
P A R T Y  M E M B E R S !  M I L I T A N T  W O R K E R S !

Read carefully the resolution presented by the Left Opposition to the New York Conference Against W ar at the Labor Temple on August 8. I t  is printed on page 3 of this 
issue. The resolution contains Lenin’s revolutionary views on the struggle against war. I t  is Lenin’s language, in letter and spirit! I t  is the language of Bolshevism which every 
Communist and m ilitant worker must agree with. Why did the Stalinist leaders force the 300 Party members, delegates to the New York Conference, to vote against it? Why 
were Lenin’s views rejected by the bureaucrats in favor of a petty bourgeois pacifist resolution? W hy was the “Christian pacifist’’ Barbusse hailed while Lenin was howled down?
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Left Opposition A lone Raises the Voice of Lenin at N . Y .
Congress Against W ar

Stalinists Unite with Liberal Pacifists to Reject Resolution of League Delegation on Fight Against the W a r Danger

A conference composed of more than 
800 Communist workers at which a re
solution giving Lenins views on how to 
combat im perialist war, is jeered at and 
voted down. A conference to discuss the 
war danger at which only a small hand
fu l o f Opposition delegates, representing

an expelled faction of the Communist voice of the revolutionary followers of m itting the use of his name as a screen
party, defends the standppint of Bolshev-. Lenin. A conference which not only
ism. A conference at which the repre
sentatives of official Communism take 
upon themselves a stubborn defense of 
pacifists, advertise them, praise them, 
and at the same time seek to gag the

The Hitlerites at the Gates!
Alarm Signal!

On the anniversary of the German republic, H itle r stretches out tois hand 
for power. The bloodthirsty Storm-Troops of Fascism are mobilizing outside of 
Berlin. The sdclal democratic hero of the “Iron Front”, Hindenburg, is nego
tiating directly with the Fascist chieftain concerning participation or leadership 
in the government. I t  is now no more a question of months and weeks; it is 
a question of days and hours. The blindest of the blind must now see the 
imminency of a Fascist coup d’Etat. Shall H itle r come to power without the 
most furious resistance of the proletarian masses? From the social democratic 
leadership, we expect nothing but the playing of the last act of treachery. But 
what is the Communist party doling? Dreadful, menacing, fatal silenlge! W ith 
H itle r on the threshold of power, we say openly to the working class:

I f  the Communist party allows Fascism to take the helm in Germany with
out organizing the broadest and most violent movement of mass resistance, it w ill 
have committed an act of betrayal which w ill brand it  eternally in the history 
of the proletariat!

I f  the Communist party does not fight to the bitter end aganlst the Fascist 
triumph, its betrayal w ill stand a t the same abysmal depths as the social dem
ocratic treachery on August 4, 1914!

A terrific, historical responsibility rests upon the shoulders of Stalinism. I t  
is being tried before the masses of the world. A greater responsibility rests upon 
the party members and Communistic workers in general. Speak out, workers, 
speak out before it is too late! The knlfo of Fascism descends upon our throats! !

Fascism Must Not Take Power Without Armed Resistance
A ll dispatches confirm-the news of the Berlin is of secondary importance, Ger-

Fasoists’ concentration of forces around 
Berlin. H itle r himself Is right on the 
scene, but remains incognito. There are 
well-founded rumors o f pressure from  
the Brown S hirt ranks fo r a march on 
the capital, fo r a coup d’Etat. H itle r is 
said to u tilize  the threat of th is press
ure in his bargaining fo r a “ legal”  seiz
ure o f power w ith the Junkers in  con
tro l. Constitution Day also brings w ith 
it, ironically enough, the inform ation 
that President Von Hindenburg is to o f
fe r H itle r the portfo lio  o f Chancellor.

But most ironical of a ll is the proclama
tion o f the new decree “ against rio ting.” 
This decree provides fo r nothing more 
nor less than a counter-revolutionary 
tribunal. The chief provision in the 
establishment o f the bloody tribunal 
which is to mete out capital punishment 
to “ Whoever commits homicide on an 
assailant from political motives (tha t is, 
in  the struggle w ith  the Fascist assas
sins) or on a policeman or any pierson 
summoned to his aid (read : the Brown 
S hirt auxiliaries) is : “ a spècial court 
which can refuse to take evidence for 
the defense.” A ll of this is proclaimed 
in the name of A rtic le  48 o f the Weimar 
Constitution—the ingenious handiwork o f 
H ilferding, Weis, Kautsky and Co.
The Governmental Manipulations of the 

Bourgeoisie
Hindenburg’s offer of the Chancellor

ship to H itle r is accompanied by several 
“conditions” :

“ 1. The Constitution is to be respected.
“ 2. The Fascist m ilitia  must not be 

employed as auxilia ry police.
“3. There must be no equality between 

the Fascist m ilitia  and thè Reichswehr, 
or Regular army.

“ 4 . There must be no party govern
ment relying on storm detachments fo r 
support.”

The sham of these conditions is a ll 
too apparent. H itle r is to be asked to 
respect a constitution which the spoke
sman of the present government itse lf 
declares “ does not unite but divides the 
nation.” These are the words of Von 
Gayl’s, the M inister of the In te rio r in 
the Von Papen cabinet, a t the Reichstag 
celebration.

The “conditions”  and the proposal o f 
Von Hindenburg are the farce behind 
the scenes o f which the Junkers are 
handing over the reins o f power to the 
logical heir of a capitalism seized by 
the throes of social agony. The appar
atus fo r the “ legal”  exterm ination of 
the workers’ organizations has been rig 
ged into shape. Only the finishing touch
es are s till to be applied to the Nazi 
coup d’Etat. Whether this w ill be done 
w ith  the official sanction of Hohenzol 
lern’s Field Marshal or by a march on

turns down a Lenin resolution, but gives 
a thunderous vote o f endorsement to a 
resolution presented in the name of a 
committee of pacifists and petty bour
geois liberals.

That was the Conference on August 8 
at the Labor Temple in  New York call
ed by the American Committee of the 
World Congress Against War organized 
by Henri Barbusse, Romain Holland, H. 
G. Wells, A lbert Einstein, Upton Sinclair, 
Theodore Dreiser, Maxim Gorky and 
others.

We intend to present here an extensive 
report on a ll the im portant phases of 
this conference, not only in  order that 
the misleading and deliberately inadequ
ate report in the official Communist party 
press may be rectified, but to enable the 
m ilitant, class conscious workers to 
have a complete picture of the depths of 
opportunism to which the S talinist bur
eaucracy has sunk in the crucial question 
of working class politics: the question 
of war.

The Petty Bourgeois 
Liberals Set the Tone

The conference, as the report of the 
credentials committee showed beyond 
argument was composed overwhelmingly

for the organizationl manipulations of 
the Conference behind the scenes by the 
Stalinists. But fo r this, he received in 
return an in fin ite ly greater concession 
from  his opponents: the uncritical ad
option by them of his pacifist program.

W ith Baldwin’s speech, from  one 
standpoint at least, there can be no 
quarrel. He adhered rig id ly to the aims 
of the Congress as expounded by its  in 
itia tors and directors, and repeated them 
fa ith fu lly . Need his speech be given 
here? I t  is better to present it  in  the 
form  of a quotation from  the Anti-W ar 
Congress call sent throughout the world 
from P aris:

“ We make an appeal to a ll peoples, 
to a ll parties, to a ll men and women of 
good w ill. I t  is not a question of the 
interest of one nation, of one class, of 
one party. A ll are concerned. A ll are 
in danger . . . We do not have to make 
a plan of action in advance. That would 
mean hampering the liberty of those we 
are summoning, and i t  is they who in 
the Congress w ill freely present their 
different plans and finally try  to come 
to a decision as to common action. What 
we want is to raise an immense wave 
of opinion against war whatever war it  
may be, wherever it may come from, 
whomever it  may menace."

This call was signed not only by such 
social patriots as H. G. Wells and Upton

spoke. For, as we shall see, the original 
plan to hide the face of the Communist 
party was changed and by a forced 
march the party sent its  delegates at 
the last minute.

Baldwin delivered the speech of a sin
cere liberal opponent to war, to war in

general, to  war as something beyond tho 
realm of classes and the class struggle. 
But that is the lim it o f the criticism  
that may be levelled against him. Ho 
spoke according to his lights.

But Baldwin not only was allowed to 
(Continued on page 2)

Monarchist Putsch in Spain
Militarist Coup in Seville and Madrid is Ouickly Crushed

many stands before the deluge.
Social Democracy—Perennial Betrayer

Most wretched of a ll, clinging on as if  
to a last straw, is the Social Democratic 
Party of Germany. Driven from its 
Prussian government posts by a little  
band of 13 in fan try soldiers, dispersed 
by Von Papen, who rules by the grace of 
the Hindenburg dictatorship, i t  never
theless s till stuck to its  democratic pop
guns. I t  appealed to the Reich Supreme 
Court fo r a decision against Von Papen! 
The Supreme Court knew its  class task 
and told the social democracy in so many 
words that i t  does not gixe a fig about 
the democratic forms. But the last de
fenders of bourgeois legality are not to 
be outdone. A fte r dragging the German 
working class from  debacle to debacle, 
from  Weimar down to Von Schleicher, 
they now resort to a pure declaration of 
fa ith : “ H itle r1 w ill perish, democracy is 
eternal”

The social democracy is even today 
holding back the proletariat of Germany 
from establishing the united fron t of the 
class, from open and determined action 
against the murderer clutching at its 
throat. The social democratic flunkies 
ate scared fo r their own skins, they 
know that working class action w ill
sweep them away w ith one blow and 
clear the road fo r the proletarian rev
olution, fo r the dictatorship o f the pro
letaria t. They are ready to sell out the 
workers o f Germany on a last and de
sperate speculation on saving the ir hides. 
They would s till rather trust the bour
geoisie which is kicking them down w ith 
both feet than break the inaction of 
the working class.

Where is the C. P. G.?
Where Is the German Communist 

Party, the revolutionary party of the pro
letariat? A fter a half-turn in  the direc
tion qif the Leninist united fron t 00 
June 20, when it  proposed to the leader
ship of the Berlin d is tric t of the S. D. 
P. G. common action against the sup
pression of the social democratic Vor- 
waeits, after participating together w ith  
the socialist workers in  demonstrations 
conducted by the S. P. D. G. fakers and 
in spite o f them and the ir rejection of 
the Communist proposals—after reaping 
profit therefrom by an appreciable in
crease in the C. P. vote a t the Reich
stag elections of July 31, the S talinist 
leadership of the German Communist 
Party has slunk back in to  its  old, catas
trophic error, content to rest upon its  
meager parliamentary laurels at a time 
when the class struggle is about to be 
decided on the arena o f brutal, open 
combat. The latest reports reaching us 
from Germany bring the information that

(Continued on page 4)

mittee at the door, the committee on the 
platform , the chairman of the confer
ence, and its  real managers, were a ll 
Communists, taking painful precautions 
to conceal their political identity. Yet, 
i t  was le ft to the outstanding liberal 
at the Conference to strike the keynote 
—pacifistic through and through.

W ith a repulsively unctuous parade of 
studied respectability—the polite in tro 
ductions of “ M ister So-and-so” and “ Miss 
So-and-so”—Roger Baldwin, the director 
of the American C ivil Liberties Union, 
was called on to open the Conference 
in the name of the absent Theodore 
Dreiser, in an introduction by a Com
munist secretary whose party press only 
yesterday catalogued the same Baldwin 
as a “social Fascist” . Baldwin purchased 
imm unity from  a sim ilar attack by per-

of Communist workers and the closest glnciair, who have the righ t to sign it  
sympathizers of Communism. The Com-| because it  reany corresponds to their

confused petty bourgeois pacifism, but by 
Sen Katayama, member of the Executive 
Committee o f the Communist Interna
tional, that is, by the real organizter of 
the whole enterprise!

Baldwin expressed his support fo r 
c iv il liberties and his opposition to war. 
He pledged the support o f the Left wing 
intellectuals to a movement against war. 
He had no Idea to present as to what 
the program of such a movement should 
be to deal effectively w ith  the problem, 
nor could he be expected to have. He 
was in favor o f revolutionists being in 
the movement. “ The Communists must 
be in this movement” , he said, “Not as a 
party, because no political parties are 
to participate.” In  this he was only 
partly correct ; more accurately, he was 
correct up to forty-eight hours before he

Trotsky Elected to A n t i-W a r  M eet
On June 27, 1932, the Fourth National 

Congress "of the League of War Invalids 
and Victims of Greece met in Athens. 
Fifty-seven delegates from a ll parts of 
the country participated in the delibera
tions. The years of existence of this 
m ilitan t organization have been filled 
w ith heroic struggles against the bour
geoisie and m ilitarism , and the report 
rendered the delegates by the National 
Committee was not only accepted but the 
complete confidence of the membership 
was expressed in the leadership it  had 
presented. The National Committee of 
the League is composed entirely o f mem-

bers of the Greek Left Opposition, Bol
shevik-Leninists (Archio-M arxists), and 
it  was unanimously re-elected at the end 
of the sessions.

The Congress decided to send delegates 
to take part in the international “ Con
gress Against War” organized under 
the names of Henri Barbusse and Rom
ain Rolland. As an indication of the 
sentiments of the form er soldiers of the 
Greek bourgeoisie, the Congress elected 
as its  firs t delegate the leader of in te r
national Bolshevism, comrade Leon 
Trotsky !

The m ilita ry cabal headed by general 
Sanjurjo which sought to overthrow the 
republican regime in Spain and raise 
again the banner of the degenerate Bour
bon dynasty, has been crushed by the 
governmental forces w ithout great d if
ficulty. In  Seville itse lf, where the mon
archists had concentrated about 6,000 
troops, they were swept out o f control 
w ith in  24 hours. In  Madrid, where a 
putsch was attempted by a smaller 
group, the monarchists received even 
shorter sh rift. Their whole movement 
now appears to be thoroughly dissolved.

