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1956: Year
Of Revolution

By GORDON HASKELL

The year 1956 will go down in history as the year in which the
world movement and the empire built by Stalin began to disintegrate.

The re-election of Eisenhoweér in the United States, and even the
British-French invasion of. Egypt, will only be footnotes to the truly
earth-shaking events which have been taking place in Russia and East-

ern Europe.

The decay of the power of Stalinism as an ideology and a social system began,
of .course, long before February 1956. It began while Stalin, the dictator, was still
alive, but was vastly accelerated by his death in March 1953. The struggle for the
succession began to eat away at the one solid pillar which was still holding the sys-
tem together: the terror and the blind obedience to the single master which was the
guiding ;tule for all the regimes set up by Stalin and his colleagues, and for all the
political - mevements - which - Bt&ud forth-as. their “defenders: and representatives
throughout the world:® ~**"

Once the element of uncertainty was introdiced os to just who the master was,
once differences of opinion were known to exist in the highest circles of the world
movement in the Kremlin, the confusion and uncertainty of the ruling groups through-
out Stalin's empire gave o chonce to the-seething discontent ond the burning desire
for democracy of all strota of Communist society o gain enough elbow-room in which
to develop.

The 20th Congress of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union took place last
February, just eleven months ago. Although the text of Khrushchev's famous speech
of “revelations” about Stalin was not known at the time (it was a whole month
before rumors about the speech began to circulate, and three -months before the
first full text was published), it was clear from the veiled remarks made by speakers
at public sessions, and by the failure of a single leader to defend Stalin, that a
major turn was at hand. An article written in LaBoR AcTioN while the Congress
was still in session bore the heading “It’s Stalin's Turn at the Guillotine.” Actually,
his historic image had already been drawn, quartered and thrown on the public dump
by the authoritative leaders of the world Communist movement when the article was
written.

For three months the leaders of the Communist Parties throughout the world
were left, along with their followers, to guess uneasily at the meaning of the public
speeches “downgrading” Stalin at the Congress. On June 4, the New York Times
published a relatively complete text of Khrushechev’s speech which was circulated
t.hroughout the world by the American government. The Communist Parties faced a
global erisis like no ather they had ever gone through, at least since the begmmng of
the "30s.

" Inside Russia itself, voices were raised which sought to go beyond the conclu-
siong drawn by Khrushchew from his speech. One foreign Communist leader after
another issued statements expressing consternation at the failure of the Russian
‘leaders to inform them of the contents of Khrushchev's speech; asking the Russian
leaders “where were you” when Stalin’s crimes were bemg' committed; and even
intimating that-Khrushchey’s revelations indicated basic flaws in the social strut:-
ture of Russia.

.On June 30, about a month after the text of Khrushchev’'s speech had been re-
vealed to.the world, the leadership of the Russian party sought to. put the lid back
on:the boiling pot by a resolution of the Central Committee of the CPSU which set
the: permissible limits of interpretation on the meaning and implications of the
speech, A series of .delegations of leaders of various Communist Parties went to
IMoscow, and came back to their various courtries to announce that they were “satis-
fied"” with the "explanations given them by the June 30 resolution and by the Rus-
sian leaders in person,

Poxnan Triggered the Upheaval

. But by then it was teo late. On June 28 the uprising in Pozman, Poland, showed
that the process which had forced the Russion leaders to sesk to save themseives by
blaming the past on-one mon, Stalin, and by terning. the filler in @ more "liberalized"
direction, had gone beyond #heir ability to control it.

This process was nothing more nor less than a rising tide of rebellion against
the most oppressive; totalitarian aspects of the system imposed on Russia and her
gatellites by their bureaucratic classes, and beyond that, of rebellion against their
class rule as such. The Khrushchev leadership in Russia, Gomulka in Poland, and
others in the other satellites, in all their different ways, were seeking to stem the

_tide by removing or promising to remove some of the most offensive and onerous as-
pects of the old regime..They sought to assure.a rule of laws rather than of arbi-
trary frame-ups; to provide the safety-valve of discussion on a certain level; to
permit 8 greater freedom of the expressions of grievance and possibility of redress
against the excesses of bureauvcratic arrogance and .arbitrariness.
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Eisenhower Plans

Operation Overlord

To Rule in Mideast

By PHILIP COBEN

Omn the first day of the bright new year, congressional leaders emerged from a

White House conference with President Eisenhower
“with troubled faces and in silent mood” . . .

“shaken and perturbed” . . .
“grave and anzious,” They had jost

discussed “a presidential request of perhaps the greatest solemmnity since the ericis

of the Korean war . . .
posals of grave implication.”

this new and admittedly risky policy . . ,

far-reaching pro-

Quite openly it was made clear that the propoesal itself would not be put for-

ward until “every assurance of massive
congressional support” had been fixed up
in advance. All of this. we are told in
the columns of the N. Y. Times.

The administration is getting ready to
adopt a "Monroe Doctrine'’ for the Middie
East by whose terms the United States
will become the overlord of the area, po-
liceman of the world. Eisenhower wants
plenary powers from Congress "“for his
employment of U.5. military forces in
whatever way and whenever he might
deem i necessary,"” plus new resources in
economic ald and political intervention.

The danger was declared to be “Com-
munist aggression in the Middle East”—
Russia’s aim of “moving into the vacu-
um" ereated in the region by the rout of
‘Western influence. To be sure, there can
be no doubt that Moscow — where
Khrushchev is telling his friends that
“we are all Stalinists” when it comes to
fighting “imperialism”—would be happy
to move into anything it thought it could
et away with. There is, however, reason
to question whether the Russian danger
is the only one involved.

But even this “Russian” basis for the
new risky and far-reaching proposal ex-
ists anly because the Western powers are
still paying the bill for the assault on
Egypt by Britain, France and Isrcael. It
exists because the Western statesmen
conceive of the “Russian danger” de-
tisively in terms of military "invasion
such as they themselves pulled off in
Suez, But since the main Russian danger
is political, and since the Western capi-
tals aid and abet this danger by their
own. policies, one ean well ask how they
propose to avert this danger by prepar-
ing to turn the Middle East into another
Korea.

But it is not altogether elear that even

in Eisenhower's mind the real expecta-

tion is an attack by Russian troops or
airplanes. (Through the Dardanelles?
via Cape Horn?) In accompanying press

stories, there are echoes of more t.angcbha
expectations,

In-an-article where we: m‘«‘U S.MOil-_p,.-

men Grim on Mideast Plans,” & T‘l’!!"&é
dispateh from Beirut says that Aramte’s
tycoons “have been worried by muttering
in Arab circles about expropriating il
properties in the way that Pres, Gamal
Abdel Nasser of Tgypt took over the
Universal Suez Canal Company.”

Is this to be considered "Commumiz?
aggression” according o Woshington's
pluhntd Opereﬁtn Overlord?

Also, in accompanying dispatches we
read® not about any real fears that Rns-
gian bomber planes will appear some-
where south of the 40th Parallel, but
rather that this or that government in
Syria would mean that the country has
“gone Communist.” Would that be “Com-
munist aggression” according to Opera-
tion Overlord?

James Reston, discussing the plan,
says what Dulles iz afraid. of is “Com-
munist domination . . . even of ane or
two countries.” We found oéut in the case
of Guatemala what Mr. -Dulles considers
“Communist domination” and how this
gets equated with “Russian aggression.”
Is this the danger envisioned by Opera-
tion Overlord? =
. We forther find in Reston's discussion
that the “real danger, in the minds of
many observers here [Washington], that
war may break out” is over Jordan.
Syria, Saudi Arabia and Iraq may try e
partition -that state; then Israel might
try to seize part of it for herself. He as- -
serts that the Eisenhower plan does not
deal with this, but that is not at all
quite certain and not altogether-credible.

In short, while uuoiﬂqg e heralded
"Russian aggression.” is Operstien Creer-
lord Washington's plen o imock everybouly
on the heod and force Hem to toe Hhe
American line, with morises offshore 38
persuade the recelecitrond or stubborn?

Ancother Inter-sociolist discussion
forum is scheduled in Mew York City
for Friday, January 18, when Max
Shachtman of the ISL and three other
speakers will take up "Can the Left
Unite? A Symposium on Socialist Re-
groupment.”

Views will be given by Farrell Dobbs
of the Socialist Workers Porty. A. J,

Inter-Socialist Forum on Socialist Regroupment

Muste of the F.O.R., ongd J, T. McMonus
of the National Guerdion in sddition |
to Shochiman. The choirman will be.= L
Clifford McAvoy. =

The subject, which hos been widely - |
discussed in many quarters, is sure 40 |
evoke a lively discussion. Place of #he
meeting is the Great Morthern Hofel; | -
118 West 57 Street: coniribution $7. - s




Tage Two

LABOR ACTION

The Kfar Kassem Massacre:

By AL FINDLEY
Before December 12,

at Really Happened There :

when David Ben-Gurion made his Knesset

statement on the Kfar Kassem events, the people of Israel only knew

that something terrible had. taken
inhabited by Israeli Arabs, near
what no one knew. “The press had
to speak out openly,” says David
Jewish Day of December 19, The
censor did not permit it.

_ Rumors flew, and a few papers—
Al-Hamishmar (Mapam), Haaretz
(liberal), Letzte Nuoies, Lebens-
fragen, and others—denounced the
incident as a crime and demanded that
the government disclose the particulars.

The government pleaded security rea-
sons for suppressing the facts until it was
forced under public pressure to make its
declaration and apology.

Flinker writes: “This silence was a
mistake: such things cannot be kept
quiet. The Communists from one side and
Arab propagandists from the other side
were not silent.”

‘-On.-December 12 Premier Ben-Gurion
made an official declaration in the Knes-
set:

“The premier said that on Oct. 29,
when Israel launched - her attack .on

“ Egypt-in the Sinai peninsula, a curfew

was proclaimed in a chain of Arab vil-
lages. The curfew hours were 5 p.m. to
6 am.. Villagers who returned from the
fields after b p.m., unaware of the order,
were shot and killed, the premier told.
the Knesset.' The vietims included men,
women and children.” (N. Y. Times, Dec.
13.)

Forty-eight Arabs had been killed, ac-
cording to this report. The curfew, said
the: premier, had. been imposed “to pro-
tect the lives of villagers.”

The’ government had appointed an in-
vestigating - commission, which recom-
mended that the guilty be punished and
compensation paid to these families rang-
ing from $66b6 to $2776. The premier ex-
pressed :his profound regrets, said that
no -compensation could make sufficient
restitution-for the crimes, declared that
these-and other Arab citizens are egual

-in:Israel;- and  expressed -his “prnfound

d

concern that such an act was pasmhle.
The ‘Knesset stood in solemn expression~
of -prblic contrition-for the act. .

A--demand: by thé Arab CP deputy
Tufik Tubi~for a full discussion of the
event-was not recognized.

Flinker- writes that this, however, does
not end -the matter. The - General Zion~
Ists. (bourgeols comservative-party)l are
demanding o parliamentary inquiry, ond
some political parties are ccolling for a
publie-trial of the guilty.

