The «Left»: Saviors of Reformism in the Socialist Party

With its customary faciliy, the Stalin-
ist press has solved the whole problem of
the new movement in the socialist party:
The "militants™ [i. e, the socialist party
Left wing under the leadership of Louis
Stanley] have come into existence as part
of a cunning conspiracy by Hillquit and
Oneal to dam the irresistible onward sweep
of “mass radiealization”. Since it is not
with the shallowness of Centrism that we
are coneerned here prineipally, but with
the pretensions of the “militants” them-
selves, the analysis submitted by the Daily
Worker can be dismissed provizsionally with
the safe prediction that not too much time
will have to elapse before a different song
Is sung. Nevertheless, this movement, which
has already created a stir in the soelalist
party and was numerically so well repre-
sented at the recent New York Loeal con-
vention, ecalls for an examination into its
significance and rle,

For some time ago now, a spirit of
discontent has been growing in the socialist
party, particalarly among the younger mem-
bers. The aspiration of the leadership for
@ dead calm in the party, an aspiration
twice buttressed by mass expulsions of Com-
munist workers, is now again encountering
an obstacle,

Twics now, the reactionary leadership
of tire =. 1", has encountered resistance from
the mentbership to itz course of completing
the conversion of the party into the third
parity »f American capitalism. In 1019, the
decisive split was consummated between the
proletarian, 1rat is, the Communist wing
of *he movement, and the petty bourgeols,
or social democratic wing. At that time,

more than half of the membership of the

party was expelled in order to insure the
domination of the Hillquit, Berger, Ger-
mer, Oneal ¢lique. In 1921, o second wavo
of Communist support mounted in the soe-
ialist party no longer comprising tens of
thou=ands, it is truoe, but nevertheless con-
tributing some hundreds of workers to Am-
erican Communism.

THE SOURCES OF THE
“LEFT" WING

Since that time, the degeneration of the
8. P. has proceeded with a steadily accer-
lated rapidity. For the workers who were
cxpellod, the leadership substituted a  re-
oranifment among the petty bourgeoisie. For
the tepid sympathy it was compelled to
manifest towards the Bolshevik revolution,
it substituted a cold antipathy. a collabora-
tion with avowed counter-revolutionists, It
linked itz destiny ever more closely with
the reactionary requirements of the Gomp-
ers, and later, the Green dynasty in the
labor movement, and became its direct agent
In the struggle against the Left wing move-
ment in the trade nnions. At its New York
convention, it finally gave formal recogni-
tion to the already accomplished fact by
airiking out of its constitution all mention
of the class struggle. The leadership of
Debs, which typified the best days of Amer-
ifcan socialism, gave way to the petty bour-
geois libweral direction of Norman Thomas.

From 5 timid party of class struggle,
in five, the soeialist party has become the
bold pioneer of class treachery. There is
today hardly a reactionary caunse in the
labor movement that cannot find the ex-
plicit or tacit support of the 3. P. hierarchy.

Thiz process, in every essential a re-
plica of the development of the interna-
tional social democracy, encounfered noe in-
ternal resizstance np to recently for two
principal reasons: firstly, the prolefarian
wing of socialism was already outslde the
party and in the form of the Communist
party was conducting a frontal attack
against the &, . all along the line: sec
ondly, the decay of the 5. P. proceeded par-
allel to the *de-radicalizing” effects of the
years of American prosperity, and was in
every sense an adaptation to this prosper-
ity and its short-lived ideologists. The first
gigns of the depression, and then the heavy
blows of the erizis, however, were bound
to reduce a reaction to this degeneration
ion the labor movement as a whole, and in
the socialist party as a section of it. The
reaction took the form of g discontent with
the conservative policies of the leadership;
the dizcontent has been corystallized in the
rise of the soecalled “militant group" of
Stanley-Bright-Coleman-Porter-Schapiro and
athers.

But this gives only the barest outline of
the new movement in the 8. P. It has other,
more instructive, characteristica. The last
decade of Hillguit leadership, that is, of
gross class collaboration, has served to dis-
credit the socialist party, and along with
it social reformism in general, in the eyes
of the clazs conscious workers of America.
To the extent that the latter are politically
active, or become politically active, the
bulk of them support the Communist move-
ment or incline in ita direction. Moreover,
the fact that the erisis and the rising class
discontent in the ecountry colncided with the
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S. P. being stripped of every militant char-
aclteristic, has only served to helghten the
contrast  between labor's need of a class
struggle program and reformism's program
of submission and betrayal.