Significant in  the whole a ffa ir is the 
prompt popular response to the monarch
is t challenge. The hatred accumulated 
in  the breasts o f the masses under the 
bloody regime of Alfonso, Primo de R iv
era and the Jesuits, was given furious 
vent again on this occasion, just as last 
year when the threat of a monarchist 
plot in  Madrid brought the whole c ity  
to its  feet in m ilitan t reprisals which 
took the form  of burning to the ground 
several of the ecclesiastic and lay centers 
of the black reaction. Immediately up
on learning of Sanjurjo’s attempt, a 
sim ilar popular storm burst upon Mad
rid , Seville and other centers, w ith  the 
people emphasizing their hostility  to the 
reaction, which has been watered down 
systematically by the republican-socialist 
governmental coalition, by razing num
erous monarchist and m ilita ris t clubs 
and centers, destroying the ir press and 
demonstrating in every spontaneous form, 
a relentless opposition to the return of 
the dynasty and a ll the things associ
ated w ith  it.

That the monarchists should choose 
the present day—scarcely more than a 
year after the proclamation of the re
public—fo r an attempted comeback, is i t 
self a reflection on the present regime, 
which, the leaders of the uprising hoped, 
had created sufficient discontentment 
w ith itse lf .among the masses to make 
possible a monarchist victory. The dis
contentment of the masses is indubitable, 
only the m ilita rists gauged its  temper' 
incorrectly. The opposition to them has 
not been altered in the minds o f the 
mass.

The government of Azana, supported 
by the socialists, has remorselessly rob
bed the masses o f every achievement 
that was looked forward to when the 
republic was proclaimed. Not one of 
the problems Confronting the country has 
since been solved satisfactorily. The 
land-hungry peasantry, s till groaning un
der the exploitation of the large land
owners, the agricultural laborers whose 
lives are a monotonous permanency of 
misery, have not received an iota o f as
sistance from  the Madrid government. 
The sole “ advance”  w ritten into the 
statutes fo r the workers, the eight-hour 
day, remains a dead le tte r; fo r the suf
fering masses of the unemployed it  is a 
cruel mockery. The expectations of the 
Catalonians have been traduced, and 
they are as fa r away from independence 
as they ever were. The c iv il rights 
promised the people have been ruthlessly 
torn from them by the law fo r the “ De
fense o f the Republic” , which contains 
Draconic measures o f suppression and 
despotism directed exclusively at the 
working people. Strike movements have 
been suppressed w ith  Bourbon cynicism.

In  a ll this, the working class and pea
santry has groped blindly fo r a way 
out, deprived of leadership. The social
ists have betrayed them into the hands 
o f the bourgeois republicans. The an
archo-syndicalists, themselves leaderless 
and utopian, have only brought confusion 
into the ranks. The official Communist 
party has made a terrib le  debacle since 
the beginning of the revolutionary events 
in  Spain. That is why the recent pro
letarian rising in  A lto Lobregat, instear 
of becoming a new point of departure 

! fo r progress, marked a high point in-

troducing a wave of depression among 
the masses.

The emergence o f the monarchist pes
tilence may have the effect of re-invig
orating the proletarian movement, and 
thus offer increased opportunities fo r the 
Communist movement. I t  is notable 
that in Seville the aroused populace re
leased the imprisoned Communists and 
syndicalists from ja il and bore them on 
the ir shoulders. A Leninist—not a 
S talinist course—could make this sym
bolic gesture a national revolutionary 
rea lity in  the not distant future.

Lessons of the Bonus 
March

W ith their dispersal follow ing their 
forceful eviction from  Johnstown, the 
worker-vets have rung down the curtaks 
on the firs t act of the fight fo r the bonus. 
I t  is the close of the firs t act but It  
is not the final scene. The fight they 
put up against the iron fis t of “dem
ocracy” was too dramatic, too fraught 
w ith forebodings of the treatment the 
capitalist class holds in store for its 
wage slaves fo r the working class te 
forget it.

Under the remorseless pressure of the 
steadily deepening crisis, goaded to ae- 
tion by the cynical indifference of “their” 
government to the ir misery, and still 
permeated by illusions about the insti
tutions of democracy, the vets spontane
ously marched on Washington from  all 
parts of the country to demand their 
“ back wages” . The outstanding aspect 
of that march was its  spontaneity. I t  
was not prepared for. I t  was not or - 
ganized in  advance. In  this sense it  may 
be said that the vets were thrown up 
by the flux of the class struggle.

Waters Leadership
During the six weeks they were en

camped in Washington they tolerated tha 
leadership of the Oregon cannery ex
superintendent who watched the ir fight 
w ith the police and their heroic resist
ance to the m ilita ry  from  the side lines. 
This individual organized a m ilitary  
police which beat up the Reds, and 
worked w ith  the secret service men ta 
terrorize and intim idate the men. Ha 
conferred regularly w ith  chief o f police, 
Glassford and together w ith  him  ar
ranged fo r the segregation of the vets 
who followed the leadership of the Work
ers’ Ex-Servicemen’s League.

Under Waters’ leadership the fight as
sumed a narrow character, lim iting  it
self to a demand fo r re lie f w ithout any 
class content or class issues. No attempt 
was made by the vets to lin k  up their 
fight w ith the broader fight fo r1 class 
re lie f led by the Communists. By this 
policy the vets w e ft condemned to fight 
an isolated struggle w ithout the actirs 
support of the masses of the working 
class who watched the ir fight with ths 
greatest interest

By a ll th is the vets gave abundant 
evidence of the ir lack o f class consci
ousness Perhaps th is was to be ex
pected. The average age o f the vets was 
somewhere between th irty-five  and fo rty. 
They had come through the years ef 
“prosperity”  w ith  profound illusions 
about the “ difference”  o f American cap
italism  from the old world imperialisms. 
They were deeply impregnated w ith  ths 
democratic nature o f “ our republic” .

The tactics of the Workers’ Ex-Service
men's League in denouncing everybody 
not a fa ith fu l follower o f the one true 
Bolshevik, Stalin, alienated them from  
the masses of the vets and made thetar 
isolated demonstrations easy for the 
police to break up. They failed in their 
elementary Communist duty of raising the 
class consciousness of the vets. For this 

(Continued on page 4)
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set the official tone of the conference by 
his speech, but i t  was enthusiastically 
applauded by the assembled Communist 
workers disorientated add intellectually 
demoralized by the ir leaders who, a ll 
during the conference, did not u tte r a 
single word of criticism  of the speech, 
did not make a single reservation, did 
not indicate in any way that the Com
munists would not identify themselves 
w ith  the point of petty bourgeois paci
fism. I t  is a t them, that the criticism  
should be directed!

Left Opposition 
Makes Itself Heard

I f  the party spokesmen maintained an 
oyster’s silence on the role of pacifism 
at the conference, they made amends by 
the ir vociferous attacks upon the Le ft 
Opposition. I t  is no exaggeration to say 
that the real center of attention at the 
Conference was the Le ft Opposition and 
the standpoint i f  presented.

A ll the prelim inary arrangements went 
off smoothly, in  accordance w ith  the pre
vious decisions o f.th e  party. As an in 
novation in the party’s “united fron t” 
conferences, the chairman and committee* 
were not appointed th is time, but fo r
m ally at least elected from  the floor. 
Let nobody be deceived about this change 
of. heart. I t  was not dictated, by any 
concern w ith  elementary principles of 
workers’ democracy, buti rather as a con
cession to its  “ prejudices on fairness” 
entertained by the liberal partners of the 
party in the movement. What constant 
protests from  Left Opposition delegates 
arid other non-Stalinist forces at sim ilar 
conferences failed to gain from  the party 
bureaucracy, the petty bourgeois pacifists 
rind men of letters were able to gain 
w ith little  d ifficu lty, i f  only as a form al
ity  w ithout real meaning ¡There was only 
one slight slip-up in the party's plans: 
the selection o f the credentials commit
tee. One non-Stalinist delegate, I. 
D ryar, who represented a branch o f the 
International Workers’ Order, was elect
ed on the committee as the fourth mem
ber in addition to the three already 
chosen fo r the posts in  advance. Their 
report w ill come up la ter on.

The delegates of the Communist League 
of America (Opposition) were comrades 
James P Cannon, Hugo Oehler and Max 
Shachtman. Despite the presence, a t the 
door of the Argus-eyed Ludwig Landy, 
the professional S talinist manager of 
such projects, the Opposition delegates 
were permitted to enter the hall w ithout 
being challenged. As other delegates 
came in, they invariably had in their 
hand either a copy of the M ilitan t, or 
a mimeographed copy of the resolution 
we had prepared in advance fo r sub
mission to the Conference, or both. To 
prevent in  advance the complete sup
pression of our point of view, we had 
iriade adequate arrangements fo r the 
distribution in the lobby of our resolu
tion so that, in any case, the bulk of 
the delegates would a t least have a w rit 
ten meinorandum of the standpoint o f the 
Opposition.

In  contrast to oui resolution, printed 
elsewhere in  th is issue, the chairman, 
Jackson, a party member in  the Marine 
AVorkers’ Industria l Union, presented a 
resolution in  the name of the American 
Committee. A more wretched piece of 
hollow pacifist literature  could hardly 
have been read by a Communist w ithout 
gagging. The tone set by the. liberal 
“ keynoter” was to be consecrated in  the 
form  of a resolution, undoubtedly drawn 
Up by the party fraction in the American 
Committee fo r the purpose o f satisfying 
the to ta lly  disparate elements collected 
as the directors of the struggle against 
war, ranging from H arry Elmer Barnes 
and Upton Sinclair to .. .  . Moissaye J. 
Olgin, and presented by a Communist 
chairman fo r adoption by a Communist 
audience.

The resolution, which we challenge the 
party press to reprin t as it  was read at 
the Conference, endorsed the whole en
terprise w ithout reserve, endorsed the 
call sent out by Romain Holland. In  
other words, the chairman called upon 
the Communist workers present to en
dorse a call which declares that war is 
not a “ question o f interest o f one na
tion, of one class” . To endorse a move
ment to  “ raise an immense wave o f opin
ion against war, whatever war i t  may 
be, wherever it  may come from, whom
ever it  may menace” , that is, to oppose 
a war—if  the words have any meaning 
at a ll—of the working class against the 
bo'urgeoisie, to oppose a war of national 
liberation of an oppressed colonial people 
against an automatic im perialist oppres
sor, to oppose a revolutionary war of 
a victorious proletariat against a bour
geois enemy—to oppose a ll those wars 
which Lenin tried to teach the exploit
ed o f the earth to carry on unrem ittingly.

By this resolution, the Communist
Workers were to commit themselves, fo r 
ex-rimple, against the idea symbolized by 
the war o f the Russian workers and 
peasants against their' bourgeoisie in
1917-1)918, the war of the Chinese people 
against the imperialists in 1925-1927 or 
the ir war against Japan in  Manchuria 
today, against the war conducted by 
the Soviets against Pilsudsky’s Poland in  
1920 or against the Menshevik agency 
o f imperialism In Georgia more than a 
decade ago, concerning this reactionary 
document, the Communist stage-manag
ers o f the Conference had only words o f 
praise. They sewed the ir condemnations 
fo r something else.

No sooner had the -chairman announced 
that there would now be discussion from 
the delegates, than comrade Shachtman 
q f the C. L. O. (O.) delegation, jumped 
up to request the floor to read a substi
tute resolution. Taken aback, the chair
man replied that there would be “ adequ

ate opportunity fo r everybody” to speak | little  too much 
i f  the names of the speakers and the ir ‘ ’
organizations would be sent up to the 
platform  on slips o f paper. We have 
never had any illusions about this pro
cedure. I t  is employed fo r the purpose 
o f enabling the chairman to make an 
a rb itra ry selection o f speakers, fo r the 
audience is le ft in  the dark as to who 
has asked fo r the floor u n til the chair
man announces his name and place.
However, immediately upon this an
nouncement, a slip of paper was sped 
to the platform  in so ostentatious a man
ner that the whole audience could see 
that we h id  been the firs t to make the 
request. A fte r a hurried consultation 
on the platform  w ith the Central Com
mittee prompter in charge of the floor 
arrangements fo r the party, Joseph 
Brodsky, the chairman gave the floor 
to Shachtman.

By a snap vote, it  had already been 
decided that on the burning question of 
war, the speakers from the floor would 
be lim ited to live minutes each. In  view 
of the delays in getting started, this le ft 
less than an hour fo r discussion on the 
most important Conference question: the 
resolution of opinioii and policy. Com
rade Shachtman was therefore able only 
to read our resolution. I t  was heard in 
an iritense silence throughout the hall 
and when, at the end of the firs t five 
minutes, a few zealots began shouting 
that his time was up, the chairman, 
w ith ha lf an eye to his libera l partners, 
announced that the speaker would b« 
permitted to finish his reading.

The Opposition's resolution is printed 
on the th ird  page. Let every worker 
read it  and see fo r himself i f  i t  isn’t  al
most a word fo r word transcription in 
condensed form  of a ll that Bolshevism 
has taught on the question of the wai 
struggle, which every Communist work 
er should be duty-bound to support.

