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UPS AR C04S OF TES PARTY LIUE CY THE A, L. P. ‘ i

PAUL TEMPLE

It is to be hoped that the comrades have very carefully followed the
articles in our prees on tiie internal fight in the American Lator Party in
New York <tate.

A politicel line is not only tested by events. It is also elucidated
by its apilication to events. After voting that our whole political per-
spective for imerice 'revolves around the rise of a genuine Labdor Party of
sterling independeace —- end that real soon -- tiey should ve eazer to un~
derstand what has lapwened to the iLP, so soon after the cissolutiéa of
the iinnesota Farmer-Labor Party. _

I do not know how much understanding they have been avle to get from
“the articles on the ALP published in LAZOR ACTICY and the HET IWTIRIATICFAL.
Such a congeries of iucoasistence and confusion as there eppeared is un-
usual for us, and the reader may not hawe beea able to find his way.

Let us take first the most importent question which had to be analyzed
end see what the Politicel Committee did with it. This question is:

Yhet vere the two groups fighting about ? .“"‘ the Tillman-Stalinist
combination on the one hand, and the Dubinsky-Rose so-czlled Right Ting
‘on the other.

" A COUPLE OF SUPERFICIALITIES

- Y

In the February, .‘}I, Shachtman tells us that the Cannonites dismiss
the whole situation with a "“superficial pnrase," which he paraphrases as
follows: "Two unprincipled cliques, with no real programmatic diflerences
-~ they both support Rooseveli and the war -- are fizghting for lLureaucrat-
ic power and coantrol of the machine. A plague on both their houses."

The Cannonite analysis, «s Shachtman describes it, certainly is su-
perficial. But what is his reply? This --

#If this were the sum ard substance of tihe situation
we would have here one of those rare but not impos-

sible cases of pure political gangsterism -- a fight
for power in which no political differences are ia-

volved." '

One hesitates even to make fun of this. Such "rare" cases are thick-
1y studded from here to the virta of Christ. But the "reply" is even more
eamaying since it is precisely LADOR ACTION which has insisted more and
once that there was no political difference involved in the AIP fight.

The April 10 issue of L.A. in a frént—page editorial explains viy
we proposed voting for Dubinsky as the lesser evil to Zillman:

_"This was an organizational fight for control of the
_perty. The workers were not faced with a political

choice. No political program was involved in a direct .
- or immediate sense." -
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0f course, maybe Shachtman didn't write this editorial....

A COUPLE OF PLAGUES

Shachtman adds that the SWP's superficial analysis carried to its
logical conclusion would paint the whole nation-wide fight between the
Stalinists and 0ld-line labor officialdom also as "an unprincipled
fight between two sets of political gangsters, and we, whom this fight
does not concern, must say: A plague on both your houses.

. Now, in the first place, saying "A plague on both your houses? --
that is, refusing to support elther side —- is NOT equivalent to saying
nrhis fight does not concern us," as Shachtman assumes for purely no-
jemical (i.e., obscurantist) reasons. Our attitude on the imperialist
war is sufficient example. This kind of "ennlysis" is considered hot
stuff in a high-school debate.

Before we can take a stand with one house or the other, we must
Imow what they are fighting over. Or is the question decided for us
by the fact that the Stalinists are ranzed on one side, and we must
therefore forthwith rush to the lefense of the other? TFormulations
4. L.A. have more than once appealed to such vulgar anti-8talinism, in
discussing .the ALP fight. 7%e may forgive it as an agitat ional device,
but cannot accept it as an aid'to analysis. L

“ell, now, what was the difference between the Eillman group al-
lied with the CP, on the one side, and the Dubinsky-Rose so-called

Right Wing on the otrer? Let us take a look at the recent formulations |
412 our press. S

TET AIP "AS IT WAS"

. fThe AILP, as it was under the Dubinsky-Rose leadership is thorough-~
1y characterized as follows. The wader is invited to keep the follow-
ing description in mind. '

(1) "It is not & lebor party." (L4 - 2/4)
(2) It is "mot a working class party" (1a - 3/27).

(3) It vas "set up to prevent the development of independent labor
political ection, and has been maintained in the same spirit." (LA-3/27)

(4) The Dubinsky-Rose group "administered the party as a bargain-
ing center for establishing a !working! relationshin with the Repuclican
and Democratic Parties of the state.” Its aim then and nov was ané is
¥to rally the labor and independent vote for Roosevelt.' (LA - 4/10)

(5) They “are desperately afraid of genuine independént labor ac-
tion.® (LA - 4/19). .

(6) Their aim: to organize the workers as & npressure group" on
the capitalist parties. (LA - 4/10). '

(7) The 'ml/)inslqz-nose wing "stands in the vay of a genuine lavor
party." (LA - 2/149). |
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This is pretty clear. It is the Dubiunsky-Rose wing that L is
talking about. , B

Why then were Dubinsky and Hillman at loggerhzads? Eow does Fill-
man differ with the ALP character and aims thus described '"ag it agi 7

A COUPLE OF SORDID :CTIVES

Shachtman ridicules the.idea. that it vas merely a sordid struggle
for machire power. 411 right, it wvasn't. : :

Shachtman recognizes that both "have the same political program; . . .
pro-Roosevelt, pro-fferr Deal, pro-war." It was not, then, & fight over
any more or less booad political issue. Agreed.

Did Dubinsky-Rose fall out with Hillman because the latter allied
" himself with the CP, whom the former cannot stomach? 7as it merely
that Dubinsky-Rose did not want their N.Y. political mechine taken over
by the CP, because they too want to lhave an organized power behind the
NI? But thig once again makes it merély e "sordid struggle for powert,
an interpretation which Shachtman ridicules.

Or vas this antagonism due to the inevitable conflict between
native trade-union reformism apd Russian-based Stalinism? This conflict
indubitably exists and even for the reasons explained by Shachtman in
the 1'I. But this explains little.

For native-reformist Zillman and his group choose to make a poli-
ticel bloc with the CP (in spite of this conflict) while native-reformist
Dubinsky does not. Is this difference due to their diverse personali-
ties, or perhaps to Fillman's personal ambitions in the Democratic Party?
-~Pardon, we are not going to explain the situation in terms of such
-sordid political motives. :

* TEE GREAT HILLiAN LYSTERY

I repeat: the significant butt of analysis is to explain tae snlit

- between Dubinsiy-Rose aad Fillman, to explain why Tillman could overlook
his differences with Stalinism and make such an alliance with thep as ‘
ageinst Dubinsky. It will not do to explein that the Stalinists vwanted
to capture the ALP... therefore the fight between Dubinsky and: gillmant

It is not here a question of minimizing the imvortance or danger
of the Stalinists in the ATP or labor movement. But I assume that Tili-
Ban vas aware of this too, and not eager t6 Land the AIP over to Joe's
battalions. (In places, LA has written as if Fillman suddealy became
a fellow-traveler and front men for Browder, & simple stooge. That of
course is nonsense properly left for Dies.) that motivated him?

