Lovestone Looks with Favor at the Socialist Party

By MAX SHACHTMAN

In the last issue of the Militant, we in-
dicated by a number of indisputable facts
the direction which the Lovestone Right
wing 1s taking: away from Communism and
towards the soclal democracy. The few
days that have elapsed have only served to
furnish additional, and even more striking
confirmation of this statement. The addi-
tional material, furnished by Lovestone him-
self shows that the hypoeritical claims that
the Right wing is anxious to work together
with the pseundo-progressives in a “trade un-
jon bloe” against reactlon, are set up in
reallty in order to camouflage the rapidly
developing politieal bloe of the Right wing
and the social reformists alming at the
liquidaton of the Communist movement and
Communist influence in the working class.

ZIMMERMAN DISCOVERS THE
VIRTUES OF LEVXY

We have already revealed the “unlted
front” which the Lovestone faction made
with the Sigman henchman, Levy, In Loeal
1 of the International Ladies Garment Work-
ers Union. At that time, we did not have
at hand the official apologium of Lovestone.
Itz publication only makes the case worse
for the Right wing. As was easy to fore-
tell, the “bloc” met with the unconcealed
hostility of the vast majority of the Com-
munist and Left wing workers in the needle
trades. Like Lovestone, they are thorough-
ly acquainted with Levy and his stripe. Levy
was one of the outstanding leaders of the
Right wing in expelling the Left wing work-
ers from the I. L. G. W. U. a few years ago
and thereby splitting the union in the Inter-
easts of the bureauncracy and the manufac-
turers. Only the sheerest simpleton can Te
gard 'this struggle as a “dispute” between
“two sections of the labor movement.” As
every class consclons worker, at least, un-
derstands, it was a struggle between those
elements representing the interests of the
workers apd those elements representing
the interests of the capitalists, Levy, and
his boss Slgman, was and remains a member
of the latter “faction”. That he is not dis-
inclined to have himself called a “progres-
give” today and to oppose the dominant bur-
eancracy s attributable to two facts: the
dispute between the Schlesinger cligue in
office and the Sigman clique out of office;
the pevival of the fighting moods among the
militant workers who for a dozen reasons
{which we shall not deal with here) have
been driven into into the Right wing union
again in the last couple of years.

The task of those who have at heart
the Interests of the Left wing and Commun-
ist movement (which are and must be iden-
tleal with the imterests of the working class
as opposed to those of the bourgeolsie and
its labor agents), is to reveal the mechan-
iam which has actuated the Levys in the
past and moves them to their “new" posi-
tion today. For the Levys, large and small,
represent an accidental, individual pheno-
menon, generally speaking. no “erring sin-
ner who sees the light” but a distinet class
influence in the labor movement. How do
the Lovestoneites measure up to this task?
By joining hands with Levy and unsing their
own somewhat tarnished “Communist” re-
putation to give him -what amounnts to a
clean bill of health. The leading Right wing
opportunist, Zimmerman, who transferred
his allegiance from the party to the Love-
gtone faction without disturbing his own
equilibrium for a moment, lamely explains
the shabby affair as follows:

“Thelr [i. e, Levy's] program is mildly
progressive and on a number of questions
unclear and confused. Some of the leaders
of the Trade Union Center [the Levy group]
have a bad record in the union because of
their former support of the expulsion pol-
fcy. But at the present time the Trade
Union Center Is carrying on a fight, agalinst
the policies and régime of the reactlonary
administration of the union. At the present
time these leaders eclaim [so!] that they
recognize their mistakes and that they de-
finitely and openly repudiate the expulsion
policy.” (Rev. Age, No. 4.}

It is not true that the “Trade Union
Center is ecarrying on a fight against the
policies and régime of the reactionary ad-
mindetration™ ; it is the channel through which
the Sigman cllque is fighting the Schlesin-
ger clique, and the victory of the former
would not result in a less reactionary ad
ministration at all. It is not true that the
Levys recognize their “mistakes”, nor that
they make this “claim™; it Is true tbat the
Lovestone faction is deliberately adorning
Ievy in order to make him, and consequent-
Iy the bloe, acceptable to the rank and file
militants.

"It {8 clear for us" says the leaflet is-
sued “Independently” by the Lovestone group
(and if we know the Lovestoneltes, with the
taclt econsent of Levy), “*that some of those
with whom we are making this bloc have
ainned considerably against the workers.
They will have to work actively to make up
for their past. They will be able to do this

only through proving thre~=h action that
they are willing to fight in the interests of
the workers, that is, to fight for umion con-
ditions In the shops, to fight against every
leadership which will pursue harmful pol-
icleg In the union and in relation to the
bosses.” (Rev. Age, No. 4.)