But instead of fu lfillin g  their revolu
tionary responsibility of mobilizing the 
Communists in support of such a resolu
tion as against the pacifist resolution, 
o f supporting Lenin as against Bafbusse 
and Sinclair, the party spokesmen at 
the conference did two significant things

The Stalinists 
Reply to Us

F irst, they fe lt compelled, fo r the firs t 
time in years at such conferences a t
tended by them and the Opposition, to 
discuss the two points of view: the 
S talinist and the Leninist. * A t previous 
conferences, where comparatively sec
ondary questions of dispute were in 
volved, they fe lt the ir mechanical 
strength to be sufficent to settle the 
question in the usual manner, i. e., by 
merely ignoring our standpoint or by 
shouting us down w ith infamous sland
ers or by ridding themselves of the pro
blem by expelling us fo rthw ith. A t this 
conference, where a fundamental ques
tion of principle was involved, where ths 
party leaders had worked themselves 
into a position where they had to de
fend pacifism as against Bolshevism, the 
mechanical m ajority apparently did not 
suffice and the principle objections to the 
party line had to be met, at least to out
ward appearances, by an open discus
sion o f the merits of the respective stand
points. In  this lies the greatest victory' 
fo r the revolutionists: the fact that fo r 
the fir t time on any extensive and public 
scale, in the presence of hundreds of 
Communist workers, the views of the 
Opposition were presented in  head-on 
collision w ith the views of Centrism w ith 
trie la tter compelled to defend themselves 
from the criticism s of the Left wing.

Second, in defending themselves, the 
Stalinists not only made an elaborate 
apology fo r pacifism and pacifists, but 
a demagogic attack upon Leninism. This 
was the only significance o f the speech 
delivered by Olgin.

As soon as Shachtman concluded ths 
reading of our Resolution, the chairman 
introduced Moissaye J. Olgin fo r the job 
of replying to the Opposition was highly 
characteristic. The only th ing fo r 
which Olgin is “ well-known”  to any de
gree in connection w ith  war and the de
fense o f the Soviet Union, is his ardent 
support during the last world war of 
Wilson and his Fourteen Points, and, 
a fter the Russian revolution, his fa ith 
fu l services as a scribbler on the yellow 
Jewish D aily Forward, where he tried to 
convince the readers tha t Lenin and 
Trotsky were not only German spies but 
that they were strangling the Russian 
democracy in  the blood o f the people. 
But i f  Upton Sinclair, another hero of 
the “ war to end a ll war” , and H. G. 
Wells, who played a sim ilar role, are fit 
to lead a movement now against the 
danger of im perialist war, there is no 
reason why Olgin should be excluded. 
Only, one should retain at least a slight 
sense of proportion and values. Of a ir 
the people available in the party to “ fight 
im perialist war and defend the Soviet 
Union”  in  the course o f a vicious a t
tack upon the spokesmen at the Confer
ence fo r Lenin’s standpoint the selection 
of the man w ith  the least rights of any
one to speak on the question, was a

Discretion alone should 
have dictated another choice.

Olgin feebly and half-heartedly mum
bling a repetition o f the vulgar drivel 
w ith  which the Daily W orker of that 
morning had greeted the conference— 
tenderness fo r the pacifists and calumny 
and rudeness for the Opposition—sought 
in vain to put some “ revolutionary 
sp irit”  into his remarks against the 
“Trotskyists” . A t the same time, he in 
troduced a new idea into Communist 
po litics: the substitution of moral stan
dards fo r political and class criteria. 
“ Men like Henri Barbusse and Romain 
Holland are at least sincere in  the ir 
opposition to war. They w ill defend the 
Soviet Union. The ‘radical’ phrases of 
this Trotskyist resolution,”  he continued, 
“ criticize the Communists for uniting 
w ith Barbusse and Holland. And what 
do they propose in the ir place? That 
the Communist International shall make 
a united front w ith the Second Interna
tional and the Amsterdam International! 
They propose” , cried tills  maestro of 
irony and revolutionary intransigeance, 
“ that we shall unite w ith Norman 
Thomas and M orris H illq u it to defend 
the Soviet Union!”  The indignant sarc
asm almost robs us o f reply. However 
that may be, the fact remains that we 
never sat down w ith H illq u it and Abe 
Cahan to attack the Soviet Union, where
as Olgin did. Ilis  conversion to irrecon
c ilab ility  towards - H illq u it is very grat
ify ing , but i t  lacks the hum ility  of the 
neophyte that should accompany it.

In  any case, the manner' in which 
Olgin posed the question is both lud icr
ous and unworthy of a revolutionist. The 
problem of fighting war and defending 
the Soviet Union is not exhausted or 
even approached by moral considera
tions. Sincerity and honesty of this or 
that individual is a great virtue, but 
i t  is not decisive in politics. The de
fense of the Soviet Union is a political 
question which is decided by the process
es of the class struggle. Not Barbusse’* 
sincerity or S inclair's repentance is of 
great consequence, but the masses. Bar
busse, Holland, Einstein, A lla Nazimov*, 
and even Michael Gold, do not have nor 
w ill they ever have the masses follow 
ing them.

The masses, that Is, the m ajority of 
them, s till fo llow  the social democrats.
W ithout the support of these masses, the 
struggle against war and fo r Russia w ill, 
at best, lim p along on one foot. The 
problem Is to mobilize these masses. 
But this can not be done by a Venetian 
carnival where the Communists hide be
hind “ Respectable” petty bourgeois 
masks. I t  can only be done by a cor
rect policy, the policy of the united front 
as adopted by the Comintern under the 
leadership of Lenin and Trotsky.

Olgin’s Irony—at the 
Expense of Lenin

Olgin was followed several speakers 
later by his fellow party delegate, Dr. 
A. Markoff, who has been equally suc
cessful in the professions o f dental sur
gery and Stalinist officialdom. Both o> 
them worked up considerable merriment 
in the audience w ith  their principal ob
servation oil our resolution: “Just look,”  
they jeered, “ in one sentence they call 
the social democrats tra itors and social 
patriots. And in  the very next sentence 
they propose that we should make a uni
ted fron t w ith these same tra itors and 
patriots to fight against the war danger!” 
The fact that the scores o f party mem
ber's present joined in the laughter, is 
a deplorable, but quite comprehensible, 
commentary on the low level o f under
standing to which the ir leaders hav# 
driven them. We shall be unrem itting 
in our endeavors to change that situa
tion.

But Olgin and Markoff, who have the 
responsibilities of the leadership, even i f  
i t  was obtained by disemboweling them
selves, who know that our resolution, fa r 
from being a subject fo r mockery among 
Communists, is merely a simple state- 
ent of established Bolshevik ideas, dis
played a demagogic scoundrelism which 
is unforgivable. Their labored irony was 
exclusively a t the expense o f Lenin. More, 
i t  was at tlie  expense o f the revolution
ary train ing indispensable to the work 
ers present. Were the “counter-revolu 
tionary Trotskyists”  the “ danger”  a t the 
Conference, or was the danger cqnstitut 
ed by the s tifling  pacifist vapors which 
rose to drug the senses o f the workers? 
Obviously, the latter, fo r the pacifists 
are the outstanding leaders of the move
ment, i t  is the ir resolutions which are 
presented . . . and adopted w ith  Stalin
is t assistance. The duty o f a Com
munist leader was to center his criticism  
on the pacifists and not on Lenin.

In  deriding our resolution, the^Stalin- 
tets not only took up the cudgels fo r 
pacifism, but brought out the graveyard 
of the Communist International those 
sorry remnants o f sham radicalism 
against which Lenin and Trotsky fought 
such a te rrific  battle at the Third Con
gress of the Communist International, 
and iri the event of whose victory at 
the Congress, Lenin said, the Interna
tional in February 1922, on the question 
o f the conference o f the three In te r
nationals proposed by tbe Vienna (Two- 
and-a-Half) International, the “ Ultra- 
Le ftis t”  opposition was represented by 
the Spanish, French and Ita lian  delega
tions. In  the ir name, Cachin, the pro-

we'have been compelled”  to omit’  a’ num- genitor of Olgin and Co., moved :
- ■ - -------  “The enlarged Executive, a fter dis-

Because of the importance o f th * 
“ Congress Against W ar” , th is issue o f 
the M ilitan t is being devoted largely to 
the New York Conference and other as
pects o f th is movement. Consequently!

her o f other articles and other m aterial 
which was intended for publication this 
week, including the next article in  ths 
series on “Nine Years of the Struggle 
of the Le ft Opposition” . We ask ths 
indulgence o f our readers for a week, 
since the next issue of the M ilitan t w ill

seems to us that the reform ists of a ll 
countries are panting more and more 
w ith the working class and that they 
follow  a policy contrary to the daily de
fense and welfare o f the proletariat. We 
do not doubt that they w ill be, under 
any conditions, the adversaries and sab
oteurs o f the real united fron t o f ths 
working masses.”  j

Like Olgin at the Conference, and like 
his masters in  the Politbuieau, they 
could not understand how the Comintern 
could denounce the reform ists as tra it
ors and a t the same time jo in  in a uni
ted fron t "from  the top”  (H orror of 
horrors!) w ith  the same tra itors. They 
could not understand it, because they 
simply neglected to notice that the re
form ists had m illions of workers be
hind them, just as they have today— 
the social democratic parties, and not 
the Sinclairs and Barbusse» and Wellses!

Lenin's Comintern 
in 1922

What was the Comintern resolution 
adopted against the standpoint of Cachin? 
What was its  attitude towards the In 
ternational hestded by such proven tra it
ors and social patriots as Vandervelde, 
Henderson, Weis and Co.? I t  declared:

“ The Enlarged Executive o f the C. I., 
taking note o f the proposition o f the 
Vienna International declares fo r the 
participation o f the parties of the Com
munist International in  the projected 
Conference. The Enlarged Executive of 
the Communist International also pro
poses the participation in the Conference 
of a ll (he Industria list federations and 
associations, both national and interna
tional ; of the Red International of La
bor Unions; of the International Fed
eration of Trade Unions (Amsterdam 
International) ; of the C. G. T. U. of 
France: of the Ita lian  Syndicalist Un
ion ; of the American Federation of La
bor (even Gompers you see!) and of 
other autonomous industria l asscoiations. 
The Communist International also consi
ders it  necessary to invite the principal 
anarcho-syndicalist organizations; the I. 
W. W., the Shop Stewards, etc. . . . The 
Communist International accepts the 
agenda of the Conference as proposed by 
tlie  Vienna International, viz., a defen
sive fight against the capitalist offensive 
and a struggle against reaction, as an 
addition it  proposes to complete tbe 
agenda w ith the follow ing items :

“ 1. Preparations of the fight against 
new im perialist wars.

“2. Relief action for the reconstruc 
tion of the economic life  o f Soviet Rus 
sia.” Etc., etc., etc., to the permament dis 
comfltuRe of a ll past, present and future 
Cachins and Olgins!

We can s till hear, ten years after 
wards, the echo of the words of a Mark
off of those days: “ How ? You denounce 
Vandervelde as Belgian imperialism ’s 
war m inister, Henderson as H is M aj
esty’s war' m inister, Weis and Scheide- 
mann as the Kaiser’s war ministers, the 
Georgian Mensheviks as the armed 
counter-revolutionary agents o f A llied 
imperialism—and y'et you propose to s it 
around one table w ith  them to discuss 
as point 1 on tlie  Agenda ‘Preparations 
o f the fight against new im perialist 
wars’? I)own w ith  the Executive Com 
mittee of the Communist International! 
Down w ith Lenin, Trotsky, Zinoviev and 
a ll the other Trotskyist renegades! Howl 
them down, workers of the w orld !”

And yet, on A p ril 2, 1922, comrades 
Radek, Bucharin, Zetkln, Rosmer, Kata- 
yama, Vuyovitch and the Rest of- the de
legation of the Communist Internation
al lite ra lly  sat down in Berlin w ith  such 
confirmed and tested social patriots as 
Hlysmans, Vandervelde, Htauning, Otto 
Weis, Ramsay MacDonald, Tsereteli! (the 
Georgian Menshevik, whose party had 
shot down scores and hundreds of rev
olutionary workers and peasants of 
Georgia!), fo r the Second International, 
and Crispion, LonguCt,' Martov, Abram- 
ovitch, Adler and Bauer of the Two-and- 
a -IIa lf International to discuss a uni
ted fron t against war and the capitalist 
offensive. Isn’t it  strange, Dr. A. Mark
off, O. D. S.?

And do you know, Messrs Olgin, Brow
der and Markoff, what Mr. Emile Vander- 
velde said a t the Conference to the 
Communists? “W hilst we are being told, 
fo r example, that men like Jouhaux, 
Merrheim, and Henderson, Vandervelde 
or Longuet are serving the interests of 
the bourgeoisie, i t  is, to say the least 
of it, strange that these same men should 
be invited to take part in the defense of 
proletarian Interests.”  Now, Ciftizen 
Olgin, do you see who is the originator 
o f this argument? Is such flagrant plag
iarism  from  a social democrat, a social- 
Fascist, so to speak, permissible fo r a 
“ leader in the struggle against war” ? 
And further do you know what reply 
Vandervelde and Confreres received from 
the Communist representative? Radek 
declared:

“ B fit then you say: ‘I f  th is is so, what 
do you want o f this Conference, what 
tactical maneuvers are you after?’ And 
I  w ill te ll you boldly and clearly to your 
face what you want. You came to this 
Conference because you had to ; you were 
the Instruments of world reaction, and 
now, whether you want It or not, you 
must be the instruments of the struggle 
fo r the Interests of the proletariat. And 
w ithout confidence we say to you: we 
s it down at the same table w ith  you, 
we w ill fight w ith  you, and this fight 
w ill decide whether' i t  is a maneuver, 
as you say, in favor o f the Communist 
International or a stream which w ill un
ite the working class. What you do w ill

fu rther world ruin—then in this strug
gle the proletariat w ill come closer to
gether, and then we shall judge you not 
on the ground of this terrib le past, but 
on the ground of fresh facts. So long 
as these are not present, we go w ith 
cold hearts into these negotiations, and 
into this common action w ith  deep mis
trust that you may fa il us ten timfes 
in  this battle. But we w ill try  to fight 
together', not fo r love o f you, but because 
of the unprecedented need of the hour 
which drives us and compels you to  
confer in this hall w ith the very Com
munists you have treated as crim inals.” 
(Conference Minutes, pp. 32-33.)