The 8. P. today cannot even hope to give
adequate expression to the discontent of
the workers; it does not pretend to lead
them in struggle against the offensive of
capital. The gap between it and the pro-
gressive and revelutionay workers grows
wider to the exact extent that the gap
between it and the peffy bourgeoisie is
closed.

To put it in a different form: Just as
the deds of Mueller and Co. have served
to discredit social reformism in Germany,
and just as the secomd ministry of Mae-
Donald has aceelerated the disereditment of
gocial reformism in England, so also—and
necessarily on a smaller scale—has the re-
actionary  eourse of the 8. P, priesthood
gerved to diseredit social reformism in the
[Inited States. And just as the resistance
of the szocial democeratic workers and the
pressure of the elass struggle has produced
the SBeydovitz group in the German social
democracy, and the Leftward development
in the 1. L. I". in England, 20 also—and
again necessarily on a smaller seale-——it has
produced the Stunley faction in the Amer-
fean &. P. But in every single case, the
object of the leaders of these minority move-
ments has been to rehabilitate soclal re-
formism im the eyes of the workers. This
incontesinble truth is not changed for a
single moment by the fact that the workers
following them may, and frequently do,
have different objects in mind.

What do Maxton and Seydowitz want?
They want to set up against the poliey of
Grzezhinsky, who shoots down the Berlin
proletariat on May Day, of MacDonald who
slaughters Indin's masses and keeps Bri-
tain’s in starvation, g policy of social re-
formism that will be palatable to the dis-
satisfied workers—but not the policy of rev-
olationary strugele. And Messrs., Stanley,
Bright and Coleman? Playing their role
on a smaller stage though they de, it is
nevertheless the same rdle of Left social
reformists, not revolutionists striving to-
wards Communism, but desperate reform-
ists. The 8. .P must be dressed up. Instead
of uniting with Green and Woll, as Hill-
quit does, it must “fight in the trade uop-
iona”"—for the reformist program. The 8.
P. must not be liquidated into a Deweyist
“third party"”, as Thomas wants, it must be
preserved intact and inviolate—as g dls-
tinety social reformist party. That is the
only way, according to the “militant” lead-
ers, for the socialist party to “adjust" it-
sell to the “new situation™ produced by
the erisis. That is the only way to recrult
the support of the workers and prevent
them from going to the unrealistic Com-
mmnists. That iz the only way to make re-
formism acceptable to a section of the work-
Ing class.

WHO ARE THE
“MILITANTS"”

The Maxtons, Zyromskis, Serdewlizes,
and their folio editions like Stanley and
Co., are the saviors of reformism. Their
“radicalism"” is purely conjunctural, like
stocks on the market, and it rises and falls
with the rise and decline in the fighting
mood of the workers. When the latter is
at ebb, the Left wing reformists are con-
tent to leave the direction of party policy
in the hands of the Real-politiker, the old
reactionary party statesmen. When it rises,
they are aroused by the threat that the
workers' movement may overflow the bul-
warks of reformism and pour into the ranks
of Communism. In the pericds of decline,
they are the quiet office boys of the Right
wing bureaucracy; in periods of working
class ascent, of crisis, they are the reernit-
ing sergeants for reformism, the emergency
brake on the advance of the workers,

Leonard Bright, who has now become
50 militant, was the agent of the Gompers
bureau,cracy in expelling the Communists
from the Office Workers Union years ago;
McAllister Coleman, another “militant” in
the 5.P. was (and for all we know, still
i8) the agent of the Fishwick gang in the
Ilinois miners union, and in his weekly
column of comment in the New Leader, al-
ways distinguished himself in rabid attacks
upen the Communist movement. Atanley,
the principal spokesman for the 8. P. “Left
wing”, does not find it incompatible with
his “Marxist” position to write § series of
laudatory articles on the glistening virtues
of the shopkeepers’ administration of the
socialist party in Reading,

But they are nevertheless conducting
a fight for the proletarian dictatorship in
the Soviet Union, a fight against Hillguit,
Lee and Oneal! Even i that were true,
radicalism for export purposes is very
cheap: it costs next to nothing to 88y a
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cutting word or two in New York about
what MacDonald is doing in India (that's
England's funeral), or a good word for
what the Bolsheviks are doing in Russia.
But it is not true. The Stanley group, de-
spite all the ado that has been made, iz
a long, long way from fighting for the
proletarian revolution in the U. 8. 8. R.
The most casual examination of the “Rus-
elan resolution” it introduced at the New
York City convention of the 8. P, and
around which the whole struggle within the
8. I was centered, will suffice to demon-
strate the superficiality of this contention.