LA tried a formulation (2/14): "Fillman formed a bloc with the CP
for the purpose of taking over the ALP and reducing it to a pro-Roose-
velt barcainings agency, bargaining with the Democratic machine in the
State of New York." o

So everything is ex'plained. I have quoted the characterization by
- LA of the ALP as a "bargaining center" with the capitalist parties ever
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since its inception. The Dubinsky-Rose group, ve were told, maintained
the party in the same spirit. So Eillmen comes along and starts a fight
e-+» t0 freduce it to a pro-Roosevelt bargaining agzency" all over againt

Very enlighteaing.

A COUPLE OF EXPLANATIOLS

Ia the same article, LA tries its hand again. It is "explaining"
how come Eillman and the CP have gotten together against the Right Tiing,
and on vhat grounds..

"Fillman is against a Lebor Partyl The CP is against

e Labor Party....Hillman and his €P allies have util-
ized the CIO Political Action Committee, organized to
hogtie American labor to Roosevelt!s machine and for a
fourth term, to prevent genuine independent labor poli-
tics by labor and for the formation of a genuine Labor
Party..."

Now it 1s all clear. LA has previously made plain that Dubinsky-
Rose have worked since the inception of the ALP to "prevent" the formmls-
tion of a genuine Lgbor Party and to rally the labor vote for Roosevelt,
being "desperately afraid” of real independent action. Not only that —--
they succeeded in this. So Hillman, being anxious to do the same thing....
fignts Dabinsky. ' . :

We are not much forrarder, are we?
Let us try another stadb at it, says Shachtmen.

"The issue before N.Y. labor right now is, therefore,
to prevent the Stalinists from winaing control of
the ALP -- <EICE ./OULD TEGSN BECO.E A TOOL OF TEEX ZXREu-
LIN AND TEE RUSSIAN FOREIGN OFFICE." (LA -- 3/27).

Obviously this was not the issue for the Hillman group, which does
not want the ALP to become a tool of the Kremlin. Given the position
of the party it is unobjectionable agitation, but unilluminat ing analy-
8is. In provortion as Shachtman finds himself unable to speak clearly
- - about the Hillman policy, does he dwell solely upon the Stalinist danger,
AN like a man vho has been stuttering in embarassment and then finally
finds something he can say with a degree of conviction.

- A COUPLE OF COJTRADICTIONS

See hov this is done again in still another éttempt at a formula~
tion counterposing Dubinsky-Rose and Hillman (April N.I.):

Dubi 1sky-Rose, writes Shachtman, “stood more or lezss, for-the
3 ALP as it was -- & political machine of the reformist lsbor official-

dom for corralling latr votes for Roosevelt in return for modest con-
cessions, and for put ting w minor candidates !independently! here and

t‘xere." S ‘ | ' 77_9
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This is supposed to describe the ALP "as it was" <~ under the Right
Ying -- and what did the other faction stand for?

uThe latter stood for destroying the AIP &s it was ...." begins
. Shachtman. 7e may take it first that this means:; changing the charac-
E ter of the AIP. What does Hillman want to change it to? Just vhal is
unsatisfactory about the character of the AP as it was®? This is the
same question we started with. Let us finish Shachtman's sentence:

"The latter stood for destroying the ALP ag it was, and certainly
for destroying the chances of meking it vhat it should be...."

o That is, I presume, en independent labor party. But the party's
characterizetion of the ALP as it was, detailed above, makes it clear

3 not only that the Pubinsky-Rose leadership stood for preventing making
E the ALP "vhat it should be" but that they have been amply successful.

But we have not yet finished Shachtmar!s sexntence which winds up

A " thusly: "....in order more ersily to turn it into en instrument with

which the Stalinists...can operate within the Democratic party." This,

the only part of the formulation vhick has its feet on the ground, once

i again reveals the Stalinists' motives (not a very hard job) but still
leaves Eillman a nystery. \ _

FOR TEE CO.B-C0:3-iAKE-UP3YOUR-MIND DEPARTLENT

But perbaps by "destroying the ALP es it was", Shachtman mea&ns
merely "destroying the ALP," period. That is, liquidating it bodily.
Indeed, in one issue, LA assured us that Hillman vas telling his inti-
mates that such was his intent. If Eillman is aiming to dissolve the
.party, thea we do have & difference betveen him and the Right Jing (we
‘shell come to this point shortly), though we still have to ask LEY
Fillman wants to do this. But in most cases the party press has been
much more euivocal. LA has most often alteraated between (1) hinting
thet Hillman wants to 2issolve the AIP, and (2) that Zillman wants to
= ‘change the craracter of the ALP ~- from what to what, the Lord alone
" knows. : ' ' :

 This equivocation reached }ts height in LA of 2/14 when both al-

: ° ternative exzplanations were forcibly compressed into one senteace:

"Phe Dubinsly-Counts~Rose group would retain the ALP
4 as an independent third party -- not & genuine Labor
1 Party -- vhereass the Stalinist-EZillmen combination
o would destroy the AIP and turn it into an appeadasze
' - of tne Roosevelt machine." : '

o “hatis this? The Hillmen group would both destroy the ALP and also

2 turn it into a Roosevelt appendage? To an Euglish-speaking person, one

would seem to exclude the other. If it is really to Dbe killed, how
‘can it be Yturned into" anything -- whether a "Rocsevelt appendaze" or
"e tool of the Kremlin' -- in fact, irto eaything but a corpset I Jor—
bear repeating that, accerding to the party press itself, it is corrying
coal to fewcastle for Eillmen to try to "turn' the AP into a Roosevelt
eppendage. e ' : ' 730
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WE FINALLY GET SO:EWEZRE

It is possible to go on like this for several more mages -~ for
weeks LA and the NI have been full of these memmiagless formulationsg —-
but the point is NOT merely that Shachtman and the party's ALP analysis
are writing meanizngless formalations. And it is certaialy .not that
these stupid contradictions are due to stupidiiy or inabvility to handle
Bnglish. .

They cannot squarely face the question of the Dubinsky vs. Eillman
split Decause the answer which stares them in the face is. . . inconven-
ientn Thev show themselves aware of it, but only to gloss over it.