DEMAND MORE DETAILS

Despite the N. Y. Times report of the
48 fisure for the number killed, Flinker
writes, “It is-to be regretted that he-
[Ben-Gurion] did not report how many
people were killed and how many were
wounded.” The dispateh to the N. Y.
Hergld Tribune by Monica Elston also
said "that “the prime minister’s state-
ment 'has not entirely satisfied .the Isra-
lis...in..that no fizures on the number
of .dead have been released for publica-
tion' |

Flmker also refers to “villages” in the
plural. A statement of the Israeli Ichud
on Nov. 15 referred to “the events in the
Arab villages of Kfar Kassem, Wadi
Ara and other places.”

. Flinker concludes that the CP *4will
still have the opportunity (as a result
of lack of official details) to exploit the
Kassem tragedy for their own purposes.”
Haaretz of Dec. 19, in reporting the pre-
puer’s Knesset statement, likewise notes
the vagueness of the official report.

| A pious.hope is expressed by Flinker
that in the near future there will be a
trial of the guilty and that the TIsrael
go\rernment will show it does not dis-
criminate between Jew and non-Jew,

Within Israel itself. lost menth, strong
condemnation came from the Jewish
Labor Bund's: monthly Lebensfragen: "It is
clear: from all reports that'we are dealing:
‘here- literolly with- ¢ pogrom which #he'
N-Hunul Guard’ carried out against in-

place in the “Little Triangle' area
the Jordanian border, but exactly
all the details but had no poss:blllty
Flinker, writing in the New York

nocent Arabs. It is important o emphasize
that this hoppened not in the area of war
operations, but not far from Petach-Tik-
vah (the oldest Jewish calony in old Pale-
stine). Who cduld ever. imagine that we
would hgve Jewish pogromists—and in a
Jewish State? What a shome, what moral
degradation and decline for Jews."

The only detailed report of the event
reaching this country is in a printed
broadside issued by M. Stein’s *“Third
Force” group in Israel. This broadside
was plastered on the walls through Is-
rael and, according to Stein, is the only
puhlished account; mo paper, not even
the Stalinist papers, gave the details.

The following is what the broadside
says.

The erime was committed in the three
Arab villages Tira, Taiba and’ Kfar Kassem,
Kfar Kassem is the largest with o popula-
tion of 2500 Arabs, workers in the neigh-
boring stone quarries ond oramge groves.

. All the lsroeli newspapers describe the vil-
lagers as quiet, peaceful and. loyal to Is-
rael.  Kfor Kossem even hos o branch of
Mapai (the government party led by Ben-
Gurion). Although these Arabs did neot
leave Israel during the 1948 fight, they
are, like most other Isroeli Arabs, treated
as security risks and have been under a
military odministration for the last 812
yeors. They cannot move without o permit
from their localities even in case of emer-
gency and they must live under a curfew.

The broadside relates the evenis of
October 29 as follows.

ONE ACCOUNT

“An officer and two men of the Secur-
ity Guard (border police) arrived in
Tira in a jeep with two tanks following,
The officer called the first- Arab he met
and gave him an order to tell all the
other inhabitants of the village that the
old.curfew (under which the Arabs had
lived for years) had been changed from
11 p.m: to 5 p.m. Whoever would be met
on the streets after 5 p.m. would be shot.

“The officer looked at his wateh and
said: ‘It is now 15 minutes before 5
o‘clock.’ When the Arab asked him how
he eould poszibly inform all inhabitants
of Tira of the change in 16 minutes, the
officer said: ‘Shut your mouth.’

“The order went into force. An old
guard,. named’ Namar Abd 11 Mag'id,
aged 70, who was too weak to run-home
amd came a little late, was shot by the
Guards and fell wounded. He cried out:
‘I am an inhabitant of Tira. Here is my
identification card.’ Two of the security
police came closer and shot him dead.

“In Taiba the new curfew was pro-
claimed in the same manner as in Tira.
There were no loudspeakers and no post-
ers.

“A boy of 11 went into the street and
was. captured by three security police-
men, Two were of the opinion that since
he was a child he should be spared, but
the third insisted on execution and killed
him in cold blood.

“The worst massacre occurred in Kfar
Kassem (the largest village). There the
curfew was proclaimed an hour earlier
than in the other villages.

“The Mukhtar of Kassem informed as
many villagers as he could of the change
of the curfew, but many were away
working too far from the village to be
infoirmed. Twe military posts were sta-
tioned in the village; one near the Home
of the Agred, near Rosh Ha’Ain. Many
workers returned from their work on
bicycles through this route. Every single
one of them was massacred -without
warning. Some were killed in groups as
they came from the fields,

“A second military unit was stationed
near the school, where all the roads of
tHe village cross, A truck with about 15
Arali men and' women, who were work-

Y

P

ing in the orange groves, approached the
post. The driver, Abu Chilmy from Tai-
ba, was grabbed by the security police-
men by his neck and shot in the head
several times. The women in the truck
began to seream and fire was opened on
them, too. Seven fell dead instantly. The
others began to cry for mercy,

“The officer stopped the firing and got
in touch with some superiors over his
transmitter, After about 10 minutes talk,
the officer gave the order to shoot the
rest of the women, One woman, not a res-
ident of Kfar Kassem, held her 2-months-
old baby in her arms when she and the
haby were shot.

“When the Mukhtar informed the in-
habitants of the change of curfew, some
children from the village ran to warn
their parents who were working in the
fields. When they returned they were
shot with their parents'in groups of five
and ten. Those who were wounded were
shot again until they were dead. Thus,
among the dead were school children
aged 8-10 who had-gone to warn their
parents.

“Altogether there were 49 dead and 13
wounded. in Kfar. Kassem alone on that
day.”

L ]

HOW WAS IT POSSIBLE?

This is the story as it was published
in the “Third Force” broadside, Beeause
of the government censor's blackout,
there is no other available version of
the appalling event, to eonfirm this one,
or modify it, or correct it, or add to it.

The Kfar Kassem episode is not the
only tragie vecurrence. Norman Thomas
in a letter to the N. Y. Times writes that
“apparently reliable reports tell not only

of the massacre of Arabs for whieh Ben-

Gurion publicly apologized, but for at
least three other massacres in the Gaza-
Sinai area of which little or nothing has
been said by our press.

“The Jerusalem Post, edited by Gar-
shon Agron, mayor of Jerusalem, more-
over, reports the deportation of some
700 Arabs on Nov. 3 from the demilitar-
ized zone on the Syrian border. There
are, in other words, two sides to the
stories of offenses against civilians.”

The outrage in lsrael raises, os Ben-
Gurion suggests, the question how such on
act was possible. It is true that war gives
opportunities for cruelty, but only for
cruelties and barbarisms thet are a log-
ical extension of the tendencies thot ex-
ist in the sccial and. political life of the
country. The abeve outrages spring di-
rectly from the military rule over the
Arabs in Isroel. A maojor re-evaluation of
this system is in erder, even though it was
oenly last March that o special Knesset

‘committee reaffirmed the government pol-

icy of keeping 80-85 per cent of the Arab
minority under military cdministration.

The oputrage is understandable only
as a result of the segregation, the fear,
the mistrust, the hatred and second-class
citizenship in which the Arab minority
in Israel has been kept for the last 812
vears. Anyone interested in the preven-
tion of such barbarities has to reconsider
the entire treatment of- Arabs in Israel.

One of the complaints ¢f the Arabs in
Israel is that individual crimes by Jews
against Arabs in Israel have been le-
niently treated and that .the .criminals
got off with-minor_ pehalties. The govern-
ments’ course in not publicizing the
names of the pguilty in this crime can
only lead to doubt that any real justice
will be-meted out. A secret.army trial
and punishment will not satisfy the de-
mands of justice.

All participants should reeeive a pub-
lic and open trial =0 that the people will
be able to judge their guilt and see that

justice is done. A further demand by the
Tchud is that the government “not be

aged 70, who was too week to run home
officers, but charge all those responsible
notwithstanding rank or -position.”

By JACK WILSON
Detroit, Dee. 30

One of the big difficulties in under-
stending either cars or the industry that
builds them is the fact that auto manu-
facturers spent over $300,000,000. for
advertising yearly, and this expenditure
has a blinding effect on editors and
journalists. Biting the hand that feeds
it is not an.outstanding characteristic of
the American press.

Furthermore, as the press has learned,
the auto industry likes to be faken seri-
ously, and its leaders expect all the at-
tention that comes with success, Ameri-
can style. Increasingly, as a result, the
pronouncements of the auto tycoons as-
sume the halo of the gospel truth, espec-
ially in the field of economic. prognostic-
ation.

Harlow Curtice, General Motors presi-
dent, says that car sales in 1957 will in-
crease from the 1956 figure of about 6
million to at least 634 million and per-
haps 7 million. A press that has been
wined, dined, and made fat by GM'ad-
vertising, gives it page-one play, Henry
Ford II does almost as well, while L., L.
Colbert of Chrysler comes in a poor
third, as befitting the smallest of thé
Big Three.

In November “and December of this
vear, the auto industry went through
this routine again: predictions of great
prospects, razzle-dazzle advertising, and
a premiere for the 1957 models thal
made Hollywood's shows strictly carni-
val stuff. The auto show cost $11,000,000,

‘more money than “Gone With The Wind”

made in its first 20 years.
It just wasn't news to newspapers that
each week in the last six the auto indus-

"try was bullding 25,000 more cars than

it was selling, in spite of the fantastic
publicity and claims for the 1957 models.
Neor does it seems like news that new car
inventories have climbed to. the 500,000
mark by January 1, 1957,

No Boom Year Ahead
or the Auto Economy

The facts of life, however, can not be
long ignored, and the publication of a
sober report by Ward's Automotive Re-
porta this week broke the news on the
real story of the auto industry: Since
this service goes mainly to dealers; man-
ufacturers, ete,, it usually contains more
than the one-sided picture contained in
such publications as Time magazine.

“Auto manufacturers are encounter-
ing buyer resistance on the 1957 passen-
ger cars,” Ward's declares. “Overtime- is
being cut put—and in many plants over-
time has been used to keep from rehir-
ing the full work force of 1956, mainly
to eliminate the costs of 'a second shift.
Small cutbacks in January produetion
schedules are expected in most if not all
auto plants.

“To be remembered is the fact that
downward adjustments thus far have
been slight. The props have by no means
been knocked from under improvement
in the 1957 auto market over 1958, but
some of the tremendous optimism may

now have been sprinkled with necessary

realism,”

Giving the devil his due, and assuming
that there is no further decrease in auto
pmductwn. and that it deoes total 6,500,-
000 in 1957, just what does this mean to
the auto workers? - '

More- than 100,000 of them who never
saw the inside of o plant for more thon
3 months in 1956 are frozen sut complete-
ly in 1957, Ancther 500,000 were unem-

ployed for about two months during the

major model change-overs. Michigon had
o major unemployment problem that is by
no means solved.

For 1957 the prospect s just as anhap-
py. The car industry can easily build 8"z
million cars with its present reduced man-
power,

Since very few major changes are ex-
pected in the auto for 1958, next fall
those who are working will not obtain

(Confinued cr sons 4}
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The Fight Over the Draft Program:

THE GP’

TWO WINGS:

HAT DIVIDES THEM?