The resolution is based upon two ideas,
the first of which should endear Stanley to
the heart of Gannes and the Daily Worker
insteaqd of earning him so much abuse: (a)
the endoresment of the reactionary theory
of soclalism in one country; (b) the defense
of bourgeois demoeratie rights in the Sovlet
Union. Startling as onr contentions, par-
ticularly <the first, may sound, it is con-
firmed by the words of the resolution it-
=elf :

“Because we are anxious for the com-
plete realization of socialism in Soviet Rus-
sia we look forward to the removal of two
obstacles: (a) internal: the cessation of
the extermination of minority opinion which
is Inconsistent with the socinlist ideal and
blinds workers to the fundamental achieve-
ments of Soviet Russia, and (b) external:
the immediate recognition of Hoviet Russia,
the slopping of interference by foreign
powers with the industrial plans or devel-
opments of Soviet Russia . . . (the five year
plan} i= the method by which the first at-
tempt is being made in history to create
the socialist society within a brief span
of yvears."

DEFENDERS OF BOURGEOIS
DEMOCRACY

The creation of a  “socialist society
within a brief span of years” in backward,
agricultural Russia alone, provided only that
“interference by foreign powers with the in-
dustrial plans or developments of Soviet
Russin” is preventod—that s the very es-
sence of the reactionary-utopian idea in-
vgnted by  Stalin in 1924—or rather, not
invented, but copled from the teachings of
every opportunist leader in the international
socialist movement since the days of Gedrge
von Vollmar. The same idea, advanced by
the predecessors of Stanley in the aoeialiat
party to prove their radicalism (we refer
to Engdahl, Kruse, Trachtenberg, Olgin and
Co. in 1920-1921), was contemptnously re-
Jected by the Communist International at

the time as we shall later show by Incontest-
able documents,

As for the other section of the “mili-
tants’ "  resolution—the resoluijon which
Lovestone declares “very closely approxi-
mates a Communist position—it s simply
whining defense of the “rights” of the foot-
men of bourgeois demoeracy in the Soviet
Union, the Mensheviks and the 8. H.s.
Against the extermination of what “minor-
ity opinion” is Stanley protesting? Against
the Stalinist repression of the Dollshevik-
Leninists, against the persecutions of the
Left Oppositionists who are condueting a
struggle against the infiltration of Mensh-
evik and bourgeois elements into the struec-
ture of the Russian revolution? Of course
not! Stanley was the first of the 8. P.
spokesman to opem up an atack upon the
“Trotskyists” when we wore firat expellad
from the American party. What he Is in-
terested in is a little “freedom” for Russian
Menshevism ; for the darling of Abe Cahan,
Abramoviteh; for the unhampered propaga-
tion in the Soviet Union of the lofty ideals
of hourgenis democracy. How clozely this
“approximates g Communist position” js one
of those Eleusinian mysteries which only a
Lovestone wonld even attempt to elucidate.
The position it does approximate is that of
the bourgeois radieal Mation, which is iden-
tieal with the Stanley resolution in the
three essential points: It s for the five
rear plan and a chance for the “Russians
to try it out™; it is against foreign inter-
ference with the “Russian experiment in
socalism™; it I8 for the “cessation of the
extermination of minority opinion™.