I have quoted the several attempts in our press to explain the fight
between Dubinsky and Fillman, aand pointed out how they explain nothing.
Thers is one other attempt, however, about which this cannot bs wholly
said. It is in LA for 3/27 in a report of a speech in §.Y. by Shachtmang

"Both wings of the ALP...have the seme mpolitical program.
They both are pro-Roosevelt, pre-¥ew Deal, pro-var. I8
the fight over the Zillman plaa, then, merely a fivht for
power betreen rival political gangst!

This is rejectéd, aad Shachtman starts going through the same rou-
tine on the "difference" betweén the two groupss :

"They (the I-:illmemféCP wing) want control of trhe ALP in
order to prevent its develioping ir the direction of a
‘genuine Labor Party. Eillman and the Stelinists are
both on record against independent political action by
labor . . .M

Nothing vhich distinguishes them from the Right Ving, so far.

", . . agaianst ariy Labor Party. . . .7
Dit to.

. . . and azainst even an,{ third party."

dell, welll here!s the sta.teme.nt of a real differezos beiveen Zillmaz .

© and’ mbins@'\ made 8% Cotrse; only. {H e prepositional’ phrase in one -

sentence of one article, among many lorg articles, but scill somet!} mg
to hang on to. :

LABOR PARTY AJD TZIRD PARTY

%hat does this difference turn out to be?

Not at all concerned with independent labor action, as 95% of the
party!s propaganda on the question has tried.to make out.

Dubinaslky is for a third capitalist perty. Fillman is acainst a
third capitalist party, at least nois. Tais is the diﬁerence.

Aside from the rejected theory of machine politics as the motiva-
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" tion, this is the only possible difference. Outgide of the last-cited
six words, the other 10,000 words poured into LA and the NI on the ques-
. tion were 80 much mumbdo-jumbo, weren!t they?

Shachtman distinguishes between a labor party and a third party.
~ Very correct. Our movemert has aiways don? so, even when it was not in
favor of advocating 2 lavor party. It has «lwsys drawa a line between
parties 1ike LaFollette:s Progressives, which are attempts at a literal
capitalist pclitical formation with middle-class support, end attemots
at formmg a party based on the trade unions aloing the lines of the ZFri-
tish Lavor Par‘,{.

This distinction bet'reen a libera]. canitalist "third party" and a
labor party :as exprassed itself in our policr et all times. Before
1938, when we were still against advocating a reformust h‘oo. racty, we
yet declared that IF such a labor party HWERE formel based on the mass
trade unions, we were ready to participate in it ani sven give critical
supnort to its candidates; whereas our attitude to a new third party of
the type described above could 'be only unqualified OppOSItlon.

After 1938, when the party adopted the pro-labor party position, it
still stressed thai the movemeat for and organization of a "third party"
was not only still reactionary but indeed a principel danger to the de-
velopment of working-class indegendence. and that any.such third—pa*ty
movenient rmst be combatted.

And it most be remembered that at that time, and up to now, when
we spoke of a third party in these terms we had in mind an indeyeadent
third perty -- a third party waich was at any rate organization a1lly ine-
dependent of the other two capitalist parties.

The ALP? It is not an indepencent Labor Party, not & Labor Party
at all, not even a degeneratec labor perty; it is a third party —- and
not even an indepeandent third partyl ' It is & third party of capitalism

orzanized and maintained for the purpose of corrallin== liberalistic votes
for the FIRST party of ca'alta.lism. .

JEAT!S TEE AIP "EETL.ESN'?

One could not expect Shachtman to come right out with it and charac-
terize the ALP as such a third party of capitalism. For one tihing, his
own thinking on the question is too confused to permit him the lwmry of
any positive statement. For-the most vpart, the party press tells us what
it is not, as detailed in the heginning of this artlclv. This c(escrip-
tion of what the ALP is not, translated into positive terms, is a fine
sunrary of the third-party type of political organization. In a shuffling
fashion he has even imwlied the positive conclusion.

I tave quoted LA!'s incidental remark that "The Dubinsky-Counts~Rose
group would retain the ALP as an independent third party" -- noting oaly
~that this incorrectly ascnbes to these gentlemen an independent role even

" as a third party.

In another place (Feb. NI) SI:achtm mentions thet “he Stalinists
fare opnosed even to the ALP acting as a consisctent 'third ")c..l"tj“' though
this does not comunit him to saying that this is how the LLP :as been aoting.
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In his article "Upé and Dowas of the Labor Party iiovement" 4in the
April NI, Shachtman makes a pass at another "analysis". The ALP is an at-
tempt at a combination "betreen bourgeois politics pursued by labor and in-

dependent politics." It is in & limbo of its owm, a "hard-to-define move-
ment ," as he puts it. This is as far as he goes.

Similarly in the February NI, where at least he shows himself at
least conscious of the "third party" question.

"Except for its neme, it is not a labor party; it is
“not the political organization of the orgenized wori-
ing class. It is far more removed from being that
than it is from being a mere 'tuird p paty.t It

much closger in type to the LaFolleiie~ilieeler =pe.rty'
of the 1924 elections than it is to, say, the 3ritisa
Labour Perty. Like the LaFollettesiTheeler machine of
1924, it is a middle class party with labor pretex—
sions. The 1924 organiza’ion at leest had mary or-
genized trade unions represeated at the convertion
wiiich nominated the tvwo presidential candidates. The
ALP's -connections with the trade unioas is coufined

to keeping them at arm's leagth iz tkLe capacity of an
ladvisory committee! composed of union officials with-
out direct power, acco*npa;.:.ed by a flat refusal to al-
low the trade unions to' eafiliate witk the party eand -
_to exercise their legitimate role within it."

This again seems to say that the AP is somewhere "between" & third
party and a labor party; butb-when it enters iato a concrete coimparison
with the actual third party movement of 1924, the advantsges are all on
LaFollette's sidel Not an atom of aznalysis is advanced to Justify the
" between" status conferred on the ALP.