By H. W. BENSON

Asg the American Communist Party has wrestled with the impact
of the 20th Congress, socialists have watched with interest and concern.
Qut of the first stage of debate came the Draft Program which became
the focus of discussion as the.February party convention approached.

It was obvious at the outset that it propesed sweeping tactical
«changes and viewed the party’s recent past with a critical eye. But was

it the beginning of a genuine
change or was it a camouflage and
cover for a continuation of the
fundamental line of old?

When the program appeared,
that quéstion seemed hanging in
mid-air; the socialist and labor
public- was accustomed to abrupt
180-degree turns in line which left
things basically unchanged; they
were scornful, too, of fake “discus-
cussions’” that became nothing
more than breast-beating, scape-
goat-hunting sessions.

It soon became clear that the
National Committee majority which
had ‘adopted the Draft Program
was divided into at least fwo
sharply divergent tendencies, each
of which had voted for the same
resolution but for vastly different
aims. Since the pregram was an
umbrella covering opposing poli-
cies, it could serve enly as the
starting | int for debate: it be-
came a convenient vehicle for rais-
ing the key questions, but it could
not settle them.

1f it quickly became evident that
this was a real discussion, in every
sense of the word, it was because
one wing of the party seriously
tried to face up to the party crisis.
It saw the Draft Program as a
spring board for a new attitude
and a new movement; it main-
tained that the party would foun-
der unless it-became democratic—
democratic in its inner regime and
democratic.in its ¢onception of so-

“tialism; that it had to be genuinely

based upon the interests of the
working-class and to reject the role
of blind apologist. ¢

A BEGINMING
It was this.group that turned the dis-
cussion® into. 8 penuine -one.

Tohn:Gates; editor af the Daily ﬁork'
&7, in “Tivak-for: & Change” - {Eou‘.:twu!

A .ﬂ'n:u*s, :Nevember). calldd for. a real
turnz’
T fonredi by B few: patdhﬁ:,’hm.md.therc
PR £ hame'ﬁen J&iﬂg;‘fﬂl‘-mr years
. 1t -can: e’aly‘i&whud, Erdxgshﬂlndsbas:c
- ciuages-

*This tragic: sitliation”cannot. be

I-?e ,re;m “um:zﬂ:ual n:mptame or
\'J .’U: i

FORUM

[dr ,:-

t'aCT G.

Thursday, Fan. 10
THE LIFE OF
A TRADE UNION
<A repert:on the Printers-Union’

—functioning,. union democracy,
problems and-issues, ete.

8:30 p.m. at L. A Hall, 114 West 14 Street, N. Y. C.

LNats that there will be no Labor Ac-
tion Forum on Thursday, Jan: 17 . be-
cause of the inter-socialist forum
scheduled for Jan. 18—for which see
‘announcement on page I.

Soviet mistakes.” He pointed out that
“the expansion of democracy iz not auto-
matic under socialism but must be fought
for.” ‘He insisted upon inner-party. de-
moeracy and “the right of dissent after
policy has been adopted and while it is
being carried out.” i

Gates is only one among many. They
have only mode o beginming but it is a
serious beginning by people who 'knew
that trivialities and clever maneuvers are
futile -and that without o drastic reorien-
tation they are :doomed in the United
States.

It was no. accident that those who rose
to the oceasion centered around the
Daily. Worker. Here were the party’s
publie propagandists, the men who faced
the non-party public.

They sensed the mood of progressives
and union militants who had become sus-
picious of the party and were deserting

it after the 20th Congress. They were

eager to.drive the.lessons home to the
party and induce it to make a real turn.

But there are others—others for whom
the draft program was not the beginning
of a new era but a subtle maneuveristic
device, with unrufled equanimity, they
were willing to admit a multitude of er-
rors—in the past—so long as they were
not required to make a real turn in the
future., They imagined that by repudiat-
ing the “erimes of Stalin” in his “later
yvears” they could be absolved from the
duty of drawing up a real balance-shest.

They hoped to go on fundamentally as
before, with new apologetics and cliches
for the old. The working-class public, they
hoped, -would forgive or at least forget.
They sought a "new look"” but the old sub-
stance; old wine in new bottles.

THE SKILLED BUREAUCRAT

No one better represents this redecor-
ated, wall-papered conservative wing
than Eugene Dennis.

For a fleeting moment after the 20th
Congress, it scemed as though the
Khiuchehev regime might tolerate, even
encourage, a critical attitude by foreign
Communist Parties toward limited as-
pects of Russian poliey. The bureauecrat,
skilled in the arts and crafts of old-line
Stalinism,. tultivated a sixth sense that
‘enabled him .to anticipate in advance
what his higher-ups would appreciate.
‘The successful Stalinist funkey was one
‘who required not’ divect orders but only
subtle hints.. Perhaps Eugene Dennis
suspected that  his- new  mentors: might
welcﬂme s certmin ‘lihe of -inquiry’ At
:Afy raté;hd wrote & rather mild note to

.'Frdtﬂawgguhng that' the: rise of 'the -
“uenlt” ot T8talinneeded ‘a deep-Marxist-
wnl explnmﬁ”m =

ﬁie.aw aside hhejpihful mocd of such
a- query: the -most: urgent demand: put

!mmmm&mwumth%

s that they-thirk up a'cogent explana-

* tion for ctrimes they once concealed. It i3

as though a murderer’s nccomplice Wwere
called to ‘task, not for killing, but for
failing to‘lecture on the social causes of
erime.)
" Under the pressure of labor, liberal,
socialist, and now Communist publie
opinion, Dennis mentioned the execution
in the USSR of Jewish cultural leaders
and the suppreszion of the Jewish lang-
uage. FPravda reprinted his missive in
full, with one deletion; it deliberately
cut out all his references-to the destrue-
tion of Jewish rights!

Menths. pass.  Dennis defers, submis-
sively and politely, to this disgraceful
censorship and refuses to raise his voice.

Here is a man, then, who is ready upon
command to call out stridently against
murder, frame-ups, terror, and -fyroany
«..for the past ond wpon orders- from
above, But in his breast stirs not the
meagerest hint of audacity, not enough to
protest against o mean act of censorship
and suppression of the truth. Who will
now take him seriopsly if he begins to
speak of "independence"?

OPENED A PATH

A short history of the Dennis line is
preserved in the Daily Worker for De-
cember 4. Joe Clark proves in pitiless
detail that he never dared to utter a
criticism until it came through Russian
channels first: “Dennis evidently dogs not
object to the Daily Worker criticizing
anything said or done by Soviet Commu-
nists but only after the Soviet Commu-
nists have themselves made such ecriti-
cism.” With perfeet accuracy Clark
summarizes Dennis: “Dennis. .. assigns
to the Soviet armed forces in Hungary
the role which Marx considered fell to
the working class.”

Yet Dennis and Clark and Gates all
support the Draft Program; it is hardly
enough to clavify the party linecup. The
real line of division lies elsewhere.

While Dennis voted for the Draft, it
soon became obvious that he had far
more in common with William Z. Foster,
party chairman. For one passing, hesitat
-ing moment, Foster reluctantly wvoted
for the Draft Program but after rapid
ecaleulation changed his mind and his
vote, He is against—and properly so
from his basically Stalinist point of view.

The Draff is heavily laden with old
baggage. But there is little point to a
microscopic word-hy-word dissection of
itz political line. Apart from ils exact
contents it cleared the way for a search-
ing eriticism of the party line; it legifi-
matized not only a consiclemtwn of see-
ondary tactics and slogans but a new
look at some of the most sacred party
dogmas.

It opened a path for those who wanted
fundamental changes; in particular, for a
change in the relation between the party
and the regime in the USSR.

That is exactly what those who hang °

on to the past cannot tolerate, They want
not a real discussion but only the appear-
ance of one,

They tolerate a genuine discussion
with distaste and, doubtless, would sup-
press it if they could by bureaucratic
machine metheds. But since that is not
possible in the present atmosphere, they
try to smother it with other methods.

BEHIND THE DIVISION

Not every supporter of the Draft Pro-
gram ‘wants a:fundamental brealc with- -
Stalinism; but its opponents,_open .and
not so open,-rally round a. still-Stalinist
line, in politics: and in method. The un-
questioned-leader -and -organizer of :this
tendency is -Foster, 'an mnreconstructed
holdover:from the: Stalin era.whose pol-
itics have: not ‘budged .an _inch ' despite
routine: disavowals .of *Stalin’s* erimes™
‘especially in “his ‘Jater'years.”

" The discussion- takes place around-the
Draft, with amendments, supplements,
addenda, and_ what net. But all- this
serves only as a convenient rallying
ground for the battle between the two
main tendencies and.as a temporary
shelter for those who wvacillate bétween
them. Convention action on the Draft
cannot end the discussion; it only opens
a new phase,

Those who have nothing better to do
spend ‘their time picking out “revision-
ist” flaws and “opportunist” deviations
in it. In the end, they know no more
about the depths of the divisions between
the two main tendeneies than they:did
at the beginning. To undersiand -the
real scope of the fight in the party, it
is essential to turnnot to-the text of the

-Draft Program but to the course of the

| discussion as g whole.

. One group in the party takes form and

" looks for-leadership to men like Gates

and Steve Nelson. It is a- distinctive
tendency; that is, it leans in a certain
direction. It i= not of one mind on every
iiquestion; its views are mot: consistently
or fully developed; it has a distanee to
travel; but its direction is already mark-
ed out: toward democratic socialism. On
the other side, a truly Stalinist wing
clusters around Foster,
Dsmocrnilc soclalism or Stalinism: ﬂqu
e the two main poles. The party must
ummufely choose between them. That and
nothing less is at stake.

"RIGHT" AND “LEFT"

Foster denounces his opponeénts  as
“revisionists” when they propose to re-
vise his monstrosities in the field of
party policy. He accuses them, too,” of
respresenting a “right"” wing. .

Who is “right” and who is '"left?”

One can get lost wandering around-the:

points of the political compass; but such
direction signs give a rule-of-thimb
guide to téndencies in the labor and so-
cialist movement.

If we could find “pure” examples of
right and left tendencies, (as we nm«*er
can in practice) they would.be, d:;sung-
uished 4pprux:maiely as fo!lhws i A
Marxist “left” wing is one which leans
toward the independence of the workmg
class and for its establishment az:a class
organized in its own interests. A*“right”
wing leans just in the opposite dx‘:’e:uhon,
toward the subordination of the inde-
pendent working-class or socialist move-
mentt to other social groupings or their
representatives.

In the multitude of questions up for
debate, a flood of tactical and stratégic
divergencies relate to the ““Ameriean
question.” Foster .has ample scope for
his talents, Yet, despite grotesque con.
tortions and outright distortions, no one
of the Foster-Dennis camp has been able
to demonstrate, or even seriously sug-
gest, that their line represents the policy
of independence in American politics as
against critics who proposé ‘to capitu-
late to it. In any case, party history re-
futes any such claim; no line of a‘emwrca-
tion has appeared here.