Our readers w ill pardon our extensive 
quotations from  the past. The S talinist 
marauders have brought such de-educa- 
tion into the movement, they have so 
violently obliterated the past, the Lenin
ist past, that the very foundations of 
our movement have become obscured and 
remain unknown to the new generation 
of Communist workers. The maraud
ers compel us each time to dig up A B C  
truths out of the past, to elucidate them 
w ith painfully elaborate sim plicity, not 
merely fo r the prematurely senile bureau
crats but p rim arily fo r the new Com
munist forces whom they are so cruelly 
miseducating.

In  any case, the quotations we have 
cited—a few out o f thousands—are 
enough to show that, when Olgin and 
Markoff played upon the emotions and

to speak at least once, not to mention a 
summary, on a resolution accepted by the 
chair fo r a vote by an assemblage, was 
simply and lite ra lly  ignored. The S talin
ists were determined that the Left Op
position should not get tlie  floor again to 
present its  point o f view, which had a l
ready caused so much embarrassment in 
the ir ranks. W hile comrade Cannon was 
s till on the floor attempting to get a re
sponse from tlie  chairman, the la tter 
put tlie  pacifist resolution to a vote. I t  
was overwhelmingly adopted, w ith nega
tive votes from less than ten percent of 
the delegates, and the chairman tried to 
proceed to the next order o f business 
w ithout putting our resolution to a vote, 
apparently under the impression that this 
was a party membership meeting. Voices 
o f protest again were raised throughout 
the hall, ami the steering committee de
cided to put our resolution forward. I t  
received a small m inority of tlie  body, 
a voice vote which included over twenty 
delegates.

Thus the Conference, which gagged the 
Oppos|iti(on speaker and cheered the 
pacifists, voted overwhelmingly fo r Bar- 
usse and howled down tlie  words of 
Lenin!

Tlie gagging o f the Opposition on the 
floor came only a fter an unsuccessful 
attempt to unseat the Opposition dele
gation. When the credentials committee 
met, Ludwing Landy, not a committee 
member, pointed to our credentials and

ignorance o f the workers pr'esent, when I observed: “ That's from  the Trotskyists.

cussing the invita tion addressed to the 
Communist International by the Vienna 
International fo r the participation in a
common conference o f the Second, Two- decide the meaning o f our action. I f  
and-a-Half, and Amsterdam Interna- j y°u fight w ith  us and w ith  the prole- 
tionals decides not to accept.”  And af- '» ''¡a t of a ll lands—not fight fo r dicta- 

™ w u w h o  “im portant' hav. 1 ter this motion was defeated, the 1922, torship, we do not expect so much, but
been forced to hold over ¡Olgins and Manuilskys declared: “ I t .  fight fo r a crust of bread, fight against

Unseat them !”  D ryar, a committee 
member, turned upon him and demand
ed : “ Are you a committee member? I f  
not, we dont take any instructions from 
you!”  Nevertheless, the proposal to uri- 
seat us was made in the Committee, and 
were it  not for the resistance of D ryar 
and ills  promise to the S talinist mem
bers that he would bring the matter to 
tlie  floor and fight to have us seated, 
their proposal for' exclusion would un
doubtedly have been reported. As it  was, 
the report was brought in to “seat a ll 
delegates” and before you could say 
“ Jack Robinson!”  the report was declar
ed accepted and the chairman hurried 
on to the next order of business.

What they did not succeed in doing 
w ith  us, they succeeded in  doing w ith the 
delegate from the Welsbord group who 
presented his credentials at the door 
while the conference was in session. 
Upon his protests, the doors were imme
diately closed at the rear o f the hall, 
a scuffile took place and he was barred 
—without any of our' delegation inside 
the hall knowing what had happened un
t i l  after the conference. In  the course 
o f the scuffle, when members of our 
League had come to the assistance of 
the excluded comrade who was being 
attacked by Stalinists, the police were 
called to “ preserve order” They remain
ed thenceforward at the credentials table 
near the entrance, supervising the new
comers to see that they conformed w ith 
the “ requirements”  established by the 
Committee! Their supervision was un
doubtedly o f great assistance in preserv
ing the level o f the conference at the 
point of- unruffled peace so desirable to 
its  organizers.

A ll doors open to petty bourgeois paci
fists ! Suppression o f the M arxists! 
Cheers and applause fo r the liberals, the 
“honest” , the “ Reliable”  friends o f Rus
sia, the people who are, at best, weak 
.Reeds to lean on and, at worst, treach
erous a llies! Boos and hisses fo r the 
revolutionary Communists! This is the 
balance-sheet o f the party’s policy at the 
New York Conference.

London in 1915 and 
New York in 1932

There is a s trik ing  analogy w ith our 
position contained in what happened at 
the obscure “ London Conference”  o f Feb
ruary 14, 1915, called by the A llied so
cial patriots and Centrists, to which 
Lenin’s Central Committee sent as its 
representative, Maximovitch (L itv inov), 
to present the Bolshevik standpoint, on 
war. His report is included in Lenin’s 
artic le  of March 3, 1915, “ On the London 
Conference” . Here is a brief, instruc
tive quotation:

“ I  take the floor and protest against 
the official Representative of our party 
not having been invited to the Interna
tional Socialist Bureau. The chairman, 
interrupts me and contends that a ll those 
‘whose names are known’ have been in 
vited. I protest a second time against 
the fa ilu re  to report on the actual re-

they sought to  whip up a mob sp irit 
against the Le ft Opposition, they were 
actually jeering at—Lenin!

Cheer Contusionists 
-Gag Oppositionists

Olgin and Markoff were not the only 
speakers, although they spoke offlically 
in the name of the Communist party.
The floor was also given freely to various 
other Representatives. The terrib le  con
fusion existing among party members 
who spoke on this fundamental question 
of the struggle against war, could, only 
leave a saddening impression upon Com
munists acquainted w ith the elements 
of Marxism. Few indeed spoke on the 
question from the standpoint o f the class 
struggle and revolutionary policy. One 
was opposed to the war because a rela
tive was killed in the last war. Another, 
an engineer who had been to the Soviet 
Union, and who continued to emphasize 
that he represented nobody but himself 
(and isn’t that the case w ith the rest 

of the respectable window-dressing be 
hind which the Stalinists ar’e practising 
their opportunistic policy?) delivered a 
speech which was a disgrace, not so 
much to himself, but to the conference 
of Communist workers who cheered him 
One of his relatives, too, had been 
wounded in  a war and he demanded (and 
how m ilita n tly !) that we shall no longer 
petition our governments against war, 
but demand that they do not unleash the 
dogs of war. Is the distinction plain to 
you? Furthermore, proposed th is ingen
ious representative-of-nobody-but-himself, 
th is movement should carry on a cam
paign to enlighten the “ soldier's, the 
police, the government spies”  (we quote 
lite ra lly !) to “ humanitarian ideas against 
war.”  He was th ickly applauded, but 
not one party member in his speech had 
a word to say about his standpoint— 
they were too occupied w ith  defending 
the pacifists against the Left Opposition.

Another sjteaker was Roth, a member 
of the Socialist party from  Ithaca, New 
York. The discovery of this or that iso
lated socialist worker who supports the 
Soviet Union, and his decorative presenta
tion by the Communist party a t its  “ urii- 
ted fron t”  conferences, is the substitute 
which Stalinism offers today in  place o f 
winning the masses o f reform ist workers 
in a genuine united fr'ont. Roth’s speech 
was also w ild ly applauded and exempted 
rom a word of comradely criticism  by 
the party speakers. A fter having heard 
the sharp Communist criticism  we made 
of the social democracy in our resolu
tion, not only consonant w ith  participa
tion in a united fron t but quintessential, 
this Socialist declared: “ I  am glad to 
see that the fra tric ida l war in the Left 
wing movement of labor is confined to 
a few factions in  the Communist and 
Socialist mo’vements.” ' By “ fra tric ida l 
war” , he evidently meant our revolution
ary criticism . His gratification, too, 
was justified. He met w ith no such rev
olutionary criticism  from the S talinists; 
nor did the pacifists who have been im
posed upon the “Anti-W ar Congress”  as1 presentatives. Thereupon I Refer to our 
its  leadership. I manifesto which expresses our standpoint

But i f  every well-intentioned muddle-i towards the war and which was sent to 
head could get both the floor and acclaim' I- Before we can speak of
of the Stalinists, a different atitude was' Peace terms’ wo should establish w ith 
adopted towards the delegation of the what means we sha11 strive fo r them and 
Left Opposition. Towards the end of towaRds that end it  must be established 
the meeting, Brodsky, who lrianipulated! ** a general revolutionary social dbm- 
tlie  conference o f the patry w ith  the' ocratic basis exists, i f  we are conferring 
sk ill and cynicism common ot the legal as dwuvinists, pacifists o r aŝ  social dem- 
profession, suddenly made a motion to ' ocrats- 1 read our declaration, but the 
bring the discussion to a close, W hy? 'cha*rInan floes not le t me conclude and 
Because comRade Cannon had sent up his declares that it  is not yet made clear 
name to the chairman to speak fin de-| ^   ̂ am a delegate and that they 
fense of our resolution which S talin ist ^ave coaie together' ‘not fo r the purpose 
speakers had been given extended tim e- critic iz ing  the various parties ( ! )
to attack and misrepresent, immediately, 
comRade Cannon rose, as did other de
legates in various parts of the hall, to 
demand i f  he would be given the right 
to make a concluding defense o f the 
resolution before the house. The hall 
was in  an organized tum ult. S talinist 
“plants”  sought to shout down comrade 
Cannon’s request fo r a point o f in fo r
mation from the chair as to the pro
cedure on the resolution. W ithout pay
ing the slightest b it of attention to his 
insistent calls to the chairman, the la tte r 
kept pounding the table w ith  his gavel, 
admonishing a ll to sit down and remain 
silent.

The elementary righ t o f a delegation

I  . . . seek to continue the declaration 
In order to establish i f  I, may remain. 
The chairman interrupts me and does 
not permit me to put ‘conditions’ to the 
conference.” Etc., etc., in almost stup
efying s im ila rity  to the New York Con
ference a t which the Bolshevik delegates 
weRe also denied the righ t to present 
the ir standpoint in  contrast to that of 
petty bourgeois liberalism.

Lenin’s views on the question o f war 
fina lly managed to make the ir way 
through the working class world despite 
the gavels o f a wThole race o f “ chair
men”  who “ interrupted” . Our views, 
which we learned from Lenin, which we 

(Continued on page 3)
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A  Letter to Roger Baldwin
O n  Stalinist-Pacifist Relations at the A nti-W ar Conference

August 9, 1932. 
Mr. Rdger Baldwin, D irector 
American C iv il Liberties Union 
New York C ity 
My dear B aldw in:

You le ft the anti-war conference at the 
Labor Temple last night after your open
ing speech as the representative of the 
"American Committee fo r the World 
Congress against War.”  Allow me to in 
form  you o f what transpired after your 
departure and to put some questions 
to you.

Two resolutions were presented for 
consideration—the official (pacifist) re
solution presented in  the name of your 
committee, and a different resolution, 
outlin ing the Leninist program fo r the 
fight against war, presented by the de
legation of the Communist Le ft Opposi
tion ( Bolshe vik-Leni nists).

The floor war then given to  a number 
of speakers who defended the official re
solution and attacked the resolution of 
the Left Opposition. Pacifists, “ L e ft” 
Socialists, official Communists and others 
spoke. The leader o f the attack on the 
Leninist resolution, appropriately enough, 
was O lg in; the same Olgin whom you w ill 
remember as the ardent patrio t who at
tacked the Lenin program in  1917-18 
from  the standpoint o f Wilson’s “ 14 
points.” Our request fa r the floor to de
fend our resolution and answer the a t
tacks made against it was refused by the 
chairman.

Was i t  a pre-arranged plan on your 
part to leave the meeting and thus give 
tac it support to the steam-rolling of the 
Bolshevik-Leninists, or did you have 
other engagements, more im portant and 
more pressing a t the moment, than the 
question of the fight against war and the 
principle of free speech in a movement 
under your leadership?

I  am inclined to the firs t assumption. 
And, from a political point o f view, your 
indirect support o f the suppression of 
the Left Opposition at the conference is 
quite comprehensible. You, and the tend
ency you represent—pacifism—were in 
dubitably the victors at the conference. 
In  the united fron t between the Stalin
ists and the pacifists in  the anti-war 
movement the Stalinists have yielded the 
principle positions a ll along the line, 
from  Paris to New York. The program, 
the character of the preparatory pro
paganda and the leadership are pacifist. 
In  return fo r these concessions you al
low the Stalinists to  manipulate the 
movement organizationally and to sup
press the voice of the Left Opposition 
which they fear more than anything else. 
That is what your united fron t looks 
like to us.

I t  must be admitted, again from  a 
po litica l point of View, that you and your 
fellow-thinkers have made an excellent 
bargain. We cannot condemn it  on those 
grounds, fo r we have never put the ques
tion of free speech and democracy as 
the fundamental question. We have 
stated more than once that we could re
concile ourselves even to bureaucracy if  
i t  could be demonstrated that i t  serves 
a revolutionary end. I t  is precisely be
cause the S talinist bureaucracy works 
in  an opposite direction, because it  
serves as a blind instrument of reac
tion, that we oppose it  so intransigeant-
ly.