That Levy will “work actively” in the
futore (for Sigmanism) iz Iineonteatable,
That he will “make up for thelr past” by
eontinuing to gut the real Left wing move-
ment, by betraying the workers' Iintereats,
by trying to expel the militants once more
ag aoon A8 they threaten all the sections of
the buresaucracy—that is equally Incontest-
able. The Lovestoneites mean something
else, however. They consciously spread the
illneélon that the fake “progressives™ a la
Levy hayve it in them to “fight in the inber-
ests of the workers”. What an "“indepen-
dent” leaflet should do is to point out that
theae people can do mo such thing because
they rTepresent, in essence, one wing of the
capitalist bureaueracy in the union. There
iy wtill another aspect to this leaflet: The
Levys, it says, will have to work actively
in the future to make up for their black
past. That is, they have not yet made up
for their past—except, perhaps, by a few
harmless words which bind them to nothlng.
The Iovestoneites, therefore, have made a
specnlative bloe, based on the “possibllity”
and “hope" that the Levys wlill become
working class fighters and the leopard will
change hia spots.

Why does Levy make the bloe? It may
be asked. ‘The answer ig: Why shouldn't
Levy make the bloc? What does he lose
by getting the support of the Lovestone
group? Nothing! ©On the contrary, he gets
& nlce, new, shiny coat of whitewash and
a number of votes. But the minimum pro-
gram of the bloe? What about that? Docsn't
it obligate Levy and Co. to a progressive ad-
ministration? Nothing of the kind. The
minimum program of the bloc between the
Lovestone gronp and Levy (printed in full in
Rev. Age, No 4), has a distinctly reactlon-
ary foundation, upon which are erected a
number of other points which nine avewed
reactionaries out of ten in the I. L. G. W. U.
wonld acknowledge as correct. The maln
point in the bloc's program reads:

8. “We flght against every eligue rule
in the unfon because we want that ths union
should be econduncted in an honeat, demoera-
tle and progressive manner through the
membership of the unlon. No diserimina-
tlon, pereecutions or any sort of sawindles
must be practiced at meetings and elections
of any sort.”

Ho far as the Lovestone section of the
bloe 18 concerned, this sort represents a be-
irayal of Communlam, nelther more wDor
less. ‘The “fight agalnst every cligne rule
in the unilon™ i3 directed essentially at the
Communists, and specifically at the officlal
party. This reactlonary slogan has become
the tlme-worn rallylng banner of every bur-
eancrat in the labor movement who Is
threatened by the militant workerswhose van-
guard is everywhere constituted by the Com-
munists. It 18 the maln “practical” aspect
of the theory of “no politica In the union™
fathered on the one slde by the Gompers
hierarchy and on the other by the latter-
day reactlonary philosophers of syndicallsm
—the theory which always means no revo-
lutlonary polities in the union, no working
elass polities. but bhourgeois politles. “No
politics” In the A. F. of L. always meant
Democratic and Republican party polities. “No
cligue control” in the French trade union
movement today means, so far as the triple
alliance of Right wing (Sellier, Lovestone's
colleague), the “progressives” In the reform-
ist trade unions, and the syndicalistg In the
Left unions are concerned means swinging
3 many workers as possible Into the Right
wing unlon under the actual control of the
French Socialist Party.

More than three years ago Gold, head
of the Furriers' Left wing. made a bloe with
the Sorkin group of “progressive” bureau-
crats. in which “no ecligne control” was also
the ontstanding point. At that time, the
Loveatone group, though in control of the
party, was still compelled by the protest of
the party minority to condemn Gold and
repudlate this reactionary point as a betray-
al of Communism. What a perfect contraat
wonld be presented by printing. side by side,
the minimum program of the Levy-Love
atome bloe and the 1927 Party Political Buar-
ean condemnation of the Gold-Sorkin bloe!
But Lovestone will not print it. He Is too
busily engaged In lignidating Communism.

LOVESTONE DISCOVERS THE
REVOLT IN THE 8. P. ...

“The revolt of the membership in the
soclal democracy and a pronounnced Left-
ward movement primarily among the social-
ist youth is not a phenonenon lmited to
Germany,” we learned from Revelutionary
Age (No. 5); “it i{s manifesting itself in

various forms In a number of countries in-
cloding the U. 8. A. Here, too, the Yipsels
are playing a prominent rile in the atrug-
gle within the Soclalist party against the
gross reformism which characterises that
party’'s political line and leadership.”