CLASS ROOTS ] -""i

But what does separate the two sides—
clearly, unmistakebly and admittedly—is
their respective attitudes toward #he
USSR and differing conceptions of -the
relationship of the party to it. Foster and
Dennis ore united in o determination to
subordinate the movement in proctice.
Gates, Nelson, and the Daily Worker
group, on the other hand, despite the va=
cillations of their politics, call for .an at-
titude of critical independence from the
USSR, and demand an end to serving as
blind apologist for it.

Not that they follow out the full im-
plications of their position. Irom;:a%ly,
both they and Foster insist in commen’
that Russia is “socialist”; but.the dif-
ference in tendency is there. nonetheless,

The Gates wing moves toward indes-
pendence; in that sense, compaxed td its-
rivals it is the “left” wing: in.this dis-
pute.

- However, the terms “right” and “left”
can be mlsteaﬂmg It would be more ac-
curate to say that the democratic augal-
ist tendency is. the working-closs “wing
of the CP, ‘while the:Foster group is he
“Russian” wirig. Their mtdmpatlb
arises not simply from . differénces., nf
ap:mon but from-class roots:i-the-former

L

is.groping: for real.roots in:the. American -

working.class,. while:the:latter s-bound
firmly . to «the l:rureaaa:a.c:,z, of: tha- ans
sign, state,

'?-'STH:’IHIST.
RUSSIA
A
MARXIST
ANALYSIS

By Tony Cliff
$2.00

LABOR ACTION BOOK SERVICE.
V14 West 14 Street; N. Y. C.




i

-~ S ———

‘. 1]

Page Four

LABOR ACTION

"PRO & CON:

DISCUSSION

Israel: 'Basically Defensive” Position?

Te the Editor: -

_ While I agree with most of what Hal
Draper said about the Israeli attack on
*Exypt [LA, Nov. 1Z], I believe that he
mussed many important points, and in so
doing gave a wrong guality to the dis-
cussion of this sector of the war.

Among the factors that a socialist
must take into account are the following.

{1) Both Israel and Egypt are in the
present cireumstances being used by
rival imperialisins: Israel by the British
and French, Egypt by Russia primarily,
aud now to some extent by the U. 8. This
is a classic example of divide-and-con-
quar.
- {2). Isvael's position is basically a de-
fensive one. The main aim and object of
the Israel government is to legitimatize
ity armistice borders, which are larger
than its UN-partition horders. This ac-
counts for the fact that no Israel govern-
ment made formal claim either to Gaza
or Sinai, that even Beigin of Herut did
not elaim Sinai. The Tsrael government
attempted to use both the Gaza and Sinai
eonquests to force a favorable (to.them)
peace by using these as bargaining
points.

. (8) The basic defensive position of

" Israel. does not mean that any and all

actions taken to defend it are wise or
progressive, They can be stupid, reac-
tionary and, above all else, self-defeat-
inr, leading not to defense of Israel but
1o itz destruction. The attack on Egypt
i5 in the latter category.

(4) Ben-Gurion' foolishly allowed him-
3olf to be provoked by Arab deeds and
lured by the French imperialist siren
into an imperialist adventure of pulling
French chestnuts out of the fire. Only
France had nothinz to lose. As events
turned out, the only winner was Russia.
Ben-Gurion was shedding Israeli blood
for foreign imperialists.

(5p For the Arab rulers the firht

~ against Israel was a continuation of the

vlv'a:- ‘of 1948, In that war we defended

Israel's right to self-determination.

(6) Nasser engaged in a self-defeating
policy vis-a-vis Israel. Not only is it
wrong to continue at war with Israel,
call for its annihilation, but it is harm-
ful to the Arab national interest and
their just struggle against imperialism
and colonialism.

Here is & small state engaged in 2
struggle against the British and
French: Instead of mending his fences
in his own backyard, the Near East; in-
stead of making peace with Israel and,
in exchange for its support in the Suez
struggle, allowing its ships to go through
the canal (Al-Hamishmar reported such
a rumor—an obvious trial ballon on its
part in the hope of getting such a deal)
Nasser relies on an outside imperialist
force to give him victory in Suez—i.e.,
Russia.

He continues the old policy of antagon-
ism, border raids and new pacts of en-
circlement. The result: Israel is driven
into the hands of Nasser's enemy.

The conclusion: Arab nationalism
needs Israel for its own selfish interests
as much as the Jews need the Arabs for
their own interests.

(7). Draper pointed out that Israel
was acting in its “own interests.” He
still refers to it as a “catspaw.” There
is a danger that the reader will conclude,
with the Stalinists and Cannonites, that
Israel iz a “tool of imperialism,” that
her interests are tied in with imperial-
ism, -

The opposite is exactly true. Of all
Levantine states, Israel is the only state
to come into existence as a result of an
armed struggle against imperialism. The
Arah gtates Lebanon and Jordan are

‘ereations of imperialism. Syria, Iraqg,

Egypt, Saudi Arabia were given their
independence by a combination of im-
perialist intrigue and popular struggle,

It is to Israel's inferest to have free
and independent Arab states with no
ties to imperialism. Israeli politicians

No Boom for Auto —

[Continued from page 2]

tle overtime they mot this November and
Diecember, while tie 100,000 seniority
workers who are out completely simply
gat lost as a statistic in the auto field.

For a more cheerful over-all outlook,
wa recommend the Drec, 30 issue of Time
magazine. Readers of Lasor ACTION may
recall what a rough year auto workers
had in Michigan in 1958, until the new
maodel production schedules gave the old-
er seniority workers a break. Here is how
Time saw 1956

“Listeming to the nation’s sirong,
ztzady heartbeat, many businessmen and
economists bravely stated that the U. 8.
has reached a new economic plateau, can
eliminate the boom and bust cyele by the
wise use of credit and the help of such
built-in safeguards as social seeurity,
unamplovment benefits, and the ‘guaran-
teed annual wage.' In 1956, Michigan
gave a heartening example of how these
recession cushions work, When Detroit's
automakers skimped on their model
changes, brought out only face-lifted
1656. cars after 1955°s record year, sales
plummeted 20 per cent to 5,900,000 cars,
As companies slashed produetion, unem-
‘ployment in Michigan skyrocketed to
259,000, one out of every tem. And yet
retail buying did not fall off. Searching
for a reason, economists noted the auto
industry's high pay levels (average
weekly wage $108.24) which permitted
gavings for just such a rainy day, and
stzte unemployment compensation and
tha aute industry's guaranteed annual
wage, which together made up a big
chunk of the workers” full time pay.
Thay could have added a fourth reason:
a2 firm belief by Michizanders in the
hasic good health of the economy and
the temporary nature of the layoffs. This

-parsuaded workers to go on buying, and

retailers to extend credit. As a result,
many Michigan retailers sold as much
as—or more than—they did in 1956."
Almost every statement in that para-
graph is @ half-trath or otherwise mis-

leading. Toke the figure of the $108.94
average weekly wage.

Due to the tremendous model changes,
the skilled workers have been employed
fantastic hours, and they averaged
around $10,000 this past year. Assembly-
line workers, however, averaged a little
over $4000 gross pay. If you average
four assembly-line workers with one
skilled worker, you get an average wage
of over $100 a week, but this is mislead-
ing.

Since the GAW funds were small and
credits not build up, payments on this
score were for only brief periods, and
did not reach the 100,000 who were laid
off early in 1956 before the. GAW went
into effect.

As for retail credit: it is absolutely
true that people continued to buy on
credit, even thoungh unemployed; they
had no choice sinee they were paying on
cars, homes, ete. The Credit Unions re-
financed thousands of loans. Now the
headache is about to come.

Even this over-all picture doesn't por-
tray the painful costs of living in this
so-called period of prosperity. What
about the plants which shut down per-
manently, and put 54,000 seniority work-
ers out in the streets with little hope of
jobs because of their age? Where does
that come in the statisties? .

Nor does it show the continued process
of new plants opening, old plants shut-
ting down, and consequent lay-offs, =&
process that is evident now and will ac-
celerate in 1957.

Nor does this show the steady erosion
of employment as automation continues
to gain.

In a word, there will be little peace and
gquiet in the outo industry in 1957 for its
waorkers.,

Nor does anvone, even the most opti-
mistie spokesman, claim that the auto
industry will push the American econ-
omy forward. Rather, the economy in
1957 is supposed to sustain the industry.
And that is another question.

believe that Israel can compete on an
equal footing with such stales. She can-
not compete with Arab states backed by
oil-inspired imperialist support. Unifica-
tion of Arab states is another matter.
For Israel, freedom of the present Arab
states from imperialism is desirable. Is-
rael hailed the expulsion of Glubh Pasha
from Jordan. Nasser received .a sympa-

REPLY

thetic reception-in Israecl when he first
came to power as the “Kemal Pasha” of
Egypt.

Nasser and the Arab nationalists
could have aroused the anti-British sent-
iment of the Israelis in their just strug-
gle, Instead he created an enemy where
a friend could be,

Neither Israel nor the Arah states will
be free of dependence on foreign powers
until they realize that only by settling
their regional differences can they turn
their faces to fight the outside enemy
whether England, France, U. 8. or Rus-
sia. Peace now is a prerequisite for suc-
cess in Suez,

AL FINDLEY

December 24, 1956

No Apologias for Israeli Regime’s Policy

If 1 understand what he is saying,
Comrade Findley is putfing forward a
political view, that Israel’s position in
the recent fracas was “basically defen-
sive,” together with some. observations
which tend to take a more sympathetic
attitude toward the Israel government's
adventure than we found it possible to
take in LA, It would therefore mot be
enlightening to discuss it under the head
of “missed” points or some “wrong qual-
ity” in the discussion.

LA cannot agree with his formulation
about the "basically defensive' nature of
the Israel government's position in the
attack on Egypt. -

(1) In the first place, there is natural-
ly a question of exactly what this formu-
lation means politically. If the Israel
government’s position iz “basically de-
fensive,” then why not give it at least
eritical support? As I understand it,
Findley gives no kind of support to the
Israeli adventure in Egypt; though he
does not take the chance to mention this
in his letter. But he does eall it “stupid,
reactionary . . .self-defeating.”

This combination of adjectives has a
certain element of ambiguity. “Our side”
in a war can act stupidly; hence we give
it eritieal support. “Our side” in a war
ean even act self-defeatingly, because of
mistakes; hence our support is critical
support. “Qur side"” in a war can even
take reactionary measures in the course
of a conflict which as a whole is political-
ly worthy of our basic support; hence
we might refuse political support to a
regime which is carrying on a conflict
that is “basically defensive” and to
which we have to give military support
(Spanish eivil war, for example).

If a government which is in a “basic-

ally (or historically) defensive” posi-
tion in a war conflict takes an action
which is not “wise,” because it “foolish-
ly allows itself to be provoked” by the
enemy who is in a basically aggressive
position, then this describes one kind of
political analysis. Is this an accurate
deseription of the situation in which Is-
rael attacked Egypt? No, we don't think
it is. ]
The ambiguity is heightened by Find-
ley’s point 5. Was this recent confliet “a
continuation of the war of 19487 But
if it was correct to support Israel in
that war, and this is a continuation, why
wnot support Israel now too? Or is it a
continuation only “for the Arab rulers”?
In that case, what is it for Israel’s rul-
ers?

(2) But is Israel's position “basically .

defensive™ in this confliet?