But some clarification is needed as to 
your position. H itherto you have de
fended free speech as a principle, even 
to the extent o f demanding it  fo r the 
Mensheviks in Russia and the Ku K lux 
Klan in America. That was your right, 
of course. But i f  you have modified your 
standpoint; i f  you have decided to 
sacrifice the principle of free speech 
where we are concerned in a movement 
under the direction o f your national com
mittee in  return fo r the tru ly  enormous 
concessions in  principle made by the

) frank public explanation o f your change 
of position and the reason fo r it.

Frankness and c la rity  are o f special 
importance In every aspect o f the strug
gle against war which incorporates at 
the present moment a ll the Interests of 
the U. S. S. R. and the world proletar
iat. In  the struggle against war noth
ing is more dangerous and disarming 
than ambiguity and deception. Let the 
position of every group be made clear 
in  every respect ! The faction to which 
I  belong—the Bolshevik-Lenlnist faction 
—devotes itse lf especially to th is work of 
clarification, not only o f its  own posi
tion but also of others.

In  putting these questions to you I  
trust you w ill understand that they are 
meant invidiously in a personal sense. 
I  do not doubt the sincerity o f your in 
tentions ip the anti-war movement. I t  
is your program that we oppose. I t  is 
the ambiguity as to your attitude to
ward the righ t o f the Le ft Opposition

to participate and defend its  viewpoint 
in  the conferehces organized under the 
auspices o f your national committee that 
we Beek to clear up.

The Le ft Opposition is not against the 
participation o f sincere pacifists in  the 
anti:w ar conferences. I t  is against the 
pacifist program and the pacifist leader
ship, aided by the treacherous sanction 
o f the S talin ist bureaucrats. To that we 
w ill always counterpose the Lenin pro
gram and the revolutionary leadership. 
This aim motivated our appearance at 
the conference last night and our request 
from the floor there. I t  w ill be the same 
in the future.

The specific question to which we de
sire an answer now stands: Do you and 
the “American Committee fo r the World 
Congress against War” of which you are 
a prominent member, recognize our 
right to participate in the conferences and 
meetings under its  direction and to de
fend our views there, or have you come 
to a tacit agreement w ith the Stalinists 
to exclude us? .We w ill find the way to 
popularize the Lenin program in  any 
case. We ask no favors. The sole object 
o f this inquiry is clarification of your

Yours,
JAMES P. CANNON.

The Party and the 6-H our Day Slogan

position.

The N ew  Y ork A n ti-W a r Conference
(Continued from  page 2) 

accepted because they were tested in  the 
very crucible of war and revolution, w ill 
also make the ir way. O f that we have 
always been confident, and our convic
tions were strengthened manifold by the 
feeble, cowardly, apologetic defense the 
Stalinists made against our criticism s at 
the Labor Temple.

The Conference, we said, centered 
upon our standpoint, much to  the chag
rin  o f thte Stalinists. They had origin
a lly  planned the whole a ffa ir as an ela
borate masquerade, a repetition o f the 
catastrophic experiments w ith  the An- 
glo-Russian Committee and the A nti-Im 
perialist League. Instead of a revolu
tionary presentation o f the Communist 
position, as an absolute pre-r'equisite fo r 
a united fron t w ith the non-Communist 
masses, the party planned a “ respect
able” movement fo r which thte liberals 
would furnish the window-dressing, 
thereby presumably enabling the party 
to win the masses—w ithout the masses 
knowing a thing about it  1 Listen to how 
the party-controlled New Masses o f this 
August, w ith  the distinguished Olgin on 
its  editorial board, speaks thus of the 
movement: there must be b u ilt “ a real
istic, uncompromising, American, peace, 
movement, cooperating actively w ith  the 
sane and determined forces of peace in  
other countries to the end that the war- 
makers may be exposed and checkmated 
on every fron t” . “ Sane and determined 
forces of peace”—how smoothly these 
Stalinized dilettantes slip back into the 
language of “sane”  liberalism , of the 
Nation and the New Republic!

In  harmony w ith th is dazzling plan to 
present pacifism as revolutionary, while 
revolutionaries are dressed upMnto paci
fists, the party had decided not to send 
official delegates to the anti-war confer
ence, apparently under the impression 
that this would somehow prove that 
the conference was nothing i f  not 
respectable. We are able to state 
here confidently and on incontroverti
ble authority that this was the or
ig ina l plan o f the party strategists. 
They decided only at the very last min
ute to change this plan—only after the 
appearance o f last week’s M ilitant, 
where we exposed this cowardly piece of 
opportunism and announced that we 
would go to the Conference to present 
our point o f view. Not even Baldwin, 
apparently, was tipped off to thte change 
in the party’s plans, because he referred 
in his speech to the fact that “o f course”  

the Communist party would not pa rti
cipate officially.

Further indications that this was the 
original plan is seen in  the fact that 
officially the T. U. U. L., the red trade 
union central organization, sent not a 
single delegate. The Young Communist 
League, which has as one of its  highest 
tasks the struggle against war and m ili
tarism, was not represented by a single 
delegate! And even the party did not 
send any o f its  prominent leaders. To 
represent official Communism, i t  sent a 
successful dentist, an equally successful 
lawyer, a business man, and a second
hand journalist. The conference must 
not be “ too Red” . I t  must be respect
able. I t  must satisfy the liberal au- 
thorg, painters, poets and actors. I t  
must confirm to the idea of a masquer
ade.
A big debacle is being warmed up fo r 
us in the Stalinist kitchens. I f  in  no 
other question, then at least in  the ques
tion o f the struggle against war the Stal
in is t have had a “ consistent”  policy. 
Daily, deafening, endless cries about th'e 
“ war danger” , and opportunistic, com
binations w ith  a ll the shady and dubi
ous elements inside and outside the labor 
movement to “ lead” the struggle against 
war and fo r thte defense o f the Soviet 
Union as a substitute fo r the leadership 
of the Commuist party. This was the 
meaning of the combination w ith  Pur- 
cell and Co., w ith  Chiang Kai-Shek, | 
Wang Chin Wei and Feng Yu-hsiang, as j 
well as w ith  a ll the other adventurers and j 
tra ito rs who used Stalin’s “Anti-Im per-1 
ia lis t League”  either as a refuge from  ̂
working class storms at home or as a 
Communistic Monte Carlo wherte their 
fortunes m ight be replenished. In  no 
case was this hollow substitute fo r a 
revolutionary struggle successful in  ad
vancing the genuine anti-war movemtent 
by an inch or in  adding to the defense 
o f the Soviet Union.

The present course being followed by 
th'e Comintern in  the Barbusse Congress 
enterprise can lead to only one conclu
sion: catastrophe. One more or less 
w ill not matter, say the cynics. They 
are wrong. The capital accumulated by 
others and usurped by Stalin is fa r from  
inexhaustible. Each debacle has served 
to dim inish it. Stalin continues to 
squander i t  and brings the world rev- j 
olutionary movement and thè Soviet Un
ion increasingly closer to a horrible end. | 
I t  is high time fo r the Communist work
ers to awaken and act. The Opposition 
w ill be at the ir side. !

—MAX SHACHTMAN. 1

In  the firs t period of the crisis the! 
Communist League o f America advanced 
a series o f slogans fo r the fight against 
unemployment. Among these, and as an 
outstanding propaganda slogan, we ad
vanced the slogan, “ For the Six Hour 
Day, the Five Day week W ITH  NO RE
DUCTION IN  PAY.”  Today, Hoover, 
Green and Hearst are making capital out 
o f the six-hour day, five-day week pro
posal. I t  is advisable to review the pre
sent struggle and find out why the capi
talists have stolen a march on the work, 
ers, WHO is responsible, and FIND OUT 
WHAT THE RESULT W ILL  BE. The 
slogan fo r the six hour day has been ad
vanced in one form or' the other by un 
ions for over a decade, but not un til 
the present crisis and the establishment 
of a permanent army of unemployed has 
the slogan attracted wide-spread atten 
tion by different classes, fo r different 
ends. This must be explained.

The tremendous increase in productive 
forces, the rationalization since the last 
war, has laid the economic base for' a 
corresponding change in  the use of labor 
power. Around the value form  of the 
product ’the capitalists attempt to reor
ganize the American labor power, on the 
basis of the reorganized industria l struc
ture of American imperialism. From 
th is flows increased class struggles. 
Around the attempted reorganization o f 
the labor power, w ill firs t develop strug
gles an immediate demands tfaat can 
lead in  short order into deeper channels. 
I f  we allow the capitalists to reorgan
ize the labor power to the ir own lik ing  
the workers w ill have less space neces
sary fo r the running jump to overthrow 
capitalism. I f  we allow the capitalists 
to reorganize the labor power' w ithout 
presenting a Marxian analysis, the class 
must again condemn the vanguard fo r 
failure. The Stalin policy has already 
failed in  th is field.

Tlie Capitalist Aim
In ' th is period o f capitalism , the fa ll 

in  the rate of pro fit forces the capital
ists to make up the loss by the most 
drastic steps. They must change the 
ratio  o f necessary labor (wages) and 
surplus wages (surplus value) to their 
interest. The lengthening o f the work
day has given way to the speed-up and 
drastic reduction o f wages in  order to 
reduce the necessary labor and increase 
the surplus labor to keep up the fa llin g  
rate of profit. In  crises, and in  sections 
o f the industria l structure the capital
ists are s till able to lengthen the work
day, but the general trend is in the op
posite direction, due to the developed 
productive forces which forces them to 
resort to speed-up and general wage 
cuts. The developed productive forces 
since the war have forced into the struc
ture fo r the firs t time an absolute de
crease of the number o f workers em
ployed in production, which opened the 
door fo r a permanent army of m illions 
o f unemployed workers.

This new condition called fo r new 
action on the part of the capitalists to
ward the commodity, labor power, i f  they 
intend to continue to exploit the work
ers. Likewise, i t  calls fo r bold steps by 
the workers’ vanguard; to utilize th|e con
tradiction in the capitalist system to en
able the class to take one or more steps 
forward. This can be done in  many 
ways, but in  this field i t  can only be done 
one way—and that is by presenting a 
Marxian analysis o f the higher relation 
of labor power to production and pre
sent a Marxian program of action fo r 
the class. The party under S talinist 
leadership not only failed in  th is task 
but now comes out w ith  action that 
closes the door to the whole problem.

The E d itoria l o f the D aily Worker of 
August 4 (c ity edition) dealing w ith  
Hoover-Green shorter week proposal 
plays in to  the hands o f the capitalists 
and presents another heap o f confusion

in  the ranks of Communism. The editor
ia l te lls us in  terms none too m ild that 
the Hoover-Green, and we may add, 
Hearst Five-Day week proposal is a man
euver against the working class. To be 
opposed to the Hoover-Hearst-Green 
shorter week proposal is not a d if
ficu lt thing for' a Communist pa
per but to present class reasons why 
take up. To pass off the shorter work
day proposal o f the capitalists as an
other stagger plan is to miss the very 
center of the contradiction, the relation 
of production and the commodity labor 
power. Not to understand th is A 
B C of Marxism economy, makes im 
possible an adoption of Marxian tactics 
and strategy fo r the class.

A Stalinist Muddle
The editorial further, either through 

ignorance or lies, confuses the stagger 
plan w ith  the struggle fo r, “The six hour 
day, the five day week and no reduction 
in pay.” The editorial says, "The so
cialists, the Musteites, the Trotskyites are 
putting forward the slogan of 30-hour 
week w ithout reduction o f pay. In  
rea lity they are helping put into effect

M IL IT A N T  BUILDERS

TH E  M IRACLE ISSUE
As our readers know from our fron t 

page appeal fo r financial help we are 
facing extraordinary difficulties in get
ting the M ilitant out each week. Last 
week they seemed so insuperable that 
after' the paper was sent off to the post 
office we s till could not believe it. And 
when the happy realization was borne in 
on us we fe lt that we had performed a 
miracle. Last week’s issue w ill go down 
in the history o f our movement as the 
miracle issue.
MOVING UP

Of course, one o f the best and sound
est ways o f obviating such miracles and 
the situation which makes them neces 
sary is to get subs. We are doing this 
but the tempo is too slow. Some time 
ago we warned that the number o f subs 
which expirfe each week must be more 
than balanced by new subs. Comrades, 
we are barely holding our own. We are 
moving up but too slowly. The record 
fo r th is week which we give below if  
compared w ith  last week’s w ill show 
that.

Comrades, thte M ilitant is in  danger. 
We ourselves must save it. Part o f the 
work must take the form of raising subs. 
Subs, get subs, get renewals. We must 
get subs.

A good sign in the staff record is the 
fact that the oldtimers arte being crowd
ed fo r the ir places. New comrades are 
stepping out ahead of them.

J. Weber 4
A. Weaver 2 1-2
C. Cowl 1
P. Schulman 1
H. Nashua 1
L. Goodman 1
H. Schwartz 1
J. Edwards 1
W. Wynne 1

The record by branches is as follows
New York 10 1-2
Minneapolis 3 1-2
Chicago 2
Philadelphia 1

Other branches—get busy! 
GERMANY—TH E  K EY TO TH E  
IN TER N ATIO NA L SITU A TIO N

As m ight have been expected w ith the 
present devtelopmenfcs in  Germany tlhe 
demand fo r th is pamphlet has shot up 
like a sky rocket. Our supply is almost 
exhausted. A ll that we have le ft are 
some hundred copies. And a t the rate 
they are going they won’t  last another 
ten days. This is last call fo r th is pam
phlet. In  next week’s issue we w ill have 
to announce it  as out o f p rin t.

The Left Opposition’s Resolution at the New York A n ti-W a r Conference
The Conference Against War assembled 

on August 8th  a t the Labor Temple, re
presenting numerous labor and fraternal 
organizations of New York, declares 
that the problem of im perialist war and 
aggression against the Soviet Union has 
now become a most acute question re
quiring the immediate consideration of 
the working class o f th is country and 
the rest o f the world.