There 18 no doubt of the development in
the ranks of reformism of a Leftward move-
ment of the workers. Only a Stalinist fune-
tlonary, blinded by the scintillating phrase-
ology of the *third period”, which divides
the working class into Communists on the
one slde and *“social fascists” on the other,
can deny s existence. The Leftward move-
ment in the social democracy flows from the
antagonism between the treacherous course
of the socialist bureauncracy and the class
interests of the workers In the ranks. This
artagonism creates g chasm beiween the top
and bottom layers of the social democracy.
The problem of the Communists is to win
the “bottom™, the workers, {0 the revolu-
tionary movement by deepening the chasm
and making it unbridgeable. This can only
be done by the maintenance of the sharpest
Intransigeance in prineciple and the applica-
tion of the policy of the united front on
Issues of the day. To set these workers in
motion for militant struggle requires their
disillusionment with the theory and practise
of reformism, in other words, the dislodg-
ment of the reformist Leadership.

In seeking to solve the problem of win-
ning the Leftward moving socialist workers,
the Communists are confronted by an ex-
tremely dangerous foe: the Left wing of
reformizsm. Their function is to serve as a
bond between the avowed class eollabora-
tionists and the disconterted workers, to
bridge the ever widening chazsm, The fact
that they strqddle the two is due, first, to
the fact that the workers are pulling in dif-
ferent directions, and second—what Is even
maore important for us—to the fact that they
hope to draw their two points of support
together again. Purcell came forward as a
“Left winger"” in order to hold the workers
In the organlzed camp of Thomas and Mae-
Donald, and—when the time was ripe—to
bind them to the latter ideologleally again
The fact that he was given such invaluable
aid in this work by Stalin-Bucharin and
Co. does not change the essential character
of hiz rile. We name Purcell only as a
gymbol for Seydewitz in Germany, Zyromskl
in France, and on a much smaller scale, for
Stanley, leader of the American 8. P, “Left.”
These are not confused workers groping for
the revolutionary road; they are skilled
leaders who alm to make reformism radical
enough to retain the resiless workers and
vet keep it reformist enough to mollify the
far-sighted Hillguits. Against this “Left"
varlety of reformist leadership, the Com-
munists ean conduct only the most implace-
able and irreconcilable struggle.

In the Leninist period of the Comintern,
this was always the policy pursued, and
with excellent results for the movement. It
was this relentless attitnde that prevented
the International from being diluted and
corrupted by such people as COrisplen and
Dittmann In Germany, who even pretended
at one time to support the idea of the pro-
letarinn dietatorship and the Soviet system.
Even in the United States, the Comintern
warned the revolutionary workers against
such Centrists as Engdahl, Kruse, Olgin,
Trachtenberg and Co., who were even more
“radical” in their words than Crisplen was
or than Stanley is today. Now that Love-
gtone, In his feverish hunt for allies, has
discoverad the 3. P. “Left wing”, let us see
how he approaches these minlature Cris-
pieng. In the report of the New York con-
vention of the 8. P. dealing with the trade
nnion gquestion we read:

“The discussion was rather inadequate
us far as the supporters of the Stanley reso-
Intion were concerned. Not once during the
digsenssion did they refer to the fusion of
the Socialist Party leadership with the trade
nnion bwreaucracy. They avoided in the
discussion on and in the resolution the de-
mand for organization of the socialists into
groups in the varlous organizations.” (Rev.
Age, No. 8. Our emphasis.)

Ineredible as it sounds, it iz there—

black on white. The principal complaint

Lovestone lodges against the Stanley group
is that they falled to fizht for the organi-
zation of soclalist party members into trade
union fractions! DBut fractions are organ-
ized for the purpose of extending their
panty's ideological and organizational in-
fluence and contrel in the unions. At least
that is the aim of the Communist fractions;
we assume that it would hold equally true
for soclalist fraotions. But since when has
it become the task of the Communists to
demand the organization of the reformists
into compact fractions which must inevit-
ably seek to liguidate the influence of Com-
munism? We have always been under the
impresgion that it is the duty of the Com-

munists o make it impossible for reform-
ist fractions to estahlish themselves. The
Right wing ligquidators, im their march
from Communism o0 the social demo-
eracy, pick up their natural allles on
the left flank of the latter. And to make
their newly-discovered allies acceptable to
their own soldlers, to the workers in the
Lovestone group who want to remain Com-
munists, the Lovestone leaders must needs
present the Stanleys In a favorable light by
monstrously exaggerating thelr “revolution-
ary” caliber:

“The clearest expression of the differ-
ences within the 8. P.," the report therefore
continues, “ia to be found in the question
of the attitude to the Soviet Union."