In his point 2, Findley seeks to deny
that the Ben-Gurion regime has any ex-
pansionist ambitions, This is in flagrant
contradiction with the publicly stated
intention of the regime to hold on to the
Sinai peninsula, until U. S. and UN
pressure forced a reluctant reversal;
even Zionist writers have openly discus-
sed just what means the U. S. used to
twist Ben-Gurion's arm,

It is not just a guestion of particular
statements about Sinai (though even
here Findley, I think, obscured the
point through phrases like “formal
claim” and “main aim™).

In the background is the fact that the
basic and historieal aim of the Zionist
state, for Israel’s leaders, is precisely
to “reelaim” not only the Israel of its

.present semi-accidental boundaries, but

all of Evretz [srael, historic Palestine,
which would requive in the first place
the swallowing up of Jordan. This is
only one reason why the “basically de-
fensive” formulation is incorrectly one-

sided. The reactionary Arab leaders are
not the only ones who look forward to
eliminating rival states in the area,
while denying it.

“«{3)+Or is the position “basically de-
fensive” because of the Arab border
provocations? I am disappointed in Find-
ley’s willingness to use such a mislead-
ing reference as in his point 4.

The “fedayeen’ attacks did not begin
till 1955. What happened for seven years
before that? In the main the border raids
in the post-1948 period came privately
from the Palestine refugees who had
been pushed across or kept across the
border by the Israel government, and not
from Arab povernment: machinations.
The 1953 Kibya massaere organized by
Israeli troops was in answer to such
harassment; followed by Khan Yuniss,
ete. It was Jerael which kept raising the
ante in the border provocations. The
“fedayeen” raids began in 1955 as a re-
actionary answer to reactionary policies,
Before that, the Arab states were guilty
of less provecative acts, but guilty also.

Both sides have their whitewashers in
this dirty business (ef. AHred Lilienthal
for Cairo, for example), but Findley is
not one of these. How can he write his
letter as he does?- Rl g

(4) Israel's policy is not hvid has not
been anti-imperialist. Its UN votes on
colonial questions have consistently heen
determined by its own narrow state con-
siderations, not by anti-colonialism, It
voted with the colonialists against dis-
cussing Algeria; it abstained on Cyprus;
it voted for discussing Morocco. In each
case the motivations were neither anti-
colonial nor pro-colonial as such.

Findley's two pieces of evidence for
Israeli “anti-imperialism” are strange,
In point of fact, Israél hailed the ouster
of Glubb because it got rid of the Arahs’
on!_y capable military organizer. It was
sympathetic to Nasser only as long as
it thought he was going to be absorbed
with domestic reform. Again, such wild
evidence for “anti-imperialism™ can only
give the impression that Comrade Find-
ley leans toward whitewashing the Is-
rael regime’s position, and this does not
do him justice.

The present Arab-Israel conflict is not
simply a continuation of the 1948 war;
any more than the 1948 war itself was
simply a continuation of the preceding
historical period (up to 1945) of Zion-
ist's reactionary policy in seeking to take
Palestine away from the Arabs under
the umbrella of British imperialism. It
must be analyzed conecretely,

For Israel, the shameful attack of
October 29 flowed as a continuation of
its own reactionary policies, and should
be given no kind of support or condone-
ment whatsoaver.

We should never get tired of repeating
that it is the reactionary policies of the
regime in Israel which threaten to make
Israel a death-trap for the Jews, and a
new act in the Jewish tragedy. Ben-Gu-
rion is leading Israel's people on a road
all of eretz Israel, historic Palestine,
to ruin. Har DRAPER
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Gideonse Administration Meets Mounting Student Anger:

Big Brother’ at Brooklyn College

By J. S.

The long period of extreme apathy among students at Brooklyn
College may finally be coming to an end. This semester a series of acts
on the part of the Gideonse administration have aroused widespread
resentment in the student body and led to some dctions by the students
to express their feelings about the repressive authoritarian atmosphere

at the school.

The administration’s actions
have included the expulsion from
school of a student who has long
been a sharp critic of the undemo-
cratic student government at

Brooklyn, the censorship of the
school literary magazine, threats against
the student newspaper Kingsman, and a
series of annoying, bureaucratic acts in
regard to eating arrangements in the
school cafeteria and enforcement of the
no-smoking regulations.

At the heart of all of these problems
lies the absence of genuine student gov-
ernment at Brooklyn College. The stu-
dents resent administration control of
matters which shonld be under the juris-
diction of a student council, or in some
cases, of evenly-balanced student-faculty
committees. In this lies the nub of the sit-
uation, for there is no siudent council at
this school. -, . .

Instead there exists a farcieal “club’

government” system, which does not
even fairly represent the members of the
vavious clubs. In addition, student votes
do not count on the so-called "faculty-
student éommittees” which do exist.

The case is not simply that insufficient
-power resides in the student government:
the students not only have no control
over their affairs: they lack any demo-
cratic institutions through which they
ean even express themselves,

“BIG SISTERS"

Student discontent was first aroused
this term by two administrative actions:
changes introduced into the cafeteria and
the no-smoking campaign.

The administration, through some un-
known inspiration, since it had no way
of knowing what the students desired
and never consulted them, rveplaced the
large tables which the cafeteria has con-
tained for many years with new smaller
ones. This significantly reduced the seat-
ing capacity of the already pitifully in-
adequate cafeteria.

This was no problem fo the adminis-
tration, however. Newly hired cafeteria
personnel, entitled “hostesses” but sar-
eastically referred to by the students as
“Big Sisters,” were instructed to chase
students out of the cafeteria the moment

" they had swallowed their last morsels of
food.

These hostesses, moreover, have been
appointed to be the guardians of the

manners and morals of Brooklyn College
students while they are engaged in eat-
ing their lunches in the cafeteria. They
go around telling students to stop dawd-
ling over their food, to eliminate the
“horseplay” which students frequently
engage in during their lunch hours, and
in general act to “preserve decorum.”

This “hostess” innovation is regarded
by the students as annoying harassment,
especially when it has been coupled with
the rush-rush atmosphere now existing
in the cafeteria, In view of the inade-
quate lounges contained by the school,
the cafeteria has been used in the past
as a place for socializing, spending time
between classes, ete.

The students feel that the latest cafe-
teria innovations are the actions of an
administration which is petty and bureaun-
cratic, and which has the attitude that it
knows what is best for-the students, that
there is no need to consult them. '

A majority of the students might well
have preferred the old cafeteria system,
even if the tables did not look as nice, in
view of the advantages it presented. Nat-
urally, they were not asked their opin-
ions, given this administration at Brook-
lyn College and the atmosphere it ecre-
ates.

The current cafeteria regulations add
to the general repressive atmosphere at
the school, one reminiscent of a barracks,
not of a democratic ecollege campus.

BARRACKS ATMOSPHERE

Simultaneously, the administration be-
gan to utilize a new series of techniques
for enforeing the no-smoking regula-
tio§, clamping down on students who
smoked in the hallways between classes.

Restriction of smoking is of course a
legitimate concern of all members of the
college community. Many students wish
to smoke; others are annoyed by it; in
some places it is a hazard, Under reason-
ably democratic conditions, the students,
facwlty and administration ¢ould have
worked out a solution to the preblem.

At Brooklyn, however, Dean of Stu-
dent Life Coulton decided that the col-

lege was going to enforce the regulations

exactly as they now exist, and enforce
them, moreover, by the constant repeti-
tion over the college public-address sys-
tem of admonitions against smoking.
Thus it is that every hour, between
classes, the public-dddress system blares
out in thundering tones obnoxiously

Young Socialist League

itz ideas.
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worded warnings against smoking. The
announcements by “Big Brother” — as
Brooklyn students have dubbed the an-
nouncer — are extremely annoying and
irritating. They add to the “barracks”
atmosphere at the school.

DER FUROR

These two situations combined o pro-
duce widespread antagonism by the stu-
dents. A group of studenis anonymously
issued a mimeographed newspaper called
“Mein Kampus," whose aim was to satirize
life at Brooklyn College.

“Mein Kampus” called itself the organ
of the “National Student Authoritarian
Party"” and poked fun at the latest ac-
tions of the administration by claiming
that they did not go far enough. The fol-
lowing is a sample of the technique used,
taken from its first issue:

“Students in Brooklyn College have
been violating the laws of DECENCY
and MORALITY. They have been SMOK-
ING in the corridors. They have been
DAWDLING over cups of coffee. They
have been FRATERNIZING in the cafe-
teria.

“In spite of the corrective efforts of
the MINISTRY of STUDENT LIFE and
DEATH, these insulting abuses are con-
tinuing.

“The administration has taken stern
measures. But they have not gone far
enough.

“We cannot tolerate DEMOCRATIC
FILTH on campus. The administration
must be more active in stamping out the
vestiges of HUMANISTIC DECAY.”

The above is silly, perhaps, but was
effective in portraying the atmosphere
at BC. “Mein Kampus” created a big stir
at Brooklyn, being avidly read and wide-
ly appreciated by the students. For the
students realize that these two cases of
administration repression are only petty
manifestations of the over-all reality of
life at Brooklyn College.

The “Mein Kampus” campaign was to
be climaxed with a protest student boy-
cott of the cafeteria. The boycott leaflet
announced: “Protest administration rule
of student affairs. Fight for student
rights and student government”: a fine
summary of what is needed at BC,

Due to lack of organization, the boycott
was unsuccessful. But the entire campaign
had a general stimulating effect on the
student body, so much so that more effec-
five action may be taken over the more
recent developments which have taken
place just before the current Christmas
vacation,

"DON'T BE SORDID"

Two of these concern the student liter-
ary magazine Landscapes and the
school’s only student newspaper, Kings-
man. y

When Landscapes was published last
semester, Spring 19568, it contained two
humorous cartoons which offended the
ever-vigilant Dean Coulton. These car-
toons were not obscene. Nevertheless the
dean simply impounded the entire issue
of the magazine and refused to allow its
sale on campus. He was kind enough,
however, to allow the magazine to be re-
printed without the two cartoons and at
student expense.

This term the dean and President
Gideonze announced that, as a result of
last term’s events, and sinee in their
opinion one of the stories was offensive

to Catholics as a result of its portrayal

of a priest, the dean would read and cen-
sor all copy submitted for this issue.

Following his perusal of the material,
the dean ordered publication held up. He
objected to the “tone” of the material,
although there is apparently nothing .ab-
scene, scandalous or otherwise -subver-
sive in it. The dean explained that the
“tone" indicated that “the students were
greatly interested in disease, sex and
sordid matters."

In short, the good dean has set himself
ap as a literary critic, but with certainr
powers usually denied the normal run-ef-
the-mill critic—the power to prevent pub-
lication.

The dean is clearly an opponent of
realism in literature. What is needed in
his opinion is a magazine chock-full of
stories that portray the grandeur
Brooklyn College in this best of all pos-
sible worlds. To the unconvinced it might
seem that the reasonable solution is fer
the dean to publish his own literary mag-
azine and to let the foolish, “sordid”™
students who wish to write to express
themselves in theirs.