A candid look at thls comparisonwould seem to indicate something
else. The LaFollette party was a third party organized azeinst the other
two capitalist parties. It strove at least to weaken each of the other
two and atrongthen itself. The ALP is a third party "set up as a lavor
. Vote-getter* for Roosevelt end "maintained in the same spirit." Lei us
edopt Shachtman's method 6f spacing these parties geographically betwixt
and between. The ALP is not somewhere "between" a third party and a good
labor party. 34 is rather "between" & th:.rd part,; a.nd. - the left m.ng

" . of the Democratic’ Party& o

. D28 CCXTE.TO24RY TZIRD P.AR['Y OV...;EIIT

Saecixtman is in a bind because he cannot call the ALP "either a labor
party or a third party. .Therefore it is tin-between ~aad to be scienti~
fically defined as a "hard-to-define movement.“

Far be it from me to insist that every politmal developmen" without
excention must be ticketed vith & fixed lebel like aa item irn a Sears Roe-
buck catalogue. (This is only the obverse of tlose desperate muddleaeads
who think that by calling soaething a "prccess" they zet ria of the aeed
for characterizing it politically.) But the fact is that Shechntments
whole "*oetmxt and between" approach is wortaless. : .
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The terms "capitalist third party" and "labor party" have hed fairly
distinct meanigs in American histery. Tiey were two types of mpcliticael
organizations, with different class roots, different cowmpositions, differ-
ent programs. Shachtman!s quandary erises from his inability to tea” his
eyes awa,)r fro;n thls tra 1tio'1a1 but pest distinciioa.

m e

In the dynamic class context of A;nerican capitalist society today,
both of these traditional categories are pushed i: each otler's direction,
and tend to be telescoped into a fused political form.

No serious liberal-capitalist third party can arise in this country
today without a heavy lavor base and decisive labor alliances. The import-
ani third-party movements of tihe ora now goine arose on the basis of the
farmers end lover niddle class precominantly. Today, with the vastly in-
creased social weight of the working class, it ean arise only with the
labor-liberals standing in their shoes. ‘

Conversely, iz the 19th century, when an indepencent labor fizht to
wrest reforms from a lustier capitalism was possibdle without calling into-
question the very stability ol capitalism itself, reformist labor leaders
couldl aim at organizing labor's incependent strength without running head-
long against their own bdasic capitalistic convictions. Not so todsy, when
the greater explosiveness of l-bor cless consciousness and the wore deli-

-cate equilibrium of cepitalism make really independent class orgarization

too greatly fraught with imolications from which they must tura daciz.

Thus the concepts "third party®" and "labor p..rt,,r" each from its own
internal compulsions under the conditions of contemporary cepitelism, have
coaverged into a third party cof a modified type. It might be called a
flavor third party*. It is the liberal third perty of today. It is the
labor party of today. :

It should be understood that capltallsm in its period of reactionary
decline saarpens political choices. The alf-way houses are "coordinated®
or wiped out. This is the process; it is only cccelerated, not created,
by a capitalisa-at-war or a capitalism-tu urned-fascism. The expanse of no-
‘man! s-lend moves toward disappearance in the class strugzle a2s it has in
war. As a ghost it can still exist in an individual's consciousness (as
it does in the minds of. the American workers as a mass); ia a verdelly-
coucted political platfomn (like tie Hew York Liberal Party's); in labor-
reform Cemggogy; or in the political perswective of tos2 who thinl: that
an "indevendent" labor party can arise which can in actual »olitics walk’
the tight-rope between sunport of cap:.’callst poiitics and support of revo-
Jutionary socialist politmcs.

Such is the political matrix of the 1a.bor-party novement todey, and
only those who todar persist in anelyzing the american labor movement!s
éevelopment in terams of obsolete forms can continue to pose such theolo-
gical questions as whether the ALP is. tbetweent a Lhird party or a lzbor
party and just how muc: removed froa ‘eitaer, or coutinve %o make nistoric—
ally meeniugless distinctionm betwcen reformist iavo> pariies that are
"geauine! or "class" or "real' or "mdepen.dent" o simmly Mhard-to--define"
pexrties.

HOY TO 3E REALISTIC

“hen, therefore, in his New York speach, Shackitman raisced the question
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of taking sides in this Dubinsly-rillman scrap, the question actually
posed was: ' '

Shall the party support the liveral supporters of third-narty poli-
tics against the more conservative opporents of third-party politics?

Eis ansver was: Support the Duvinsky-Rose third-party-ites in the
Primaries against Eillman. ’

Now the less important thing to be said about this policy is the
following:

Shachtman proposed a dovble-barrelled policy. Support the third-
perty-ites in the primaries, but if they win in the primaries, do not
vote for them in the regular electioas.

Vhen Shachtman debated the labor party question at tue last national
convention, he beat 1is breast as a "realist", and by God, not a sectarian
-- & man with a "positive" answer and a "practical" position to offer to
workers or electoral policy. It is also as the same kind of realist,
positivist and practical politician that he feels called upon to advise
support of the liberal third-party-ites in tha primaries. After all, we
have & comrade in a union and the question of Dubinsky-Rose versus =Till-
man comes up. Naturally, it would be a very fine thing if he could put
forvard a third slate, but if this is out of the gquestion, he is going to
say "A plague oz both your houses," or —- god forbid -- sey nothing at
all? For a positively practical realist, this proposal caanot seriously
be considered. A choice must De maZe, and naturally one chooses the les—
ser of the two evils ( hmupht you wouldn't expeet him to choose the greater
of two ®vils, would youi). To be sure, (as Shachtman is perfectly wil-
ling to admit in any subordinate clause of not more than six words), the
lesser-evil people are not supporters of an independent labor party, of a
dependent labor party, nor evea of an independent third vnarty --- but they
are better, aren't they, then the oiher fellows who areatt for any kind
of third party, even a bad one. It is a positive princivle of the realis-
tic fellows that a fake labor varty is better thas none at all, and it
follows that a bad third party is petter than none at all. And while com-
icg out in supnort of the latter (v:0 are also to be sure t-e "desperateh
opponents of even a fale labor party) one can "stilize the arena" %o make
a speech avout what we really need is a revolutionary lavor party, only
Ve have to take a first step in that direction by supporting Dubinsly, who
(gulp) stands in the way of a labor party. . . g

HQ/ T0 AVOID SECTARTANISH

Certainly no one can say that this policy is sectarian. $So our com-
rade in the trade union aveids the twin evils of sectarianism and silence
and speaks out for supporting Dubinsky!s men. And since, as all realists
‘emchasize, we must be the cost vigorous aivocates of all steps towari a
labor party, he vigorously urges his Troti.ers to vote for the Dubins’y can-
didates in the primeries as the lesser evil corpared with the Zillman-CP
slate, since the former are at least in favor of maintaining the ALP as a
middle~-class third party.

If successful in making the Dubinsky men the representatives of the
ALP, is ke to vote for them in the Fovember elections? _’35
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No, says Shachtman, e mmst support these people in the primaries,
but -—- '

"Torever, this is =ot giving it support politically
in the Wovember elections. TFor no vorker Delieving
in independeat politicel ection by labor can support
at the polls an auziliary of the Democratic Party —-
which the ALP now is." ' ‘

That is, "the ALP now is" an auxiliary of the Democratic Party uader the
leadership of the same mer vhon we are supvworting for countimed leadership.
e cen vote that they continzus to be the leadzvs, but we cannot support

———— e s

the party in ifovember because, by gosh, ther are the leaders.