That is true, not in the sense of the
liberals whose interest in the Boviet Union
Ia limited to its existence as an “interesting
experiment” and an object of American
diplomatie recognition, but in the sense of
itz realizatlon of revolutionary strategy and
principles of Marxism. Now, Lovestone
adds:

“The resolution submitted by the Stan-
ley group 1s one of the clearest and most
consistently Left (! !) resolutions that has
come from any group in the 8. P. since the
1919-21 split. It is a resolution which, bas-
ing itself on the proletarian character of
the Soviet state, very closely approximates
a Communist position.” (Rev. Age, No. 6.)

“Cloge” enough, we take it, to make uo-
ity between Lovestone and Stanley both de-
girabhle and abttainable. 'This is not at all
a fantasy. Quite the contrary. Lovestone
already has one foot in the camp of Muste.
Standing right next to Muste in the C. P.
L. A. is Stanley. To think that the Muste-
Lovestone unification involves only a “trade
union bloe" is to entertain the utterly grote-
sque notlon that there are two distinctly
different Btanleys: the partisan of Muste
and the leader of the 8. P. “Left wing™.
It is eclear: Lovestone is reconciling his
group, in the characteristic manner of the
opportunist, to a return to the fold, as we
will see in another minute. The rate of
speedd s a4 subsidiary conslderation : the forms
of thiz reconcilintion and the stages it will
pass through, are also of secondary Im-
portance. Will it, for Instance, go through
the stage of 4 Two-and-n-Half Indernational
movement? It may, because the compon-
ent elements are at hand, in various stages
of development: the Muste factlon of the C.
P. L. A. (ardent admirers all of the 1. L. P.),
Lovestone, the Stanley group, the group
around the Italian Musteite daily, I1 Nuove
Mondo, strong tendencles around the Ger-
man Yolkszeitung and the Verband Interna-
tionaler Arbeiter, ote., ete. But that would
only be a half-way house of short oceupa-
tion. The 8. P. looms ahead.

ZAM DISCOVERS THE DIFFER-
ENCE BETWEEN 8. P. AND 8. L. P,

Lovestone going back to the 8. P.7 Isn't
that a bit strong? Doesn’t he claim to be
a faction of the Communlst party? Doesn't
be even go so far as to demand that the
party return to Leninism? But pretension
and imtention are two different things. What
Lovestone prefends to aim towards we find
out from his “holiday" pronouncements. What
he intends to @o we find out by examining
the various measures of “preparation” to
lead the Communist workers off the revo-
Intionary path. Not the least of these meas-
ures is the one assigned to Zam, who has
been sent forth like a scout into the far
lands of the sociallst jarty and who has
refurned wirth glowing acecounts: Yea, they
are flowing with milk and honey.

Zam's findings are recorded in two il-
luminating articles in the Kevolutionary Age
(Nos. b and 6), “Lenin or DeLeon”, which
have as their aim toe prove the superiority
of the Socialist party over the official Com-
munist party az a hunting ground for the
Lovestone faction. How? By showing that,
firgt, the 8. P. was more fertile ground for
Communism than the 8, L. ., and second,
that the official C. P. today is more or
less identieal with the 8. L. I.: therefore,
it appears. the 8. P. is more fertile rronnd
for Communism than the C. P. But let us
have Zam's own words, which, with all the
circumspection of the cowardly opportunist,
are sufficiently eloguent:

1. “It was npot the ‘revolutionary’ 8.
L. P. but the ‘reformist’ 8. P. [Why i “re-
formist” quoted?] that gave birth to the
Communist movement . . . The looseness
of and lack of discipline in the 8. P. made it
possible for a revolutionary wing to develop
within it and to secure leadership over the
mass of Its members, which led to the es-
tablishment of various Left wing groupings
and papers, and finally to the original TLeft
wing which became the Communist Party.”
_ 2 But the strictly ddiseiplined and
centralized 8. L. P. made impossible such
4 development. On the conirary. every new
tendency In the 8. L. P. was crushed with
a8 ruthless hand, and expulsions became a
by-word".

Continued on pr-