Radicalism for export purposes is cheap,
we have remarked, especially cheap when
It serves to cover up the demand for radi-
calism in the “domestic market” 20 to
speak, which is inereased by the pressure
in the ranks of workers who want a pro-
gram of struggle and not words alone, The
export of radicalism in the face of “home
requirements” is a type of “dumping” not
limited to these soeial reformists, it is troe,

but quite characteriste of {hem neverthe-
less,

Under the impulsion of the powerful
Leftward swing of the British workers some
five years ago, the late and unlamented
“Left" leaders of the trade unlons, Hicks,
Purcell and Cook, also discovered the Sov-

iet Union, eight years after the revolution,
it is true, but not too late to use this dis-
covery and the praise of Communism’s
achievements (in Russia, not in England)
a3 a bulwark against the revolutionary
movement in DBritain itself. Thirteen years
atfer the revolution, it iz dizcovered and
politely recognized by the 8. P. “Left wing”,
which finds its protestations of interest in
the five year plan a safe and sape method
of buttressing the structure of social re-
formism. The fact that it would be ridi-
culous to match the power for zood and
evil of Stanley and Bright with that of
Purcell and Swales does not invalidate the
essential appropriateness of the comparison
by a hair's breadth. If any further proof
for thiz is required, it ean be found in the
Maintive commentaries of those who ape-
cialize in jdealizing this “Teft wing"; the
Lovestome faction. It is on their “Russian
position” that the “militants” are * “clear-
est”, says the Revolutionary Age. And the
is not by aceident. On the contrary, it is
precisely with this “definitely friendly atti-
tnde towards Soviet Russia” that the Very
“indefinite™ attitnde towards revolutionary
problems in the Unlted States is to be cov-
ered up.
(Concluded in Next Issue)

The «Dictatorship»
Debate

Close to five hundred workers packed
the New York Labor Temple on February
14th, to hear a debate on the subject: “Is
4 Proletarian Dictatorship Necessary?' be-
fween comrade James P. Cannon, represent-
ing the Communist point of view in the
name of the Left Opposition, and Walter
Starrvet, editor of the Road to Freedom, for
the amarchist point of view. The debate
was highly suecessful fromn every poiot of
view, and the interest with which the work-
ers present listened to the debaters was the
main indication of this fact. Starrett made
A feeble presentation of the “orthodox”
petty bourgeols point of view of the anareh-
ists on “liberty” and “against any kind of
state”™ wor the “limitation of ‘individual
freedom by any form of eoerclion”. When
he was driven to the wall by comrade Can-
non's pointed questions, however, he was
compelled to admit lamely that an “aparch-
ist revolution" would be compelled to use
force to overthrow the ruling class and
organize a red army to erush the counter-
revolittion. Comrade Cannon, who had giv-
en a concise presentation of the class na-
ture of the state and the necesgsity of the
proletarian dictatorship as a transition to
Communism, pressed his advantage by show-
ing that a red army conld be organized and
directed only by a centralized power, that
is, the proletariat organized as the ruling
class. Starrett’s superficial endeavor to
identify the workers' state with Mussolinian
Fascism was thoroughly destroyed by com-
rade Cannon, who elaborated on the clasg
differences between the two, a little point
which the liberal-anarchist debator had sim-
ply forgotten. The same fate was encoun-
tered by Starrett's attempt to use the Stal-
inist abuses and deformaions of the prol-
etarian dictatorship to bolster up the an-
archist position. Comrade Cannon pointed
out that it was precisely because Stalinism
was weakening the proletarian dietatorship,
that it was the channel through which the
world and Russian bourgeoisie was seeking
to dilute the dictatorship, that the Left
Opposition was conduecting its struggle for
cleansing the movement of Centrism.

The presehce of over half a hundred
Party members was noted in the hall, and
they gave hearty support to the presenta-
tion of comrade Cannon. Starrett, by the
way, spent a good part of his time in veno-
mous attacks on comrade Trotsky as the
“butcher of Kronstadt”, but the bulk of the
andience was cold to these abusive remarks,

A good deal of Militants and other
literature was sold throughout the audience,

D
CANNON LECTURE IN BOSTON

All Boston militants are cordially in-
vited to attend the lecture arranged for
Saturday evening, February 28, 1931, at the
I. W. C. Center, 457 Blue Hill Avenue
(Grove Hall), Roxbury. Comrade James P.
Cannon, of the national committee of the
Communist League, will speak on the “Pro-
spects of the New Union Movement,” a sub-
ject of particular importance to ithe pro-
gressive and Left wing workers. Admission
is 25 centd, and tickets can be bought at
Shapire’s Bookstore, 7 Beach Street, or at
the door. Auspices of the Boston branch of
the Communist League (Opposition).