It is correct to vote for Dubinslky in the primaries but not in o~
vember . . . “hen he is running against the Eillmanites, he is the lesser
evil and deserves (critical) political support --- because, forsootl, Eill-
menvants to turn the AIP into o Roosevelt appendase." Tut when Dubinsky
is running ageinst Republicans and such, we canrot give him (critical) po-
litical sunport. . . because he is Jjust & Roosevelt eppentage EIHSELF!

The victory of the Dubinsky leadership inside the ALP is a boon to
the prospects of lador indenendence, But wo must nelp to insure his de-
feat outside the AZP in the regular elections, Deceuse a victory by the
AIP egainst (ser) Republicans is no first step toverd lawr independence.
And if we thus demonstrate tuat Dubinsky canuot evea get the votes of nis
own party for his men, will we strensthen Fillman's and the CPis next at-
tack or weaken it? 4 leadership's hold on = party is maintained dy its
precticzl electoral successes as rmch as it is crested by one orimary vic-
tory. So --- we wust insist on Dubinsky!s men being our candidates, dut
tell the workers not to vote for thex. :

Hillman's victory prevented this contradiction from being brought to
a head.

EQJ T0 Bc DEVILISELY PRACTICAL
== 20 dovahiocad PHACGTIVAL

The "Eillmen plan® for the ALP was to replace the conirol of the

~party by district cludbs with control by trale-union affiliates. LA ve-

plies: This is superficially a zood proposal, it is brogressive, it is
correct; but as put forward by the Eillman-Cp group, it is only a device
for entrenching CP control of the party, siace the oaly wvaions that would
affiliate with the ALP are predominastly CP-controlled themselves.

Fe too, says La, are for trade-union coatrol of the ALFP but ONLY by |
"all unions that stand unequivocally for independent labor political ec-
tion, i.e., for an indepeadent Labor Party . (1a--2/14).

This proposal is '"cleverly" desizned to exclude froz our mass labor
party based on the mass trade unions all "the Stalinist-controlled uaions"
(LA explains), the Eillman-controlled unions, and "any union vhicH is op-
posed tc independent political action and a Lebor pParty.®

. “rat Vew York urnions woul? be eligible for this very pure labor party

————

—-- purged on one side of the labor-liverals, on enother of the Stelizist-

~ controlied vaicus and on a third of the EillmanitesT To be terribly statis-
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tical about it, how much is left? Naturally Li coes not present any list
of eligible unequivocal vaions. . .

fUntil this iden gains videspread supmort in the
unions, waicih it coes not have now, Coxrace Saacht-
men said, we cannot ignore the fate of tae ALP.M
(A -—- o/?'?)

Shachimen (Feb. HI) nostalgically complains that if only the Dudinsky-
Rose group had campaigned against Tillman oa this vlat;orm, the latter could
have been routed. .2ybe. Bat the uwhole no1nt is that the Daolasky group is
if enything farther ivom wanting a trade-union con:r»olled independent labor
party thea Flllmenl Cne might as well base the woriy policy tne petulent
reproach that if oaly the CP could tear itvself away from ctalin ead Browder8s
control, it cou 1& b° a Socialist orgenization. Shachitman writes as a left
wing of the DhleS.J bloc, giving these falzers excellent aivice oa how not
to be fakers; giving thess labor-liberals tips on how they should act if they
were not liberals; giving these Roosevelt ajnendages the low-dovm on what
to do if they vere not Roosevelt appendages.

VAKZUARDIS:. O THS HAL¥-STSLL

Shachtman does not tuink the ALP under Dubinsly is a first step toward
independensy political action. Therciore he refused to accord it supoort in
Yo weiber.

The British Labor Party (vhich Shachtmen referred to as the arch-type
of the genuine labor party) developed organically out of the official trade
uniox movenent of thetcauntry vhile following e fairly consisteat policy of
alliance witlk the capitalist liberals. It dla net begin with indepenient
polizical action and never achieved coasistently iﬁuenetdent action. The
mass trade unions were first organized politicelly as they were and then de-
velcped more or less as a whole in the direction of treater orbahlzaulonal
indewnendgence.

Shacrhtman proposes that in America the development of an independent
labor party proceed from the other directiocn -- first form a "puret lador
party with little or no forces, and then tiy to bring the others in. TFis
instinct is correct. The British traveled ¥aeir road in anctiaer period,
unger & ycumger, more progressive capitelism, and iz a different social
cortert in vhick the capitel st politics nlayed Ly tie Sritish trade unione
yet served a progressive furction of organizirng lsbor noliticallr for re-
forms which were still meaningful. Today such politics can play no pro-
gressive role at all, Shacitman implicitly reccgnizes; therefore we must
alvocate, so to spealk, a vanzuard-iyne of independent lavor narty, a nump-
oriming labor party.

Taus the party policy = forced into bizarre variations by the force
of the verr facts of society wiziclk it chose to ignore. not hapvoeans to
the oft-repeated motivation that a labor porty founded oa the mass trade
unions as they are, no matter how cozservative, would be a "step forvardh
for American lator® 2rojy-ed out of the bctton, because it does aet it
the facts. Insofar as the party policy faces furtlier corncrete reclities
~of the lovor party movement, as it nas just doen ir a single episode, it
will zo tarough other permutations, empirically fudged uwp to fit ths on-
portunity. ) 7 3 7
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Shachtman and other party theorcticians have, of course, adonted this
theory not as tie result of any dasic analysis, but as tie resilt of buttiag
their heads azainst a cocacrete sitnation:

"Phe fconcrete situstions! which dexand tectical con-
sideration zenereliy arise today in those herd-to-de-
fine movements whkich are located scxe-hers betmween

the outrignt canitalist politics of the AFL and tie in-
depend=rt working class politics of a geaunine labdor
rarty, genuine at least in the sense of the couditions
set forth ebova.® (Aapril KI).

Aad the full measure of Shachtman's laclz of comprehension of tlie nature
of these mrd-to-define novemerts is to bs found in the next three sentences:

"Buch movements 72 an inevitable stage in the politic-
~al evolution of tae dmericen workers. They were an in-
-evitable staze ia the Fritiskh aad Geruan gvoluticn.
that will cdistin-uish the americen development frozm,
broaé¢ly swezizinz, the Zuropean, xill be i*s duration
or duravilitr-.?

The very keranel, the truest essence of Shachtman's position on the
labor party is to be found novhere else but in the above trhree sentences.