The present world-wide crisis o f cap
ita lism  is accentuating the conflicts 
among the im perialist powers to the high
est degree and by the very nature o f 
capita list society is driving them head
long towards another bloody conflict fo r 
the re-division of the markets and other 
sources o f power in  the world, in  which 
each o f the great powers, expecting a 
victorious outcome, hopes to emerge 
from the crisis raging in Its midst. The 
numerous "disarmament”  conferences 
which have been held in Geneva are an 
enormous swindle, comparable to the 
various “peace”  conferences and maneu
vers of the days before the world war of 
1914-18, which were calculated by the 
im perialist powers merely fo r the pur
pose of jockeying fo r position in the 
field o f armaments and fo r lu lling  the 
working class of the world into a feel
ing of false security during which a ll 
the preparations were actually being 
made fo r war itse lf. The preaching of 
“ disarmaments”  is pernicious, hypocrisy 
which, in  rea lity, serves to disarm the 
working class at the same tim e that the 
capitalist class is arming itse lf to the 
teeth.

W ar and the Soviet Union
The preparations fo r a new im perialist 

world war go on simultaneously w ith  the 
preparations fo r an aggressive assault 
upon the Soviet Union. The imperialists 
have a permanent hatred fo r the So
viet Union not only because of the eco
nomic advances it  has made, but prim-

Lenin's Fundamental Views W hich W ere Voted Down 
By the Stalinists in Alliance W ith  the Paciiists

a rily  because it  is the fatherland of the 
workers everywhere, the beacon ligh t 
which inspires the proletariat throughout 
the world to intensify its  fight fo r em
ancipation from  capitalism.

The strength o f the international pro
le ta ria t is the best defense of the Soviet 
Union. The attack upon the latter, 
therefore, is commenced by the capitalist 
offensive and the assaults o f Fascism 
upon the working class outside the So
viet Union. iWar against Russia is a 
m ilita ry  continuation and- prolongation 
o f the attack upon the proletariat in 
every country. The defense o f the So
viet Union cannot be conceived of w ith 
out a revolutionary struggle of the work
ing class in a ll lands, led by the Com
munist parties, against the ir own bour
geoisie. Defense of Russia w ithout posi
tive participation in this revolutionary 
struggle is merely a liberal gesture.

War is not an a rb itra ry act o f evil- 
doing individuals. I t  is the inevitable 
pr'oduct of captalist imperialism which 
cannot be abolished w ithout the over
throw of the ru ling  class and its  systiem. 
Only to the extent that the working class 
is united under the leadership o f the 
Communist party w ill i t  be able to con
duct an effective struggle against the 
danger o f im perialist war and m ilita ry  
intervention against the Soviet father- 
land o f the proletariat.

The war o f 1914-1918 not only reveal
ed the bankruptcy o f capitalist society, 
but above a ll the bankruptcy and\ treach
ery of the social democracy o f a ll lands, 
including the pacifists, who served hs an 
obstacle in the path of working class 
struggle against war. Pacifism and so

cial democracy, today also, are the petty 
bourgeois agencies o f imperialism in  the 
ranks o f the working class. The confer
ence condemns and rejects the views of 
these tendencies as dangerous to the 
genuine struggle against war. “ Resist
ance to war” , “ general strike to stop 
war”  and sim ilar slogans of pacifism 
are deceptive phrases and gestures, 
w ithout the revolutionary unification of 
the working class under Communist 
leadership which can put an end to war 
only by working systematically to con
vert the im perialist war into a c iv il war 
of the proletariat against the bourge
oisie.

In  the event o f an outbreak o f imper
ia lis t war, the working class decisively 
rejects the reactionary idea of “defense 
of fatherland” , fo r i t  has no fatherland 
except the Soviet Union. In  a war of 
imperialism, the working class takes a 
defeatist position. W hile participating 
in the armies o f the capitalists fo r the 
aims of its  own class, the proletariat 
works fo r the defeat o f its  own bour
geoisie as the firs t step in the overthrow 
of its  capitalism. The struggle against 
war, therefore, is p rim arily the strug
gle againt one’s own ruling class and 
does not begin only when war has broken 
out. I t  must be carried on in  the same 
class s p irit: before, during and a fte r the 
outbreak of war.

The Key Danger—Hitlerism
While calling the attention o f the 

workers to the acute threat to the Soviet I 
Union contained in  the Japanese at- 1 
tacks on Manchuria, supported by French j 
imperialism, which is the most active 
supporter and organizer of the anti-So- j

viet movements on Russia’s western j 
frontiers, the conference declares that 
the present situation in Germany con
stitutes not only the gravest danger to 
the Soviet Union but to the existence 
of the working class and revolutionary 
movement throughout the world. Upon 
victory or defeat o f German Fascism 
w ill depend the fate of the world work
ing class and the Soviet Union fo r the 
next epoch. H itle r can preserve himself 
in  power only as a counter-revolutionary 
agent o f France and the other great 
powers, only as the butcher o f the Ger
man proletarian vanguard, only as the 
prim ary instrument in a m ilita ry  attack 
on Russia. The defeat o f H itlerism  is 
therefore the Immediate problem of the 
whole working class, and requires the 
utmost concentration o f forces. The 
conference therefore urges upon the 
German Communist Party a consistent 
application of the policy of the united 
fron t towards the social-democratic mass
es to annihilate Fascism in  the form  of 
a proposal to the social democratic 
party fo r a united fron t on the basis of 
concrete minimum demands, aimed at a 
united death-blow to the H itlerites. The 
policy o f the united fron t developed un
der the leadership of Lenin and Trot
sky at the Third  and Fourth Congresses 
of the Communist International, the 
unity of the working class w ill make it  
possible to  smash H itlerism  and thus 
destroy the instruments o f reaction d ir
ected at the Soviet Union. The problem 
of the struggle against war is now posed 
most acutely by the Fascist menace in  
Germany and it  is there tha t the battle 
is concentrated a t the moment.
For Revolutionary Struggle Against W ar 

The acuteness o f the situation requires 
that the Communist International shall 
take the in itia tive  and leadership in the 
development of an international strug 
gle against war and for the defense of the

Beginning w ith  the next issue, the 
M ilitant w ill p rin t b rie f sketches o f 
the individuals chosen to head the 
Barbusse-Rollaud-Wells-Gorky-Sinclair1 
“ Congress Against War”  From these 
sketches our readters w ill be able to 
gain an idea o f the records of those 
to whom the leadership o f a “strug
gle against im perialist war”  has been 
entrusted. Watch the next issue!

Soviet Union. To leave such a move
ment in the hands and under the leader
ship of confusionists and pacifists like 
Henri Barbusse, Romain Holland, H. G. 
Wells, and their American followers can 
only prevent the unfolding of a revolu
tionary anti-war struggle.

As against a movement led and domin
ated by such elements and ideas, the 
conference urges the Communist In te r
national and the Red International of 
Labor Unions to convene an Interna
tional Congress to which shall be public
ly invited the Second International, the 
International Federation of Trade Un- 
ious (Amsterdam), the International 
Workingmen’s Association (Anarcho-Syn
dicalists), in  order to prepare a world
wide struggle against the danger of' im 
peria list war, against the threat o f Fasc
ism in Germany and fo r the defense of 
the Soviet Union. Convocation o f a 
sim ilar gathering in  Berlin in  A p ril 1922, 
in itia ted by the Communist International 
and including the Second and Two-and- 
a-Half Internationals served admirably 
to broaden the movement fo r a revolu
tionary struggle against capitalism.

In  the meanwhile, the Conference urges 
that such a plan be executed immediately 
on a national scale in  the United States.

The Conference instructs its  delegates 
to the World Congress against War to 
adopt a position there in harmony w ith 
the views expressed in this resolution.

the stagger plan.”  The above argument 
is about as effective as the u ltra -Leftis t 
who says; because the capitalists rule by 
the parliament and the Communists par. 
ticipute in parliaments, both are fakers; 
because the capitalists advocate social in 
surance and the Communist advocate 
social and unemployment insurance the 
Communists are no better than the cap
ita lists. Every immediate demand has 
two sides to it, its  exploiter and ex
ploited side, its  reform ist and revolu
tionary side. In  the struggle fo r iinme. 
diate demands the capitalists and reform
ers struggle fo r one end, and the revolu
tionists fo r the other. Such is the case 
w ith unemployment insurance, w ith  elec, 
tions, w ith  strikes, w ith c iv il war and 
likewise w ith the demand fo r the six- 
hour day the five day week, and no re
duction of pay.

The ¡Stalinists present the seven-hour 
day slogan as correct, and the six-hour 
day slogan as false The editorial bases 
its  argument upon, “ the fu ll time work 
week being around 50 hours, the demand 
for the 30 hour week w ithout reduction 
of pay would be not to take the strug
gle of the workers seriously and to 
pave the way fo r the stagger plan.” The 
bourgeois average o f 50 hours a week 
fo r fu ll time workers (bow many a t fu ll 
time work in  the crisis?) does not de
termine the slogan fo r the class, as Stal
inism contends.

The six-hour day, five-day week, w ith
out reduction in  pay is based upon the 
needs o f the workers at the present stage 
o f American capitalism. The editoria l 
says, “ Through speed-up the capitalists 
hope to get out o f the workers the same 
production in  the six hours as they now 
get out of an eight hour day.”  The 
capitalists have already accomplished 
this in the past and in  the future the 
speed-up w ill be increased, even though 
the workers don’t  get any reduction in  
hours. Seven hours, under capita list 
speed-up, is too much. The workers can
not stand the pace. The hours must be 
reduced to six i f  ordinary health is to 
be had. The struggle fo r the six-hour 
day does not mean the 30 hour week av
erage. The eight hour movement o f the 
eighties did not mean a 48 hour average. 
The six hour day struggle is the driving 
force to reduce a ll hours in  industries 
that run a ll the way from 8 to 16 hours. 
I f  we win the six hour day i t  w ill only 
mean about a 40 hour AVERAGE fo r 
the American industries

Hours and Wages
A reduction o f hours for the class, on 

the basis o f class struggle, regardless 
of the bosses ab ility  here and there to 
lower wages—has the directly opposite 
effect on wages. H istory proves the re
duction of the hours of work per day 
causes wages to rise. Marxism also 
proves this—in  case some Stalinists care 
to consult the ir Marxian economics.

We have warned the party many 
months ago in  the columns of the M ill, 
tant about the danger o f playing around 
w ith the six-hour day slogan. We said 
i f  the party did not take the lead, the 
reformers and the capitalists would take 
the lead and tu rn  i t  into a campaign 
against us to reduce the standard of liv . 
ing further The capitalists and reform 
ers, through the neglect of Stalinism now 
have the ir hands on a weapon and w ill 
use it  on our heads In  the eight-hour 
day struggle in  the Eighties the workers 
had the weapon and used it  over the 
heads o f the capitalists. Every immedi
ate demand is a race between the classes 
fo r the lever; and the tactics and stra t
egy, based on Marxian analysis w ill de
termine i f  we can obtain the lever, in 
stead of the capitalists, in  the class 
struggle

The slogan, advanced by us many 
months ago fo r “ Long Term Credits to 
the Soviet Union.” has also met the same 
fate in  the hands of these S talin ist mud- 
dleheads. The Communist League o f 
America must intensify its  activ ity w ith
in and outside of the party in the class 
struggle to win a greater organized Le ft 
Opposition to give us more pressure upon 
S talin ist revisionism, to enable our class 
and vanguard more effectively to fight the 
capitalists.

The slogan fo r the six-hour day, the 
five-day week, w ith no reduction in  pay, 
is the central propaganda slogan fo r the 
struggle against unemployment. To unite 
the employed and unemployed upon a 
solid organizational basis. I t  is not a 
question o f social insurance, or immediate 
re lief, or the shorter work day, or long 
term credits to the Soviet Union or the 
United Front—which is firs t and which 
is second. Immediate re lie f is the most 
pressing problem fo r the class at the 
moment but this does not mean we build 
a movement around the slogan of imme
diate re lief as the firs t or central slogan. 
Depending upon ebbs and flows, upon 
sharp turns or victories, other slogans 
w ill be shifted to the spotlight and then 
replaced by one of the other slogans. The 
structure must be bu ilt on a solid or. 
ganizational base, that touches the roots 
of the capitalist system that spans the 
whole period of unemployment, and at 
the same time enables the other slogans 
to build upon this structure. This 
slogan is the slogan fo r the reduction of 
hours, “The six-hour day, the five-day 
week, w ith  no reduction in  pay.”

—H . O.

PORTRAIT OF A YOUTH

By good fortune we have picked up a 
copy o f Max Eastman’s biography of 
comrade Trotsky which is out o f p rin t. 
The title  of i t  is—Leon Trotsky, the Por
tra it o f a Youth. We have only one copy 
and we refuse to sell it. But we w ill 
turn i t  over to the M ilita n t staff to be 
included in  its  premiums to be offered 
to the highest standing member of the 
staff o f M ilitan t Builders at the end of 
August.



Hands O ff  Rosa Luxemburg by LE O N  
TROTSKY

(Continued from , last Issue)
When Lenin, going back in to  the past, 

wrote in  October 1919 (“Greetings to  
the Ita lian , French and German Com
munists” ), “  . . .  in  the moment of the 
seizure of power and the creation o f the 
Soviet Republic, Bolshevism remained 
alone in the field, i t  had drawn to itse lf 
the best of the tendencies closest to it  in 
socialist thought.” 1 repeat, when Lenin 
wrote this, he unquestionably had in 
mind also the tendencies o f Rosa Luxem
burg, whose closest adherents, e. g., 
Markhlevsky, D jerjinsky and others, 
were working in the ranks of the Bol
sheviks.