KINGSMAN CHECKMATE

Meanwhile, a series of moves have
been undertaken in regard to the student
newspaper Kingsman,

Until 1950 Vanguard-was the day-ses-

_sion newspaper at BC. In that year

Vanguard, which had been highly critical
of the administration, was suspended and
replaced by Kingsman, which for a long.
period of time acted as an administration
house organ, Since then, it has freed it-
self from this status and become a genu-
ine student newspaper which is frequent-
ly eritical of the aections of the Gideonse
administration and has defended studen
rights. i

In the last couple of weeks, varions
liberal members of the Kingsman staffl
have been called to confer with college
officials and “rebuked” for anti-adminis-
tration material in the paper. Simulta-
neously, a group of pro-administration
students from Executive' Council (the
club government council) have petitioned
for another newspaper to be called
Veritas. What the outcome of this situa-
#ion will be remains to be zeen.

STEIER EXPELLED

The final ineident in the recent series,
concerns Arthur Steier, a leader in the
fight for student rights and genuine stu-
dent government at Brooklyn College.
(See Challenge for last October 15 for
previous details on this case.)

After his second full-term suspension
from school, Steier was given a brief, in-
adequate cloged interview before the
Faculty Committee on Orientation and
Guidance. He got no bill of particulars
and no opportunity to cross-examine his
accusors. This interview, with the com-
mittee Teport on it, was used, without
advance notice, as the basis for his ex-
pulsion from school at the December
meeting of Faculty Council. Steier was
€iven no opportunity to appear before
the group or to prepare an answer to the
charges, nor any other requisite of demo-
cratic process.

He has now heen thrown out of schoel
on the basis of his “antics,” his “use of
abusive language in letters addressed to
college ‘officers” and his alleged violation
of - a suspension that was unwarranted
to begin with.

The whole case points up the lack of*
the most elementary safeguards for sto-
dents in college disciplinary cases. It is:
an additional area in which democracy’
is non-existent at Brooklyn College.

H
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LABOR ACTION

The Crime of Being ‘Socially Dangerous”

An Examination of the Subversive-List S ysteny

finally be possible to take the case, and with it the
et -In the following publication of sections of the

We begin publication bhelow of some excerpts from the “Proposed Findings" submitted by the Indepen-
dent Socialist League’s attorneys, Joseph L. Rauh Jr. and Isaac Gromer, following the hearing recently held
by the Justice Department on the “subversive list” designation against which the ISL is fighting.

In October the government summed up its-case in its own “Proposed Findings"” (see LA Oct. 16). Now
that both documents are in, the next step in.the case will be marked when Trial Examiner Morrissey submits
his own Findings to the Justice Department, following which the attorney general will render his verdiet. As
we have explained before, if the Justice Department decides in its own favor, as is not unexpected, it will

“which are summarized rather than quoted are in brackets; technical reference 'citations ‘and -footnotes have
' been omitbed ; and paragraphing, boldface and subheads have been added to the text,

whole issue of the subversive list, to the courts.
argument by attorneys Rauh and Groner, passages

Preliminary Statement

The crime of being “socially dangerous,” an offense
apainst the State, is designated—but not -defined—in
the law of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics.
When indicting and prosecuting for this offense, Soviet
(fovérnment lawyers seem free to present any and all
the allegations they can think of, relating them to the
¢rime by theories good for the particular case only.
"They are restrained by none of the ordinary rules of
evidence or proof; they can, as it were, throw all the
miud they have against the defendant and his antece-
dénts and his words without benefit of context, knowing
That some of the mud will almost inevitably stick, and
that any mud at all will almost inevitably be good
<€noungh for a conviction. The accused must present their
detfense withont knowing whether there are any criteria
for guilt or innocence, apart from auntomatic condemna-
tion of whatever they did. No such standards will be
preseribed in-advance of their trial.

The organixations feel that they are in the position of
£uch “defendants, foced by prosecufdrs who are in the
Pasition of such’ prosecitors.

The organizations do not know what standards for
jildgment will be exercised in this proceeding. Despite
repeated demands and entreaties by the organizations,
the Government hag deliberately refrained from in-
forming them of the content of the terms, “Commu-
wist” and “seeking to overthrow the form of Govern-
went of the United States by force and violence,” as
they will be applied in the ultimate judgment as to
whether these organizations were ever properly desig-
ri4ted or can reasonably and fairly be permitted to re-
Main on the “subversive list.”

“'[Because no standards have been defined, continues
the Statement, it is imposzsible to know what may be
Yelevant or adequate to answer “the sling-all-the-mud-
against-the-wall approach of the Government”; there-
fdre we do not waive any rights to raise af any time
the question of the constitutionality of the List and of
the hearing procedures, the Examiner’s bias, ete.]

YThe absence of standards for ultimate judgment
makes it impossible for anyone to determine what is
velevant and what other evidentiary rules- to apply.
There has been no narrowing of issues or contentions.
The -rules’ of 'this. game were hot even made up while
it was being-played; the rules will be announced, if
ever, along with the result.

In such an administrative process, the Government
¢hfi éven pretend that the hearing has a different pur-
phse and scope!from-what. is genuinely involved; the
Qévernment—can 'be confused: and inconsistent in the
diréction of its proofs; and the Government ¢an:pro-
cbéd under-the most ‘Pallacious and: unjust presump-
tions,

SUPFREME COURT V5. THE LIST -

=1; The:piirpose-and: scope. of .these proceedings. 1t
swould : be: error: to-base- any: recommendations. in - this
cise "ori-the iassumption . that- the-procedure.-and -the

Heating were:pravious: and: perhaps unnecessary, ges- -

tuves: offered by -the Attorney- General to- appease his
sensitivity.to-due:processs The fact is.that this proceed-
ing results-from: the decision: of the:Supreme Court-in
Anti-Fascist: Conimittee: v. MeGrath. Any Government
positions. which were repudiated in that case cannot be
walidly: accepted -here; at any stage. )

»Whilke' there were five separate opinions: by. the: major-
#hy Justices -in that cose; ull:of them expressod the con-
clusion: that the powers of the Government in the field of
sshversive orgonisations are Hmited; and are relative to
the  purposes—and  the effects—of the Governmental
action.

“The: Executive Order containsno express or implied
attempt.to confer power on anyome to act arbitrarily
or capriciously....” (opinion of Justice Burton, joined
by. Justice Douglas).

- The List “effectively punishes many organizations
gnd their members merely because of their political
beliefs-and utterances, and to this extent smacks of a
evil type of censorship. This cannot be reconciled with

- 'the First-Amendment....” (opinion of Justice Black).

“This designation imposes no legal sanction of these
organizations other than that it serves as evidenece in
ridding the Government of persons reasonably suspec-
ted of disloyality. It would be blindness, however, not
to. recognize that in the conditions of our time such
designation drastically restricts the organizations, if
it does not proseribe them....The Attorney General
is certainly not immune from the historic requirements
of fairness merely because he acts, however conscienti-
ously, in the name of security” (opinion of Justice
Frankfurter).

“The fact that one may not have legal right to get
or keep a government post does not mean that he can
be adjudged ineligible illegally” (opinion of Justice
Jackson).

These arve enough to show that the general approach
which has characterized the Government in this pro-
ceeding has already been repudiated by a majority of
the Supreme Court. Neither the Trial Examiner nor
the Attorney General nor any of the parties hereto has
any legal right to act as if the Government has abso-
lute rights over its employees and with respect to sub-
vergive lists. ! 1

THE GOVERNMENT'S OBLIGATIONS

To start with the very first step, the Government is
the Government; that distinguishes it from private em-
ployers and imposes special obligations upon it. A private
employer could deliberately refuse o hire any Republi-
can, Jew or Negro; and his actions would raise no legal
or constitutional issues. The Government cannot consti-
tutionally do the same.

The Supreme Court did not even pause to eite author-
ity in declaring that “Congress may not ‘enact a regu-
lation providing that no Republican, Jew or Negro
shall be appointed to a federal office, or that no federal
employee shall attend Mass or take any active part in
missionary work.! None would deny such limitations
on congressional power...." United Public Workers v.
Mitehell. These very words show that government em-
ployment is not “a privilege to be 'conferred or with-
held at will.”

The point should not be overlooked hecause it is cle-
mentary and obvious. If it is only the personal forbear-
ance of the Attorney General that prevents his listing
the Republican Party as “Communist” or “subversive"
this is a government of men and not of laws. The point
here iz that the laws, the Constitution of the United
States, forecloses any such action and insures its re-
versal should-any Attorney General attempt it.

This would be true even if .the use of the List were
actually confined to evaluating: the security of govern-
ment employees, as the Government eontended through-
out-the hearing. ‘While this' pesition in effect seems. ta
cancede. the obvious: truth® that the actual usea of the
List- are- highly-relevant. to a proceeding.involving a
listed organizdtion, the Government consisténtly objee-

“ted t6 & showing of bther used. of' the List, by pévern-
ments ds -well"as privaté individuals. -

‘The fact.is that the List s wsed: in many-differsat ways
viduals. The-Triol Exominer did recognize this fact-af one

point; ‘and held thet judicial notice could be faken of

other mses of the List.' A- number should-here be listed,
witheut any aHempt at comprehensiveness, to dispel be-
yond doubt the recurrant Govérnment plea that the uses
of the List are limited to the selitary use of testing gov-
ernment employess.

HOW THE LIST IS USED

First, because it involved the leader of these very
organizations, the Government has used the List as a
basis for denying passports, only to be rebuffed by the
Courts. Shachtman v. Dulles.

A second use by the Government which has been re-
versed by the Courts involved the so-called Gwinn
Amendment, which required expulsion from public
housing of any tenants who refused to certify that
they did not belong to any organizations on the List.

pod private. indi-

.gltl eviction order obtained thereunder was reversed
in Rudder v. United States.

A third use which has been reversed by the Courts
has been in connection with adoption proceedings. When
a District Court in adoption proceedings gave as one
ground for rejection the refusal of the applicants to
sign the Gwinn Act certification, the @ourt of Appeals
reversed. In ve Adoption of a Mnor,

Further, the List has been used by the Government
to reflect against a defendant in a criminal triazl, and
this use too has been reversed by the Courts. United
States v. Remington.

The List has been used also by the Defense Departe
ment, in denying employment in private industries with
access to classified information. It has been used by
State Governments, in dealing with their own employ-
ees, It has been used by Congress, in addition to the
legisiation noted above...forbidding the Veterans Ad-
ministration from extending the benefits of the G.I.
Bill of Rights to sehools on the List.

In addition to effects which have shown themselves
in formal proceedings, there is the very burdensome
personal harassment to which individuals are subjected
who have belonged to listed organizations. Members of
these very organizations, for examples, have been sub-
jected to personal harassment and abuse.

These are exiremely serious consequences indeed. But
these are only particularized consequences, The genérol
pressure against freedom of thought and. expression may
well be an even more serious consequence.

The impact on free speech should not go unmention-
ed, even though there may bé little point in discussing
it fully at this stage. The results flowing from listing
are obviously penalties for expressing certain views.
Those views cannot possibly gain for themselves
the same position as views not diseriminated against by
the Government, in the “free trade of ideas . .. the
competition of the market,” which Justice Helmes de-
clared was the essence of the free speech pmgection of
the First Amendment. Abrams v, United States -

By his selections for the List the Attorney General
directly affects the range and type of opinions which
will in fact be expressed for the American reading
and listening public. Tt may or may not be necessary
or justifiable; but the impact of the List on free speech
is a faet; and it is a faet which is contrary to basic
principles of American constitutional democracy.