ZISTORY SAUTZED - S -

In England and Germeny, duvring the halcyon period of capitalisa de-
fore 1914, thgcrking class united politically around reforiiist parties
~nd leaderships -~ in Inglond the Eritish Labor party; in Germawy the
Social Democratic Party. Ther were not ravolutionary parties. They were
reforauist workine-.class partics. 1Ia ti:is sense, true enough, they wvere
" gomevhere betveen" outright caitalist politics aand fully independent
. working-clase politics. Zut this statement of Shachtmants, referring to
the 3ritisih and Germen narties, zolkes sense orlv if fully "iadenendent
workirg class politics is understood to zean Wrevoliutionar:” gocialist
politics." ,

. without this proviso, why on earth is the German S. D. Party descrided
as " somewherc between? -- that ie, ghort of -~ independent working class
politics? “hat did the German S. D. Party lack of deserving beinz ealled
an "indenendent woriking class party,' vhat if not revolutionary :arxzis: an
that alone? ‘

n throwing the Gers2 3. D.'s into the same category witl the ALP,
as Wgomevhere betwesn®, Sne.catnan is clearly thizking of s Mindenenient
norkircg class nolitics of a gexuiné lebor pariy! as beinz eguivaleat e a
revoluticnary socialist party: 3ut it is precisely tlis which is denied
br tis whole approack to tiae labor party in imerica. Zere, Shachimen has
told us tize azd sgaan, 8 lebor perty is aeczssary besouse lator is not
ready for a revelutiorary socialist party; he rrosonts hie drean of an Tin-
deneadeat" lator party.as bein, sowething realizable siort ol a revolution-
ary porty. €o:ld tiere be more confision created in thiree short seatences?

A TEEORY OF STAGI

Shachtmant's perspective is clear. American labor, liie tis 3ritisi
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and Germans in their time, must inevitably go through (1) the stage of
rellying around a refornist party and leadership, (2) be betrayed by it,
and (3) only then come over in any aumbers to a revolutio nary narty. Tae
political development of la*or under conditions of the period of tle Sec-
ond Torld var and in the proseat stage of senile American capitelism, can
be nothing else but a condensed versioa of the development that labor went
through under the peaceful, expanding, stebler copitalisz of pre-1914 days.
History will take out the old film for a second run and wind it throush
more quickly, that is 21l1. The eactors and their roles and the scenario
will be esseatially the same.

Tais is 100 per cent false.

Even now, at the beginning of the picture so to spealz, it is obvious
that ve are seeing 1ot & mere re-run but a new plot. I have raised toe
quest ion whether the German party was "somewhere between". Fow about the
3ritish Labor Party? :

Shachtman edmits the iLP is "not & working class party," and certainly
"not a labor party." The British Lobor Party mas a working class party and
was a labor party. To throw them both into the same historical stew as '
Wgomewhere between" and taereupon draw the lesson of the inevitable parel-
lelism between American end British development is & perfect example of lLiow
Shachtman makes those two words function as a sucstitute for historical an-
alysis. .

But the British Lavor Party also "played capitalist politics" in its

- famous Liberal-Labour alliance in wiich it tailed after the Liberal Party.

The ALP plays capitalist politics and tails after tke Democratic Party.
Areatt they both "eomewiere between"? :

The AIP has played and still plays nothing but capitalist politics.
It was, Shachtman himself tells us, organiged anc meintained as a lavor
vote-getter for the capita’ st parties, This was and is its political
role, its reason for existeace. For the ALP, this is not an opportunistic
and short-sighted deviation from an independent policy; it is the very
heart and body of its policy. The ALP did not and does not consider its
alliance with the Democratic Party eas e first step or necessary compromise
for the purpose of furtherinz independent workinz-class policy; it is
Ydesperately afraid" of the latter.

~ The politics of the ALP is Yourgeois politics flavored witih lawvor
demazogy. The politics of the Zritish and German reformists wes L4A30R
POLITICS distorted by bourgeois opportunisa.

So Shachtman looks on the ALP and the Zuropean parties and sagely ob-
serves: M"QOoviously both are somewhere between CUTRIGET cepitalist w»clitics
and CO.FLTITZ independence. One can see that we are at aa ineviteble stage
of the same road. . .M

PROGRZESIVS OR KEACTIONARY *

But we have 20t yet come to the main point about Shaci:tman's carica-
ture of a jarxzist ar.ah sis. :

In spite of their reformism and opnortumism, the British and German
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lator part:.es played an essentially progregsive role in the political de-
velopment of the labor movement in tiwose countries for a substamtiel period
vefore 1914. In what did this progressive role coasist?

These reformist lesadershins i 3_:5: the main mass of workers their first
lessous in independent political action; brought the main body of worlers up
to their level; brousht political organization to them., The creation of
these perties was & step in advance of the consciousness of the class at
that time.

It was this service which made those parties progressive. It is pre-
cisely t this service vhich a lebor party will not perform in America tocay

vho says so? Thy, Shachtman and the varty thesis (adopted at the last
convention). Tiis document considers the possibility of the formation of a
labor party in this country anc presents two alternative patis -- botix based
on the same assumption: that the creation of a labor party would be tae re-
sult, not the cause, of independent action sentimeni among the main mass - of
worizars,

"It is even possible that the labor leadership will remain
stubbornly and stupidly opposed to the formation of a La-
bor Party even in the turbulent days of crisis ahead, op-
posed even to the fomation of & thoroughly reforamist party
vhick is strictly undex their control. Their efforts to
liquidate or at least to deepen the paralysis of even such
e caricature of an independent political party as the ALP
show how strong : this possibility.

"In such a case, the movement for independent political
action would not be stopped cold, but would merely teke
on different forms. Given the contirued opposition to
a Labor Party by the trade union bureaucracy, it is pos-—
sible that suck a party would come into existence ¥from-
“below,! as a result of a powerful political upsurge in
the ranks sweeping over the heads of the official lead-
_ership, at leest in part. That is, a development migat
take plece i: the political field comparable with the
‘rank and file upsurge that produced the mass unions of
the CIO. :

"However, there is greater reason to believe that the
sherpening of class entagonisms in the country will gen-
erate encugh pressure upon at least a sectioa of the la-
bor bureeucracy to impel it to take the leadership of an.
independent labor politicel party lest the movement of
the messes 'get out of hand.td

Yote: in the case of toth alternative patis, the creation of the la-

bor party becomes possible only if and when the basic layers of the working

¢lass are already imbued with the need for indevendent political action;

and so thorouchly and militantly imbued, indesd, that they are therayy

roused to0 a revolt "from btelow" comparavle oxnly (in fact more tremencous

than) the sit-down strike wave --- the burling down of the to> leadersiips

of the two great labor buresaucracies --— or at least hcvering oz the brink
~of %his so porteantously tha® these bureaucracies hasten to fora a labor
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party. . . in order to castrate it. In tae same way as, in the wake of
the Russian Revolution, the Puropean socinl-democrats set up "socialist"
governnents. . . in order to prevent socialism.