Lenin understood Rosa Luxemburg’s 
mistakes more profoundly than S ta lin ; 
but i t  was not accidentally that Lenin 
once quoted the old couplet in  relation 
to Luxemburg,

Betimes the eagles down swoop and 
’neath the barnyard fow l fly,

But barnyard fow l w ith  outspread 
wings w ill never soar amid the 
clouds in  the sky.

Precisely the case! Precisely the point 
For this very reason S talin should pro. 
ceed w ith  caution before expending his 
vicious mediocrity when the matter 
touch figures of such stature as Rosa 
Luxemburg.

In  the article  “ In  relation to the H is 
tory of the Question of the D ictator
ship.”  Lenin (October 1920) touching 
upon questions of the Soviet State and 
the dictatorship of the proletariat, al
ready posed by the 1905 Revolution, 
wrote, “Such outstanding representatives 
of the revolutionary proletariat and of 
the unfalsified Marxism as Rosa Luxem
burg evaluated immediately the signific
ance o f the practical experience and 
came forward a t meetings and in  the 
press w ith  critica l analyses of it.”  On 
the contrary, “ people, of the type o f fu 
ture Kautskyites ’ . . evinced an u tter 
incapacity to understand the significance 
o f th is experience.”  Tn a few lines, 
Lenin fu lly  pays the tribute of recogni
tion to the historica l significance o f Rosa 
Luxemburg’s struggle against Kautsky,— 
the struggle, which Lenin him self had 
been fa r from  immediately evaluating 
at its  true worth. I f  to Stalin, 
the ally of Chiang Kai-Shek, and the 
comrade in  arms of Purcell, the theore- 1 
tician o f “ the worker-peasaht party” , of 
“ the democratic dictatorship”  of “Non
antagonizing the bourgeoisie” , etc.,—if  
to him Rosa Luxemburg is the represen. 
tatlve of Centrism, to Lenin she is the 
representative of “ unfalsified Marxism” . 
What this designation meant coming as 
i t  does from  Lenin’s pen is clear to 
any one who is even slightly acquainted 
w ith  Lenin.
TH E  BANNER OF T H E  
PROLETARIAN REVOLUTION

I  take the occasion to point out here 
that in  the notes to  Lenin’s works there 
is among others the follow ing said about 
Rosa Luxemburg "During the florescence 
of the Bersteinian revisionism and later 
o f m inisterialism  (M illerand), Luxem
burg carried on against th is tendency a 
decisive fight, taking her position in  the 
L e ft wing o f the German party ' . . In  
1907 she participated as a delegate of 
the S. D. of Poland and Lithuania in  the 
London Congress o f R. 8. D. L. P., sup
porting the Bolshevik faction on a ll 
basic questions o f the Russian revolu
tion From 1907, Luxemburg gave her
self over entirely to work in  Germany, 
taking a Left-radical position and carry
ing on a fight against the Center and 
the R ight wing . . . Her participation 
in  the January 1919 insurrection has 
made her name the banner of the prole
tarian revolution.”

Of course, the author of these notes 
w ill in  a ll probability on the moriow

Reply to the Slandering of 
a Revolutionist

alty, he did not even take the bother 
o f verifying what he himself had said 
on the same subject five years before.

The new variant of the history o f the 
ideas of the Permanent Revolution was 

gle against Leninism. . ’ . ”  Such is the | indicated firs t o f a ll by an urge to pro- 
unexpected history o f the origin o f the Vide a dish more spicy that a ll those 
theory of the Permanent Revolution, in  preceding. I t  is needless to explain that 
accordance w ith  the latest h istorical re-| Martov was dragged in by the hair fo r 
searches o f Stalin. But, alas, the in .' the sake o f the greater piquancy of theor. 
vestigator forgot to consult his own pre- etical and historical cookery. Martov’s 
vious learned works. In  1925 this same attitude to the theory and practice of 
Stalin had already expressed himself on the Permanent Revolution was one o f 
this question in  his polemic against Ra- unalterable antagonism, and in  the old 
dek. Here is what he wrote then, “ I t  is days he stressed more than once that
not true that the theory of the Penuan. 
ent Revolution . . was put forward in  
1905 by Rosa Luxemburg and Trotsky.
As a matter of fact this theory was put 
forward by Parvus and Trotsky.” This 
assertion may be consulted on page 185, 
“ Questions of Leninism” , Russian edi
tion, 1920. Let us hope that i t  obtains 
in  a ll foreign editions.
LUXEMBURG AND TH E  
PERMANENT REVOLUTION

So, in  1925, Stalin pronounced Rosa 
Luxemburg not gu ilty in  the commis
sion of such a cardinal sin as partic i
pating in the creation o f the theory o f 
the Permanent Revolution. “As a mat
ter of fact, th is theory was put forward 
by Parvus and Trotsky” ’ In  1931, we 
are informed by the identical Stalin that 
i t  was precisely, “ Parvus and Rosa Lux
emburg . . . who concocted the utopian 
and semi-Menshevist schema o f the Per
manent Revolution” . As fo r Trotsky he 
was innocent o f creating the theory, i t  
was only “ caught up”  by him, and a t 
same time by . . M artov! ! ! Once
again Stalin is caught w ith  the goods. 
Perhaps he writes on questions o f which 
he can make neither head nor ta il Or 
is he consciously shuffling marked cards 
in  playing w ith  the basic questions o f 
Marxism? I t  is incorrect to posd this 
question as an alternative. As a matter 
o f fact, both the one and the other ob
tain here. The S talinist falsifications 
are conscious in  so fa r as they are dic
tated at each given moment by entirely 
concrete personal interests. A t the same 
time they are semi-conscious, in  so fa r 
as his congenital ignorance place no im
pediments whatsoever to his theoretical 
propensities.

But facts remain facts. In  his war* 
against “ the Trotskyist contraband” , 
Stalin has fa llen fou l o f a new personal 
ene.my, Rosa Luxemburg! He did not 
pause fo r a moment before lying about 
her and v illify in g  her; and moreover be
fore proceeding to put into circulation his

Trotsky’s views on Revolution were re
jected equally by the Bolsheviks as well 
as the Mtensheviks. But i t  is not worth 
while to pause over this.

What is tru ly  fa ta l is that there is 
not a single major question o f interna
tional proletarian revolution, on which 
Stalin has failed to express two directly 
contradictory opinions. We a ll know 
that in A p ril 1924, he conclusively de
monstrated in “ The Questions of Lenin
ism” the im possibility of building social
ism in  an one country. In  autumn, in  a 
new edition of the book, he substituted 
in  its  place a proof ( i. e., a bald pro
clamation) that the proletariat “ can and 
must”  build socialism in one country. 
The entire remainder o f the text was 
le ft unchanged. On the question of the 
worker-peasant party, o f the Brest-L it- 
ovsk negotiations, the leadership o f the 
October Revolution, on the national 
question, etc., etc., Stalin contrived to 
put forward, fo r a period o f a few years, 
sometimes o f a few months, opinions 
that were m utually exclusive. I t  would 
be incorrect to place the blame in  every
thing on a poor piemor'y. The matter 
reaches deeper herte. Stalin (Camfclete- 
ly lacks any method o f scientific th ink
ing, he has no crite ria  o f principles. He 
approaches every question as i f  that 
question were born only today and stood 
apart from  a ll other questions. Stalin 
contributes his judgments entirely de
pending upon whatever personal interest 
o f his is uppermost and most urgent 
today. The contradictions that convict 
him are the d irect vengeance fo r his 
vulgar empiricism. Rosa Luxeburg 
does not appear to him in  the perspec
tive of the German, Polish and interna
tional workers movement of the last half- 
century. No, she is to him each time 
a new, and, besides, an isolated figure, 
regarding whom he is compelled in  every 
new situation to ask himself anew, “ Who 
goes there Friend of foe?” Unerring 
instinct has this time whispered to the

that the shade of Rosa Luxemburg is 
irreconcilably inimical to him. But this 
does not hinder the great shade from re
maining the banner1 of the international 
proletarian revolution.
LUXEMBURG AND TH E  RUSSIAN  
REVOLUTION

Rosa Luxemburg criticized very sev
erely and fundamentally, incorrectly the 
policies o f the Bolsheviks in  1918 from  
her prison cell. But even in  th is, her 
most erroneous work, her eagle’s wings 
are to be seen Here is her general eva
luation of the October .overturn, “ Every
thing that the party had the power to 
perform in the sphere of valour, of force
fu l action, of revolutionary farsighted
ness and consequentialness—a ll that was 
fu lly  carried out by Lenin, Trotsky and 
the party comrades. A ll the revolution
ary honor and the capacity fo r action, 
which the social democracy of the West 
so lacked, were demonstrated by the Bol
sheviks. Their October insurrection was 
not only the true salvation o f the Rus
sian Revolution but i t  also saved the 
honor of international socialism.”  Can 
th is perchance be the voice of Centrism?

In  the succeeding pages, Luxemburg 
subjects to severe criticism  the policies 
of the Bolsheviks in the agrarian sphere, 
their slogan of national self-determina
tion, and their rejection of form al dem-

Ferment in the British Party
Open Letter from\Comrade Stewart Purkis to Harry Polliti
Dear Comrade P o llitt,

You have asked a straight question: 
you have u straight answer. You have 
asked me how far' I  go w ith “ The Com
munist” —the bulletin which contained 
comrade Trotsky’s article "Germany; the 
Key to the International S ituation” , and 
other m aterial by the B ritish  Group of 
the Left Opposition. My answer to you 
and to my comrades in the B ritish  party 
in : "1 go w ith  it  a ll the way.” Not only 
does this answer inevitably incur expul
sion : i t  also entails misunderstanding, 
disappointment and condemnation among
st valued comrades. I t  is my duty to 
them and to the Party, that I  state 
clearly why I  take any stand w ith  the 
B ritish  Group of the Le ft Opposition.

Stand—One of Policy 
F irs t 1 wish to say tha t my reasons 

are political, not personal. During my 
five years of Party membership, i  have 
experienced—w ith few and triflin g  excep
tions—nothing but good w ill and com
radeship in my Party life : the rank and 
file of the Party are, as a whole, splen
did comrades and fellow workers. The

ocracy. In  th is criticism  we m ight add,! leadership of our Party has in  i t  men 
directed equally against Lenin and Trot- o f outstanding g ifts : a w rite r as acute 
sky, she makes no distinction whatever as R. P. D u tt; an organizer' as skilled 
between the ir views; and Rosa Luxem- as Emile Burns; a speaker, tactician and
burg knew how to read, understand, and 
seize upon shadings. I t  did not even fa ll 
into her head, fo r instance, to accuse 
me of the fact that by being In solidar
ity  w ith  Lenin on the agrarian question, 
I  had changed my views on the peas
antry. Arid moreover she knew these 
views very well singp I  had developed 
them in detail in  1909 in  her Polish 
journal . . . Rosa Luxemburg ends her 
criticism  w ith the demand, “ in the policy 
of the Bolsheviks the essential must be 
distinguished from  the unessential, the 
fundamental from  the accid)entar” The 
fundamental she considers to be the force 
of the action of the masses, the w ill to 
socialism. “ In  this relation” , she writes, 
“ Lenin and Trotsky w ith  their friends 
were the first who have set an example 
to the world proletariat. Even now they 
remain the only ones who can exclaim 
w ith Huss, This, I  have dared!”

Yes, Stalin has sufficient cause to hate 
Rosa Luxemburg. But a ll the more im
perious therefore becomes our duty to 
shield Rosa's memory from Stalin’s 
calumny that has been caught by the 
hired functionaries o f both hemispheres, 
and to pass on th is tru ly  beautiful, heroic 
and tragic image to the young genera
tions o f the proletariat in  a ll its  grandeur 
and inspiritional force.

stallion’s doses o f vulgarity and disloy-! theoretician of socialism in  one country Prinkipo, June 28, 1932

The Black Hordes of Fascism at the Gates of Power
(Continued from pagte 1 )

Ihe Central Executive Committee o f the 
C. P. G. has condemned the Berllrf-Bran- 
denburg united fron t action of June 20. 
The whole theory of “social Fascism” 
w ith a ll its  disastrous appendages is to 
remain intact. The “ red unified fron t 
under the leadership of the Communist 
party”  is to remain the line.

Nothing can be more fa ta l, nothing 
can be more tragic than this thought
less and irresponsible action o f the Ger
man Stalinists. A t a time when the 
deadly enemy is a t the doorstep, the 
S talin ist bureaucrats persist in  their 
headless and giddy u ltim atis t game. They 
simply refuse to tear the mask off the 
treacherous social democracy at this, the 
most propitious moment. They are throw
ing away the opportunity of uniting tbe 
Communist vanguard w ith  the social 

i democratic workers in one common fron t 
confess his sins and announce that in  which the workers a ll want and fo r the
Lenin's epoch he wrote in  a benighted 
condition, and that he reached complete 
enlightenment only in  the epoch of 
Stalin. A t the present moment announce
ments of th is sort—combinations of
sycophancy, idiocy and buffoonery—are 
made daily in  the Moscow press. But 
they do not change the nature of things, 
“ What’s once set down in  black and 
white, no ax w ill hack nor a ll yolur 
m ight” . Yes, Rosa Luxemburg has be
come the banner of the proletarian rev
olution !

How and wherefore, however, did 
Stalin suddenly busy himself—at so be
lated a time—w ith the revision of the 
old Bolshevik valuation o f Rosa Luxem
burg? As was the case w ith  a ll his 
preceeding theoretical abortions so w ith 
th is latest one, and the most scandal
ous, the origin lies in  the logic of his 
struggle against the theory of Perman
ent Revolution. In  his “ historical”  a rti
cle, Stalin once again allots the chief 
place to this theory. There is not a sin. 
gle new word in  what he says. I  have 
long ago answered a ll his arguments in 
my book “ The Permament Revolution” . 
From the historical viewpoint the ques
tion  w ill be sufficiently clarified, I  trust, 
ih  the second volume of “ The H istory of 
the Russian Revolution”  (The October 
Revolution), not on the press. In  the 
present case the question of the Per
manent Revolution concerns us only in 
sofar as Stalin links i t  up w ith  Rosa 
Luxemburg’s name. <We shall presently 
see how the hapless theoretician has con
trived to set up fo r him self a murderous 
trap.