WEAK CASE

2. Confusion and Ineonsistency of Government Posi-
tions, While the Trial Examiner and the Government
both ‘at times recognized the First Amendment to the
extent of s=aying that evidence could not be received
merely for the purpose of showing that the organiza-
tiong had expressed ecriticism of our national policies,
the fact is that much of the Government case, from its
Statement of Grounds through its proof to its Proposed
Findings, is concerned with nothing more than the
organizations’ criticisms of the United States Govern-
ment.

Al that the Government introduced from +he organi-
zations themselves were unexplained publicotions; almost
entirely of the Workers Party which went oub ol existence
in 1949, The Government produced only one Hve witness
who hod ever had anything fo do with: the organizations
—and he had left the Workers Parly alty-simul-

! riy prechica
tanecusly - with its formation, back in -Mey 1940, - This .
- peverty-of direct-evidence:is -all the more: remarkable—

" becouse the 'Goversment has obvicusty hed-the organiza-
tions under: the closest. surveillance.

- Thesé examples:could bé multiplied;-almost to -infin--
ity. One final.illustration. may .help- to spottight: the -

central igsue in this case.

. The:Government directed:a. good-deak uﬁeﬂta-;pmﬁ:-to'.
. socialisniy. its- history; content;: theory and-practice.. Bt

the Government: stated that ho part of ‘itssproof:should -
‘be- conwidered- as extended: to’ the-Sosialist.: Pazty: of:- -
Norman Thomas in this country, or-to-the. Labor Party
“in Great Britaln—"Naturally;? the Government-was>:
not attacking them. Aectually; however;: whethercon-" .=

sciotsly or not, the Government was directing its proof
against socialism. Government attacks.on socialism af-
fected the socialist groups presently:tolerated. by’ the
Government as well as the organizations- involved  in
this proceeding. The members of the Secislist Party

who testified -obviously thought so; thewy appeard- vol-

untarily on the side of the organizations,

What distinetion does the Government see? It offered
no standards which would reasonably explain-how the
dividing line was drawn, especially as to- “communist.”
Its mere statement that it sées a distinction=between
the Soecialists and the Independent. Socialist: League
certainly does not mean that there is any real-distine-
tion; nor does it deseribe or define the distinetion.

If the Socialist Party is just as “communist’ .as the
Independent Scecialist League and it is so obvious, as

{Turn to las? page)




“the rest was divided into strips,

January 7, 1957

On Plekhanov’s 100th Anniversary

FATHER OF THE
RUSSIAN SOCIALIST MOVEMENT

By TONY CLIFF

A hundred years ago, on Deceniber 11, 1856,
George Valentinovich Plekhanov, the father of
Russian Marxism and precursor of the Russian
workers’ movement, was born.

The greatness of his historical contribution
ean be gauged only when set against the back-
ground of the anti-tsarist liberatory movement
as it existed prior to his work.

[ ] o

TFor decades already, the heroic agts of indi-
vidual terrorism directed against the tsar and
his henchmen by the Populists (Narodniks)
had captured the imagination of Western so-
cialists. Herzen, one of the fore-runners of
Populism, stated the belief of these fighters:
“The man of the future in Russia is the peas-
ant, just as in France it is the workers.”

The peasants, argued the Populists, could
pass straight into socialism without passing
through the stage of capitalism, by basing
themiselves -on the wmir, the Russian village
community. Under this system the land of the
village, except for that on which the peasants’
houses stood and the small plots which sur-
rounded them, was the property of the whole
village. Part was used as common pasture and
a certain num-
ber of which were allotted to each family ac-
cording to its size. From time to time the land
was redivided among the peasants.

In the mir the Populists visualized the peas-
ants as the standard-bearers of the future,

However, history mapped its path out dif-
ferently. Before long it became clear that capi-
talism was developing in Russia, that a new
class of ‘wage-workers was coming inte being,
and that the mir was disintegrating.

As early as the end of 1878 and the begin-
ning of 1879, large-scale workers’ strikes and
disturbances broke out in the centers of Rus-
sian industry, and Plekhanov, at the time a
Populist, was forced to recognize that the work-
ing class, born of this developing capitalism,
would-play a part in-the coming Russian revo-

lution.

In a leading article in a Narodnik paper,
Zemlia i Volia, on February 20, 1879, he can-
didly wrote: “The agitation of the factory
workers -which has continuously grown in
strength and now occupies everybody's atten-
tion, compels us to deal earlier than we had
calculated with the role which the town worker
should play in this organization [‘the revolu-
tionary battle organization of the people’]. The
question of the urban worker is one which life
itself, independently, pushes forward and
raises-to an appropriate plane despite all the
a priori theoretical resolutions of the revolu-
tionary activists.”

Plekhanov still believed that the revolution
would be brought about by the peasants, but
he thought that the workers would help them
by initiating revolts in the towns and agitating
in the villages. He was only a step from recog-
nizing the decisive role that the working class
would inevitably play in the revolution, concen-
trated as it was in large factorigs and living
in big towns, compared with the subsidiary
role to. be played by the peasants, dispersed as
they were in small villages and using individual
methods of production.

TURNING-POINT IN RUSSIA

In Socialism and the Political Struggle
(1883) he exposed the main fallacies of the
Populists. and counterposed to their ideas the
prineiples of Marxism. The: importance of its

new ideas prompted Lenm to compare this
pamphlet with the Communist Manifesto for
its effect on the Russian working-class move-
ment,

The next year, in replying to the attack of
the Populists, Plekhanov published another out-
standing essay, entitled Our Differences, which
Engels called a turning-point in the develop-
ment of the revolutionary movement in Russia.

In these works and others that followed,
Plekhanov applied the Marxist method to an
analysis of Russian reality. Although he was
not-the ereator of the theory of dialectical ma-
terialism or historical materialism and had not
actually enriched them with new discoveries,
he nevertheless carried out the important task
of introducing them into Russian life, doing
80 in a series of brilliant works.

With great strength of expression, precision
and beauty, lucidity of exposition and brilliance
of style, Plekhanov naturalized Marxism in
Russia. His works on philosophy and the cul-
tural history of Russia, its art and literature,
alone would have earned him a permanent and
prominent place among the socialist classies.

Of Plekhanov’s philosophical essays Lenin
wrote: “It is impossihle to become a real Com-
munist without studying—really studying—all
that Plekhanov has written on philosophy, as
this is the best of the whole international liter-
ature of Marxism....”

ON THE PROLETARIAT'S SHOULDERS

But obove oll, the importance of Plekhanov's work for
the future history of Russia was his conclusion that the
key role in the struggle against tsorism would belong to
the young Russion working class.

As he said at the foundation Congress of the Social-
ist International (1889): “The proletariat created
through the disintegration of the village community
will overthrow the autocracy....The Russian Revolu-
tion can only conquer as a workingman's revolution—
there is no.other possibility, nor can there be any.”

Inspirved by.the same thoughts, Plekhanov's disciples,
on founding the Russian Social-Democratic workers'
Party (1898), declared:

“The farther east we go in Europe the weaker, more
abject and more cowardly becomes the bourgeoisie, and
the more its cultural and political tasks fall to the lot
of the proletariat. On its strong shoulders the Russian

working class must bear and will bear the task of

winning political liberty. This is a necessary step, but,
only the first step toward the realization of. the great

historic - mission of the proletariat, to the foundation ™

of a social order in which the:le will be no place for the
exploitation of man by man.’

The overthrow of tsarist-absolutism would be effected
neither by the peasants nor the cowardly bourgeoisie,
but by the working class, said Plekhanov. How well
histery was to confirm this prognosis!

L

PEASANTS AND REVOLUTION

Breaking with the Populists, Plekhanov did not have
any of their illusions about the socialist nature of the
peasant. He knew that the peasant was a small capi-
talist attached to private property and individual pre~
duction,

He wrote in 1891: “The proletariat and the muzhik
are political antipodes. The historic yole of the prole-
tariat is as revolutionary as the historic role of the
muzhik is conservative, The muzhiks have been the
support of oriental despotism for thousands of years.
In a comparatively short space of time, the proletariat
has shaken the “foundations' of West European society."

While Plekhanov was right in emphasizing the non-
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socialist nature of the peasantry, he was wrong, as
future events showed, not to point out the revolutionary, ! :
a;':tr -tsarist and ant:-feudal potentialities of this same
clazs. I

During the Russian revolution of 1917 the peasaniry
showed ifs progressive historical face, sweeping feudal- |
ism from the countryside in a revolutionory upheaval.
Having ac:umpllshed this, it then showed Ha other blshr- '
ical face. wrapping itself round with™ conservatism’ unq |
proving in time fo be the bulwark of a new "oriental
despotism.’

It was by relying on the backward argricultural
countryside, on the muzhik; against the worker, that:
the Stalinist bureaucracy rose to independence of work-
ers’ democratic control, and developed into an absolute
auteeracy.

L

WARNING FOR THE FUTURE

Guncndermg the youthfulness and small size of the.
Russian working class and the backwardness of the
country's productive forces, Plekhanov time and again
warned that the revolution might lead to a seizure of
power by socialists, who wanted to suppress economie
inequality, before the material conditions necessary
for social equality—weaith and abundance—were pres-
ent. Where the pmduct.i-ve forces are meager, economie .
and cultural progress is not possible except through
the exploitation of the majority by a minerity: eqna!ity
would be equality of poverty and ignorance.

He wrote in 1883:

“After having seized power, the. 1mlutwnary S0+
cialist goverriment must organize natienak production.
It will then have (peossibly) ... to seek an issu¢ in thes
ideals of patriarchal and authoritative commumism, by
modernizing ‘it only to the extent that the socialized
production will be controlled by a ‘socialist’ caste, in-
stead of by the ‘Sons of the Sun’ and their funetion-
aries as in ancient.Peru....Such Peruvian .tutelage;
further, would never succeed in initiating the Russian
people into socialism, On the contrary, it would cause
them to lose all abﬁtty to progress unless they
to the same economic inequality, the suppression ofl
which should have been the immediate object of the
revolutionary government. And we say nothing of the
play of mternalmn,al complications. ...” (Socialism
and the Political Struggle.)

Thus Plekhanov clearly saw the dilemma of a socialist,
government in a backward country: either stagnation:
based on equality, or a new division of saciety inte an,
exploiting and .an exploited. class.

The only path leading out of this blind alley was,
pointed to later by Lenin, Trotsky and other Russian-
Marxists. They sought a solution through the spread-
ing of the reyolution to more advanced countries.

Thus, for instance, Lenin said: “We always staked.
our ]Jlay upon an international revolution and this was.
unconditionally right...we always emphasized ... the
faet that in one country it is impdssible to acwmyha‘fs
such a work._as a sacialist revolution.” (My emphasis).

The course of history did not contradict Plekhanov’s,
formulation of the alt»ernat:ves facing a revolutionary. '
socialist government in backward Russia, The Russian
revolution, isolated by the defeat of the German, Aus-
trian and Hungarian revolutions, led to ‘the rise of a
new tutelage, of an authoritarian, exploitive bureaue,
cracy.