A government of socialists is no doubt a more progressive government
than e government of capitalists -- but not a government of these socialists,
not a government set up in this context and with this politicel meaning.

An independent party of labor is a progressive step, similerly, buit not an
" independent labor party" created to prevent independent labor action.

AN AXATOGY

In.the case of the European reformist parties, the progressive sig-
nificance of these parties began to decline and turn into its opnosite
as soon as (and insofar as) the workers, havinz been brought up to that- o
level, begen to crowd by their reformist leaders, to by-pass them and ‘
surge beyond them. America is to begin with thig state of affairs. The

- ALP vezan under these auspices. A labor party in America would play a
reactionary role from its birth.

This question, as raised by Shachtman's three sentences, is dis-
tinctly reminiscent.

Analogies are illustrations, not erguments; and in polemical writing,
- where the tendency is to score a debater's point rather than weizh ob-
Jectively, analogies are usually "answered" by pointing to the differences
oetween the two cases -- which naturally exist precisely because it is an
analogy, not an identity. =2Rut they can be helpful especielly in high-~
lighting a similarity in methodology.

In the discussions among the Russian Socislists before 1914, the :len-
sheviks argued: "According io liarx, the more advanced country shows the
less advanced the image of its own future. (estern Zurope was pushed from
feudalism to democratic capitalism by the movement of the rising bourgeoi-
sie. Such tovements are an inevitable stage in the politiceal evolution
of the Russian state. They were an inevitable staze in the British and

. French evolution. What will distinguish the Russian development from,
broadly speaking, the ‘‘est European, will be its duration -or durability."

. ==- They therefore advocated support to the liveral bourgeoisie as a pro-
gressive anti-Tsarist force. '

Lenin and also Trotsky answered; "Thot vwas in a different period of
cepitalism. In Russia, developing lote in the midst of & world cazital-
ism already declining, the bourgeoisie develops as & reactionary force
from the day of its birth. Progressive democratic action means proletari-
an revolutionary action." ’

Yes, yes, the nature of the probie:ns are different. Shachtmants -
methodolog; is. . | reminiscent. '

EO7 SFACETIAN DISCARDS EIS INEISITIOLS

There remains one other theoretical sally by Shachtman which bears
upon this question of the nature of the hard-to-define ALP, to be fonnd
leading off his article on "Ups and Downs" in the April WI. ‘
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Eere is what he actually writes (underlining its mine):

"If one is nct inhibited by the nominal sizilarity
wit: the Zritish or Selgianz or Australian La>or
Parties, that is, by the systicism of vords, there
are no linitations placed in advance upol thas revo-
lutionary development of such = perty. Te have
knovn parties bearinzg the HALE 'Labor Pariy! rhich
were reforiist through and threugh but, as in th
case of the Social-Democratic Labor Pariy (.,ols_«.e-
vilzs) of Russia and, for a time, the I'orwveziza La-
bor Party, there heve also been revolutiozary por-
ties with that name."”

Only a tolitical line banlzrupt in theory can give birth to drivel
like this. If the theoretical leader of the party can write this, I may
be excused for treating it seriously.

racitman wants a leobor party in America. There is a Labor Party in
Enzland ané one in Australia, as everybo& lmows, vwhich fuaction in the

P )

present veriod of capitalism as reactionarv obstacles in the pati of the
socialist ew eacination of the vorkers and as Cesperate enanies of the so-
cialist strug:le. And tlese are "genuine" labor peorties, mzke no mistale,

(=]
‘based on the mases trade uxnions (and their oure‘.cha ciesl). o socialist -

movement caa get far in these countries except inscizr es it succeeds in
breaking dewn whatever faitk and coufidence the workers heve in these
lavor parties. Is this 0t sumething to give the Auerican neo- lc.bor-pgrty-
ite pause, lest he too be experimenting wits a Frackonstein monster

Thiniz nothing of i%, says Shaclitman. The sinilsority is purely. . .
nominal. Just because a party has the vwords W.ator Darty® in its title
has no bearing oun its cnn.r'a.cber as reformist or reveclutiorary, and is no
reason wiy it can't be as revolutiorary as . . . the Tolshaviks.

Zaving, as ve have seen, succeeded in throving btotn the ALP and the
German Social Democrats into the seme baz as beinz similarly "scuze~here

‘betrcen', Shachtnan novv throws the imerican labor party mto the sane bag

witi: the Bolshaviks —- no less -~ on the scholarly groumd that if Lenin's
party covld havs the twe words "labor Party" as part of its name, there is
no reason to believe that a labor perty organized oy cur trade union bu-
reazcrats could not also be or become a revolutionary party likewise.
After all, whatts in a name?

TZE YSTICIS. OF JORDS

A %Labcr Party" is not just a couple of words in a party name. It is
a 'po.rtlc-.; ar :‘Y.L.u f workinz class party. It is not just ANY working class
party or axy "warty of labor.® It is certainly nct w'uet zay party with the
twe vords in its titlel ~kile Srhachtman is ciscarding irhiditioans, he
aight as well refer to the “Jational Socialist Gerxen Labsr Party" and con-
clude ':ro’oundl" that #there are no limitations placed in advance’ wion
the fascigi dsvelopment of a labor jzarty. The analyticel briliiance Gis-
playca woula be just as dazzling.) -

The cfficial party nome of the Bolsheviks izcluded the words "Labor

Perty", but the BolshevTks were NOT o Lebor Party --- that is, hot a Lebor
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Party type of political organization. They were a vanguard-type revolu-
tionary j.arxist party. (Waen a Russian social-derocrat, Larin, proposed
that the Russian " arxists work for the crention of a Labor Party in Russia
-- i.e., & Labor pParty type of orgarization -~- Lenin and the Bolsheviks
denounced this proposal as "liquidationisa.")

The Norwegian Labor Party was & Labor Party, but it was aever a revo-
lutionary party, not even "for a time". That Shachtman is ekitteriug over
is the fact that the FNorwegian L.P. was for a time afiiliated with tne
Comintern —-- this "time" being the few years afier 1918 when Turopean
revolutions were breaking around the ears of the Forweginsn leaders, their
rank-and-file became revolutionary, and the leaders yielded to the latter's
deisond for affiliation to the Comintern -- IN CRDER TO PREVENT the davelopn-
ment of a revolutionary communist pertyl (P.S.: They pretty much succeeded
too, since the untreined Norwegian revolutionary workers had not yet ac-
quired certaia inhititions.)