A fter recapitulating the controversy 
between the Mensheviks and the Bol
sheviks on the question of the moving 
forces in  the Russian revolution and 
a fter m asterfully Compressing a series of 
mistakes into a few lines, which I  am 
compelled to leave w ithout an examina
tion, Stalin indites, “What was the a t
titude o f the Le ft German social dem. 
ocrats, Parvus and Rosa Luxemburg to 
these controversies? They concocted a 
utoplafi and a semi-Menshevist schema of 
the Permanent Revolution . . . Subsequ
ently this semi-Menshevist schema was

sake of which they w ill break w ith  the 
treacherous leader's who want to sabot
age it. The crim inal, headless German 
Sralinists must be stopped!

Where is the Communist Internation
al? What has the S talinist faction In 
control of the C. I. and o f the Soviet 
Union to say in this hour of despera
tion? Stalin and his faction are main, 
taining a dastardly silence, a silence 
which condones the crim inal policy of 
the German leadership. We stigmatize 
this unheard-of, cowardly, silence on the 
part of Stalin as an act o f treachery.

The S talinist leadership has allowed 
the working class of Germany to pass 
from one defeat to another in  the last 
year alone, Emergency decree has fo l
lowed emergency decree. The workers 
have received wage-cut upon wage-cut, 
unemployment has swelled to fantastic 
proportions and unemployment insurance 
has been stripped to the bone, the banks 

i have crashed, the workers’ rights have 
been trampled under foot, the press (even 
the (Vorwaerts) suppressed, Von Papen

swept away the Reichstag, the d icta to r-! international proletariat Is standing be- 
shlp was Instituted In Prussia—a ll w ith- fore a disastrous decisino, years o f
out a struggle, a ll w ithout any resist
ance. Thte Communist party has simply 
played the role of a helpless onlooker, 
it  has not given the working class lead
ership. I t  has paralyzed by the Stalin
is t line o f policy. The bourgeoisie has 
been pushing through an unobstructed of
fensive. The Fascists are primed fo r 
power. Germany is to be handed over 
d irectly to the butchers o f the working 
class!

The Next Step of Fascism—
W ar Against the U. S. S. R.

But not only Gerinany. The next step 
in the bourgeois offensive is war—the 
international, the im perialist extension of 
Fascism—Im perialist war against the 
workers' state, against Soviet Russia. 
The Fascists have gained their fo llow 
ing by vague and magnanimous promis
ing. There is no other way for German 
capitalism than the bloody rule o f Fasc
ism. There is no other way out fo r Fasc
ism than the adventure o f Im perialist 
war against another nation, war in  which 
it  w ill receive unconditional support 
from the money bags abroad. That na
tion is and can be none other than the 
U. S. S. R„ the fatherland of the inter
national working class, the fortress of 
the world revolution!

We are a t a turning point in  history. 
The German working class is not yet 
crushed. The institu tion of Fascism is, 
however, a matter of days. The Stalin
ist leadership has enormously failed in 
its task. W ithout the guidance of its 
revolutionary Communist party, le ft in  
the hands of the petrified and putrify ing  
social democracy, the working Class of 
Germany w ill be lost and w ith  Germany 
lost, defeat, terrible, bloody defeat states 
into the eyes o f the Soviet Union and 
the working class of the world.

Yet, yet, i t  is not too late. But the 
fa ta l moment is almost here. Not a 
single hour, not a minute is to be lost. 
Workers, Communists, the destiny o f the

years
black reaction threaten the international 
working class.

Make your voices heard. I t  Is now or 
never! Together with the Left Opposi
tion blast the silence, the criminal un
concern, the treacherous tranquility of 
Mie Stalinist leadership! Send telegrams 
and cables by your units, by your1 selec 
tions to the address of the Communist 
International, to the Central Executive 
Committee o f the German Communist 
Party.

Take your fate—the fate of the inter
national revolution—into your own
hands. Demand the adoption of the 
Leninist policy of the International Left 
Opposition. Demand the return to lead
ership of Lenin’s comrades and co-work
ers, the Russian Left Opposition w ith  
comrade Trotsky at its head. The vic
tory of world Communism lies along the 
road of Lenin and Trotsky !

A new, a most terrible war Is threaten
ing the Soviet Union and the working 
class o f the world. The Bolshevik-Lenin- 
ists are needed at their posts : at the fore
front of the world revolution!

mass leader as able as H arry P o llitt. 
Such is the character o f the rank and 
file : such is the quality of the leadership.

This is my estimate o f our Party and 
its leadership. I  state it  that i t  may be 
clear that it  is not because of unsatisfac
tory personal relationships w ith  the'rank 
and file, not because I underestimate the 
ab ility  and g ifts  o f its  leadership that 
I  line up w ith  the Left Opposition, 
support the Left Opposition because 
believe that the policy of the B ritish 
party and of the Communist Interna 
lio im l is a t fa u lt on those very root is 
sues fo r which comrades Trotsky, Rakov- 
sky and the many comrades o f the Left 
Opposition have fought and have been 
expelled.

Reviewing Past of Party
The very facts I have indicated—the 

gifted leadership o f the B ritish  party, 
the comradely and industrious rank and 
file, the developed objective conditions- 
a ll these contrast so vivid ly w ith  the 
Party’s fa ilu re  to win the leadership of 
the B ritish  working class, that every 
Communist has it  as his plain duty to 
ask htnself whether the Party is on the 
correct line. The position in B rita in  to
day, after' ten years of hard struggle 
is : (1) Parliam entary: 70,000 votes fo r 
the defence of the U. S. S. R .: (2) In 
dustria l: no roots in factories or trade 
unions: (3) P o litica l: complete fa ilu re  
to make the revolutionary way out plain 
to the workers. This position repeats 
itse lf in  the Communist parties through
out the world. These facts have moved 
me to accept the Left Opposition c ritic 
ism of the strategy of the Communist 
International.

A t the time of the Le ft Opposition 
struggle and the expulsion of comrade 
Trotsky, I  was a new member of the 
Party. Even then it  was d ifficu lt for 
me not to oppose the contention that 
Trotsky, who had shared the leadership 
w ith Lenin, who—in the words o f Stalin 
“ had the immediate direction of the 
practical organization of the uprising’ 
and to whom “ the Party was firs t and 
foremost indebted for the garrison’s 
prompt going over to the Soviet” could 
be the “ counter-revolutionary” into which 
Party calumny slowly pictured him. L it
erature was sparse. The Party’s little  
great men the Arnots the Ernie Browns 
the Murphys, they said the ir say. One 
remained unconvinced but Ill-equipped 
and so refrained from voting. W ith 
others I  worked on In the Party and 
continued to study the issues raised by 
the Left Opposition.

The literature has come slowly to 
hand. On the past Issues—Poland, 
China, Russian industria l and agricul
tu ra l development, the Anglo-Russian 
Committee, a ll the evidence I  have se-

cured justifies the Le ft Opposition and 
condemns the line of the Communist In 
ternational. But though the Left Op
position has been correct, i t  seemed in 
advisable to risk expulsion from the 
Party, even to take part In a fight to win 
the re-admission to the Communist In 
ternational o f comrades whose past line 
had been the correct one. Past Issues 
were past. One turned to the work which 
clamoured to be done at every depot 
gate and street corner.

The Crucial Issue of Germany
Then hard on the heels of the disturb

ing attitude of the Communist Interna
tional towards the Spanish Revolution, 
came the crucial issue o f Germany. Party 
comrades "In the know” whispered that 
the Fascists were to take power unchal
lenged. German Industry Is so Impor
tant to the success of the Five Year 
Plan, that nothing iqust disturb the rela
tions between German Capitalism and 
Russian Socialism. The Five Year Plans 
were to be completed w ith  the help of 
German industry: whatever the govern
ment!

But comrade Trotsky’s w riting  on the 
German issue, especially “ Germany: the 
Key to the International S ituation” , the 
“ Letter to a German Comrade" and 
“What Next?” have vivid ly shown the 
position in  Europe. They have made it  
clear that “ Who wins in  Germany wins 
In Europe” . They have presented the 
danger of war on the U. S. S. R., not as 
an annual August shibboleth, but as a 
liv ing  reality.

In  1930 Trotsky warned the Party that 
their forecasts o f the early collapse of 
Fascism were not justified. Twelve 
months ago, Trotsky pointed to the Un
ited Front o f the Communist and social 
democratic organizations as the only 
policy which could ensure the defeat o f 
Fascism, the break-up o f social dem
ocracy, and successes in  the struggle fo r 
proletarian power. Today events ta rd ily  
compel the Party towards Trotsky’s line. 
But time in this struggle is the life  and 
death factor. The line which Trotsky 
pointed out two year's ago, the Party 
begins to shuffle towards to-day. These 
delays and weaknesses o f both the Com
munist International and the German 
leadership threaten disaster to the U. S. 
S. R. and to the whole working class 
movement. In  the present situation It is 
to me a clear duty to  put comrade T ro t
sky’s w ritings in  the hands o f the Party 
membership, that his leadership may be 
available to the working class in th is 
hour o f need. That is why I  support 
the work o f the Left Opposition in  is 
suing the bulletin  fo r circulating in the 
Party and to m ilitan t workers.

When I  was expelled from the R ail
way Clerks Association, the R. C. A. 
leadership saw -and condemned my action 
as a “ breach of rule” . Many o f my fe l
low members and my comrades In the 
Party saw and supported my action as 
the course which loyalty to the working 
class demanded.

I  know that I  may now be condemned 
by you and by many valued comrades for 
breaking rules by circulating this mater
ia l on Germany. But we who do this 
hold that, loyalty to the Party's cause Is 
more im portant than keeping rules which 
ban v ita l discussion In the Party.

In  this short letter I  cannot set out 
the Left Opposition case on the major 
po litica l issue: the case fo r the policy 
of International Revolution against Na
tional Socialism (even when it  wears the 
guise of “ Socialism in one country!” ), 
and all. the tactical issues which follow 
from it. I ask every comrade who sees 
the importance of mastering these issues 
to w rite  to me fo r details of the publica
tions of the Left Opposition.

I  w rite this letter to make It  clear 
that my course o f action is dictated by 
politica l and not personal motives: and 
that i f  my acceptance of the Left Op
position position and support fo r its 
works entails my expulsion, I shall from 
w ithout the Party do my utmost—to
gether w ith my Left Opposition comrades 
w ith in  the Party—to strengthen the 
Party fo r its real task: the organization 
of the working class fo r the world strug
gle fo r world socialism.

W ith Communist greetings,
STEWART PURKIS.

4 . Hogarth H ill,
London N. W. 11. July 27th, 1932.

LESSONS O F THE BO NU S M A R C H
(Continued from page 1) 

fa ilu re  the vets and they have paid 
heavy price.

The tactic of passive resistance which 
the vets pursuted fina lly  exhausted the 
little  patience o f the capitalist class. 
The armed for'ces o f the government 
were called into play. F irst, the police 
proved unreliable—1200 of the 1400 cops 
were themselves ex-servicemen!The.sail
ors who were summoned next, notified 
their masters that they were “ sea fight
ers” , and did not enlist to fight on land. 
The marines gave a sim ilar answer.

The newspapers, hungry fo r sensation
al stories, spfiead the story fa r and wide 
in  a ll its  gory details. No item of the 
gruesome butchery was spared. The 
New York Evening Journal reporter said 
that he saw a vet who was lying prone, 
face to the ground stabbed in  thte back by 
a bayonet! No one can be mistaken 
about the job that was done in Wash-

caught up by Trotsky (pa rtly by Mar-! ington by Hoover’s orders 
tov) and turned into a weapon of strug- The working class w ill not soon forget

what it  learned from the bonus fight. 
The fight put up by the veterans w ill 
yet become onte o f the traditions of the 
revolutionary working class movement. 
The traditions of American democracy 
and legalism have become thinnfer in  the 
minds o f the workers. We are nearer to 
the day when they w ill snap. This we 
owe in part to the fight put up by our 
class brother's in Washington.

The capital which this fight has given 
us must become the special weapon of 
the Communists to advance the cause 
of the revolution. We must proceed by 
raising the class consciousness o f the 
vets by linking up the ir fight w ith  the 
fight fo r general class re lie f from  thte 
crisis at the expense of the capitalist 
class and its  government. The national 
conference called by the Workers’ Bx- 
Ser'victemen’s League fo r the end o f 
September must work out a program of 
accomplishing this task. We w ill sup
port It w ith a ll the means at our dis
posal. —T. S

«Ö I*,

M A R XIST CLASSICS
Through an exchange Arrangement 

w ith  a local bookseller we have got a 
number o f copies of the Ptmmnnl»t  
Manifesto; Socialism, Utopian add Scien
tific; Wage Labor and Capital; and Value 
Price and Profit. In  thte past we have 
received requests fo r this literature. In  
the course o f our propaganda work 
among workers we frequently find i t  nec
essary to begin at rock bottom. This is 
a ll the more necessary today because of 
the te rrib ly  low ideological level that 
obtains in the party ranks under Stalin
is t leadership.

Unfortunately because o f the terms of 
our exchange arrangemtent we are un
able to offer any discount on th is lite ra 
ture. The selling prices in  the order 
in  which they are listed above are: 10 
cents; 25 cents; 10 cents; 25 cents.


