz picce of in-
side information, when all previous nezotia-
lions with me had been conducted under
the pretense that the magazine wasg inde-
pendent of the Party—a “free revolutlon-
ary magazine” a3 It advertised itself. Upon
reflecon I wondered whether this gratui-
tous declaration of independence might not
mean that you are now directly subsidized
by the International,

Whether because you are subzidized, or
because you depend upon the party for
sales, the fact iz that in publiching {hese
attacks on Trotsky and Rakovsky you have
at last shown your political colors. You
are now overtly what you were before un-
der cover, a Stalinist organ. And yet you
have the brazs to tell me that you wont
publish Trotsky's rejoinder because yon
are too “litercry'.

And you have the folly 1o add, “All
of us here agree ete.,” although you know
that ten days ago I receive] a letter from
Your associate Walt Carmon stating—what
any coumageows amd iudependent editor
having viciously attacked one man and
slandered another would state—that “We

are certaln io use this in the coming is-
HHEIH

What bappened during these ten days?
o you really expect any grown per-
gon to believe that having attacked a poli-
tical leader with a page and a half of vitup-
oration writen by a political opponent, you
refuse to publizh g brief rejoinder because
you are literary? Even people who re-
{ Contidued on Page 8)

whole world, were far more helpful {o. the
bourgeoisie than the theoretical rellections
or historleal explanations of Trotsky. But
what interest has the anarcho-conservative
Bohemia in all this? It takes all the fore-
golng events, because stamped wth the ql'ﬂ-
cal stamp, as once for all given and eternal.
Criticism of th~ Stalin regime i3 impoa-
gible to them, not because the Stalinisty are
right, but becanse the Stalinisis are today
the government. I repocat. These are coufs
tlers of the Soviet power, and not revolus
Lionlata,

For revolutionists, the guestion is de-
clded by the class line, the content of ideas,
the theoretical position, the historical prog-
nosis, and the political methods, of each
of the opposing sides. If you ihink, as we
think—and as we have proven on a world
g 4 2 throuwgh the experiment ol the Iast
gl.. yecarg—that the policies of the Hialin
faction are weakening the October revolus
tion, that they destroyed the Chinese revo-
lution, that they are preparing the defeat
of the Ipdian revolution and undermining
tha Comintern, then—and only then—our
policy iz justilied, ‘The bourgeoisie will
grab up the fragments of our trug and nee-
essary criticism of course! Bul does that
change In the slightest degree the essence
of a great historical problem? 1as not
revolutlonary thought always developed by
the road of rudhless Inner dirugglo, at
whose fire the reaction always trled to
warm fits fingers?

I remark in parenthesis, however, that
the whole bourgeois press, from the New
York Times up to the Ausiro-Marxist Are
beiter Zeitnog, in its politieal cstimate of
the struggle of the Left Opposition with
Stalloist Centrism, gtands Incomparably
pearer to the Centriets and never conccala
it. You could publish a whole anthology
of presa clipnings to prove this. Thus, in
addition to all the rest, the “frienda” and
“defenders” of the revoluiion, having no-
thing in common either with the old or
tho new maasaer, erudely distort the gonu-
ing picture of the distribution of politieal
sympathy and antipathy among the bour-
geoisfo and the sgoclal democrais.

Lying, by the way, 13 a neccgsary ac-
complishiment In g courtier. In the articla
about Mailakoveky, as I turncd over the
leaves of the magnzine, I hit noen the name
of Roakovsky., 1 read eight or ten 2e0-
tences, and althousgh I am accusiomed to
much, nevertheless what I read made me
gasp., It is related here how Maiakovsky
“hased war” (“hated war’—wiat a vulgzar
formulation of the relation o war of a
revolutionist!) and how, in controst to
thet, Rakovsky, at Zimmerwald -“wasz gomg
to ke off his coat and paveh Lenin and
Zinuviev,..in the jaw"” for theler revolu-
tinary struggle ; gainst war. Rakoviiy ia
camed here for no purpose wbhatev:r ex-
Lert for that of gpreading this seandalous
He. It 18 necessary to spread juv hocaioss
Rakovskhy g2 in exile and .t Iy necessary
*o justify hls befng there. And =0 thoe
colier becomes o contemptib's slandorer.
He spreads this stupid scandal ingiend of
guating—onea he has named Wakovsiy in
rurrection with the war—with whar »wvo=
Iutionary courage Rakovasky strugeled
frsinat war wncer a4 hail-sisrm of porse=
culion, slander, assault and policy proses
caifone. Exac ;g for that stroggle Hakove
sky was thrown into prigoa L the Rous
raanian oligirehy and wag saved from the
Lite of Leodknesbt and Rosa Luxenhourg
only by the revelutiooary LRussian frowy,

That {s enough. If the October revgs
lution had depended upon its future cours
tiers, It would never have appecarcd in
the world. And It its further desiinies
depended upon thelr "defense”, the rovolus
tion would be condemned to ruin. The
proletarian vanguard can guarantee the
future of the country of the Soviels, and
prolong the road of the world revaolution,
only by a ¢orreet policy. We mu-t vork
out that policy, establish it theorcii=ally.
and defend It with footh and nai ::,r.r:Jnat:
the whole world, and if necessary r:.'nat
the very “highest” imstitutlons which have
ralged themselves up (or rather s1°1 thom-
selvea down) on the back of the "= aLap
revolution, But of those quéstisng we pead

not speak In conmnection with t(he ;= do-
revolutionary courtiers from the » i« of
the petty bourgeols Bohemia. I+ ilhem

eoough has been pald.
Youri.
=—L.D. TARNPIKY
Prinkipo, June 10, 1930,
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