The British Labor Party and its Australian and Belgian courterparts
were Labor Parties, not only in name dbut in type.

R R PRI o)

They have acted as betrarers of the class struggle, not because they
were called "Labor Parties" but because they were Labor Parties. These
Labvor Parties are in point of fact not so muca “parties of labor! as
"parties of the labor fakers." The same trade uvnion bureaucrats wio main-
tain their control of the trade unions likewise control the program, ac-

~ tivities and policies of the Labor Party. Rejecting the socialist revo-
lution with genuine horror, as these labor lieutenants of cepi%talis:z doy
they hove in this dayr aald sge 20 pcliticel elternative except henging on
to the coat-tails of the capitalist politiciens. Their encrusted poli-
tical-bureaucratic character counld de changed only oy e tidal wave of re-
voli from the depths of the renk and file which wouldld sweep away the en-
tire leadership of the national labor movement. A tidal waves of thkis pro-
portion ean end will come, but when it does it will be called the socialist
revolution, and the lendership of the Lavor Parties will not be the wost
imzortant amonz the structures swept away.

"GOOD" AND "BAD' REFCR.IST PARTIES

Eaving gotten rid of the mysticism of words, as e have just seen,
Shaclhtman proceeds to emphasize that what is decisive about the Labor Party
is its progrea. Good. Fe then projects his dreax of an tindepeaceni! labor
party in A-erica which will at least function organizatiozelly independent
of the capitalist parties. This, hs says, "is a workers' party, even though,
by virtue of its reformist program, it is o middle class vworkers! party."

So in the decisive respect -- progras -- Shachtman'!'s drean party is
a reforaist party. Once again & spactre rises before him -~ the specire
of the greatest reformist perty of all time, the German Scciasl-Democratic
Party, nunbering its mesbers and followers by the millions, its union -
reaucrats and Mindependeni" office-holders by the thousands, ead its De-
trayals by the hundreds. .nd so Shachtmnan is constrained to add a para-
graph.

Before quoting this precious naregraph, I mmst add that Shachtmen had
Just written: "4 party that does not have 2 revolutionary program =erits
the support of the vorking class orly if it meets twe mirimum requirements:
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that it be organized separately from the capitalist parties and run its ’ $
own independent candidates; and that it be the political machine of the

orgoanized working class.”

Obviously, on the face of it, the German Social-Democratic Party ful-
fillec Shachtman's minimum (ney, modest) requirements amply. It mey heve -
drowmed one develcping German revolution in blood and betrayed two athers;
it may have greased the road for the seizure of power by Eitler, hemsirung
eveny militont labor move against the Eitler danger and finally collapsed
igromiaicusly --- but there is no gainsaying that it had the distinciion
of mecting Shachtman's minimuns. Did it therefore merit the support of
the working class? Obviously not, and you can see why Shacatman has to add
his paragraph after admitting that his dream Labor Party is, after all, a
refornist affair toc. '

"It must be added (Shachtman writes) that it is not a
reforzist workers! party ia the same way as, say, the
German Social-Democratic Party. It is a special kind
of reformist party."

All right, the German S. D. was a bad reforaist party. Shaciitman's Labor
Party will be a good reformist party. That!s a special kind. Ze has two i
points to meke to account for this contrast. Eis next sentence runms:

Wit is -- that is, it should be -~ coastituted by the
trade unions, based upon them, controlled by them."

This, I take it, is Speciel Differexnce Ko. 1. The German party was a memn-
bership organization, not a federation of trade unions, but it was none~
theless based on and controlled by the trade unions (which were also led
by S. D. party men). The mejority of the party was trade unionist, aad
the last words in the party councils were said by the Social Democratic
trede union leaders. This is well Lmown. v%hy then was this a #bad" re-~
fornist party? Because it did not rave the federated trade-union structure
of Shachtman's dream lador party?7? All this meant was that the trade
union bureaucracy had to exercise tieir controlling power in the German
perty indirectly, whereas in tie feleratei structure of the 3ritishk la-
bor Party or Shachtman's dream party they exercise their crushing influ-
ence directly and in the crude form of bloc votesl This is the "special
differencén, ' '

e L P e T

Shachtmant! s next sentences:

. "The trade unions emtrace all political opinions.

Their control of the Labcr Party makes it an arena e

in vhich the revolutionizing of the party (again, : .
more accurately, of the dzscisive elements in the 'i
party) may take place; consequently ar areaa in which

the idarzian vanzwe.rd can end must functioan.®

The German §5.D. Party &id not "embrace all political opinions." Its mil-
lions of menbers and followers were all cf a Socialist cémplexion. There-
fore (this is Special Differeace No.2). . . therefor: it was a "bad" re-
formist party, whereas the dream lavor perty wiich will also "eambrace®
Democ rats, Republicans, liberals, ruacticnaries and fascists will ve a re-
formist party "aot in the same way" dut of a "special kind%, i.e. & "good®
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reformist party. . . You see Utefore you the pover of j.arxist anzlysis.

Thus Shacatzan valiaxntly s:ud es a line
foraist pa;uy ( Tich we st Cfu&t") and thie gL
ic type of refo
in the cese of

0

is oma pronosel. re-
t24 3001a1-“Vmocrat—
rnist perty (wrich we view Titk nisiorical distaste). As
s comarison of the AIP =:iih I ]latte, tze coxparison
acain dces = dovni To vae credit of ths *a,, AZter 211, thers

was ahsolutely = inz wrong with the Geraan So:lid emncratic rFarty as an
"1uo"w,4 eat worlzing class periy’ excopt tint L% wos opsortunist, mod revo-

b
3

2eryt It was 1z a great sccield crisis tha’ tnis ormertuaism showed
itgell to De ecuivalent to couvnter-revoluilonair rewch ion.

Compored with the ALP or tae .CP, the Zerman S5.D. was a rodel of work-
ing class (not to sje2:r of socialist') inte:zritr. Ard it is parfectly itrue
ti vt the reformist laZor-party of Stechtman's decars will also o2 2 igpacial

nd" of reforrist partv. No mass reformist leaferghin vwill ever arice in
Ame;1ca cne guerter as alivanced &8 even the fer2en S. D, 1In ite dog days.
The stace of a mass refornist party playing o wrnaresciva vole has Teen
OVe;—passed in America. Rsvolutionary iarzists are dsceiving themselves
and the working class in pointing thst road.
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