2

FROM THE SPARK . ..

Plekhanov suffered from one great weakness. Being”
a precursor of the actual Russian labot' movement, Im-
scarcely had the opportumtv of addressing the masses:
of the workers, organizing them and: leading their»
struggle. He thus lacked experience of the true capac-
ity of an active revolutionary working elass. -

This weakness, wedded to a number of elements in

Plekhanov’s theory (his emphasis on the backwardness ,

of the country, the smallness of its working class, the’
conservative nature of the muzhik) led him fo compro-

mise with the Russian liberal bourgeoisié. During the |

latter years of his life he opposed Bolshevism and sup-
ported Menshevism.

It would take us too far afield to follow Plekhanov’s

drift toward this compromise, which culmma‘ted in hlS—
wartime support of tsarism in 1914.

These blots, however, cannot cancel out Plekhanov's
immortal contribution ag the father of Russian Marx-

ism, and consequently as the father of the great Rus- * -

sian Revolution.

Teday, the werking closs of Russia, oppressed by am

outocracy not less tyrannical than that of the tsar, ean”
yet find a weopon of struggle in the Marxist works of®

. Plekhanov.

Plekhanov’s prophetic motto on his journal Fskre
(Spark) was: “The spark lights the fire.” The spark

of revolutionary Marxism has already. once lit the fire" ;.

that burned the citadel of oppression. The same s‘paﬂt:
will do- it again.

e
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1956: Year of Revolution — —

" (Continued from page 1]

The Poznan uprising showed for Poland what the June Days in 1953 had shown
for Bast Germany: that the Communist regimes in the satellites, at least, have no
popular base, and that the working class, whose repmsentatwes they claim to be
‘above all other classes, are actually their most 1mpiacab1e enemies. It showed that
the reforms adopted by the bureaucratic regimes in these countries was “hettmg
the desire for real democracy rather than heading it off.

In réacting to the Poznan revolt, the Polish leadership showed that they either
did not feel the ground firm enough under their feet to proceed to allow them to

, gorrect “mistaken” ideas by drowning the revolt in blood, or that they still believed

the desire for democracy and socialism could be headed off by showing indulgence
nﬂ:uer than ferocity.

" 'But the head of steam kept on building up in Poland. By the middle of October it
had assumed the form of mass demonstrations demanding the ousting of Russion troops
and a complete cleansing and reorganization of the regime, and supporting the srm’uel
and Ieudserﬂﬁp of Gomulka,

In a.series of events tense with drama, the Russian leadership rushed to War-

saw and sought to threaten and bully the Polish government into a capitulation to
their demands. The storm in the country had risen to suck a. pitch, however, that
the Polish leaders felt themselves strong emug-h to stand aup to the Russian threats
and ultimatums, and were finally able to convince them that the only course of
safety for all was an agreement by which, at least temporarily, the Polish leaders
would be grante& pretty much a free hand tu handle their internal problems as they
see fit, while in exchange they would pledge renewed loyalty to Moscow,
_ For the moment, the solution seemed to work. The Polish people felt they had
won a.tremendous victory over the mighty Russian foe. They accepted Gomulka's
promises of demoeratic reforms, or at least the idea that he should be given a chanca
to show what he could do.

HISTORY'S GREATEST FIGHT FOR FREEDOM

1t seemed that the situation had been saved, for the moment at least. But actual-
1y, as in the ease of the June 30 resolution of the Central Committee, it was foo late.

For on October 23 the Hungorian revolution broke out, starting with demonsira-
dions of solidarity with the Poles. In twelve historic days the Hungarian people went
from peaceful demonstrations to pitched battes with the Russion occupation forces.
They defeated the secret police, the only section of the Hungarian people which showed
even a speck of loyalty to this "Peoples’ Democrocy.” They overthrew the govern-
ament, and brought inte being a provisional regime which had begun to recogaize full
democrotic rights; including the key right: the formation of oppositien potitical parties.
From a movement of protest, triggered originally by students and intellectuals, the
revolution embraced the whole population, and brought the Industrial workers to the
Bbead of the nation.

On Nowember 4, the Russian leadership sealed the doom of Stalin as a world
system ‘by attacking the Hungarian revolution with a massive army of troops and
tanks.

If their attack had succeeded in crushing the revolution in a couple of days and
in installing a new “Popular Democratic” regime, the damage to Russian-style
“Gommunism” might not have been so great. But the Hyngarian people refused to

They fought as a united nation. Workers Councils, which had sprung up on a
local basis in the early days, took on strength and began to develop a na.tmnal organ-
ization.

Even after mass organized resistance had been crushed in Budapest in a battle
which devastated the city, the workers continued a general strike for six weeks. The
Kadar puppet regime, despite all pleas and promises, remained as helpless and
isolated after a month as it had been on the first day. Only by sheer weight of arms
and the gradual starvation of the population were the Russians able tv dampen the

* fires of the Hungarian revolution.

Throughout the world, the Communist movement was thrown into crisis and dismay.
The voices of protest and questioning had never died down after the Khrushchev reve-
lations became public in June.
. By the middle of November there were mass public resignations from the Com-
munigt Party in England, and a full-fledged struggle was dividing the American
organization. In France, leading intellectual supporters of the party openly de-
nounced it and the Russian leadership. In Italy, although the leadership was able
to maintain its hold at the party congress and to- come out in support of the Russian
suppression of the Hungarian revolution, it was clear that the trade-union base of
the party was in peril.

THE WORLD WILL NEYER BE THE SAME ... !

The biggest single factor which helped the Russians to get through the Hun-
garian crisis was the action of Britain and France in attacking Egypt over the
Suez Canal issue. In the United Nations and through their world propaganda net-
work, the Russian rulers sought to distract attention from their bloody work in
Budapest by pointing the finger of blame at the criminal imperialist attack of
Britain and France on Egypt.

Further, it became clear as the weeks went by that, far from being able to ex-
ploit the Hungarian revolution for their own ends, the American and other capitalist
governments were afraid of this revolution, and of the danger that it might spread
to Poland and East Germany.

By the closing days of 1856, the immediate danger that the whole Russian em-
pire would disintegrate appeared to be staved off, for the moment at least, In Hun-
gary, the government was whipping an exhausted people back to work. In Poland,
though riots against the Russians and in support of the Hungarian people continued
to take place on a sporadic basis, the Russians seemed to have had a certain success
with their “Hungarian lesson"” to the peoples of the rest of the satellites,

But that Is ali temporary and on the surfoce. After what has happened in Poland
and above all in Hungary, the world will never lock the same: again as it did before
1956, Milliens upon millions of militants in the world Communist movement have had!
\their basic faith and confidence in Russia as the leading land of “socialism™ shaken
beyond all repair.

The whole world has been shown that the Russian system, like its counterparts
in the satellites, rests on force and terror, and that the moment these are lifted even
a little, the vast mass of the population is ready to fight for democracy and freedom.

This is the preat and lasting lesson of 1956 there is and can be no such thing as
a totalitarian regime in permanence in the modern world, The aspiration for free-
dom, for democracy, is inextinguishable, and in the advanced countries the working

bow before the overwhelming odds,

class remains the social class which alone is capable of leading the struggle for it.

-

Crime of Being 'Socially Dangerous’ — —

{Continued from poge &)

we certainly agree, that listing the So-cialis!. Party
would be ludicrous, only one conclusion is possible. It
is just as ridiculous to list these organizations which
believe in socialism.

. If clear standards were stated, this wouold become ap-
parent, The Government would either admit that it is
fisting the organizations because they have socialist
ideas, and its constitutional right fo take such action
could be clearly litigated. Or the Government would
kave to produce real proof that these organixations are
something significantly different from the Soclalists.

QUOTATION-MONGERING

3. The Quirageous Presumptions in the Government's
Case. This record and the Government's Proposed
Findings, are in large measure devoted to something
other than the views and positions of these organiza-
fions. The bulk of the Government's case is addressed
to somethmg else altogether, and is related to the or-
ganizations by no proof but by presumpuons which
* eannot stand the serutiny of reason and equity.

The most basie and outrageous of the presumptions
is that the organizations can be held responsible for
everything which was written by Marx, Engels; Lenin
and Trotsky. It defiezs the most elementary mnotions of
fair trial to.say that one man or organization can be
held guilty and made the object of unfavorable gov-
ernment _action, because of something written by a
completely different man or organization.

Proving what-A wrote cannot. produce what X be-
lieves or what X does; under any non-Communist sys-
tem of logic or evidence. In a democracy, & man cannot
he condemned solely because of the ancestry. of his

. ideas. Guilt is personal. Certainly-there can be no guilt
My .ameestry of ‘philosophical -or political ideas, .any

#miore ‘than by -ancestry or inheritance of .xacial or re-
Rigious ideas,

- This 'fundamental of democracy ks violated - -by - aute-
—unﬂnllv heaping selected portions of Marxz en on organ-
fization merely because it calls itself Maorxist. It seems
‘un:American fo automstically impute ‘selected -portions
of ‘Marx, Engels, Lenin and Trotsky, to on.ergamization
swhich "declares only that it is. based upor-thelr general
. -\gphllosophy and honors their teaching and careers-in gen-
eral. The injustice is confounded by giving no consider-
etion to the organizotions' detailed explanations of how
#hey undersfand, practice and advocate the philosophies.
of those Four.

. The outcome is outrageous when the Government's
case boils down.to two propositions enly: (1) Leninism

-equals conmunism and/or force and wviolence; and {2):

- theorganizations equal Leninism. It hothern the Gov-
«ernment not one whit that the Leninism in proposition

(1) iz mot the orpanizations’; and that the arganiza-
tions’ Leninism in (2) is -evidently something quite
different and definitely exclusive of force and violence.

EVIDENCE FROM THE PAST

The Government considered Marxism and Leninism
an ever-fixed star which must eternally stay on one
course. To the organizations, these concepts were fluid
and changing. All the Four were busily engaged in
pressing practical problems, particularly Lenin and

Trotsky, and almost everything they wrote can be un-

derstood only in terms of the time and the issue which
oceupied them. Their own views had internal inconsis-
tencies; and they changed with the passage of time.

The ﬂews of the organizations, and of Shachtman
mdw:ldually, changed with time, also. As he and the
organizations are preoccupied with current political
problems, the views which they express must be put in
proper context, in their proper stage of development.

The Government never did anything like this. It was

patently proceeding on the presumption that any word
ever attributed to any of the organizations stayed as
part of the evidence against them idefinitely. Such a
presumption is out of tune with elementary recognition
of the facts of life. Human individuals and human or-
ganizations inevitably change. There can be no pre-
sumption, in human experience and logie, that what
was 80 in 1940 remains so in 1956. Especially is this
true of a political organization, for the atmosphere
and issues of 1940 have simply disappeared. The 1956
political scene is completely different.
- For this simple fact that political organizations de
change, which the Government so evidently fails
to recognize, there - is, happily. Supreme Court
authority. “At the time of affiliation, a group itzelf may
be innocent, only later coming under the influence of
those who. would: turn it toward illegitimate: ends.. Con-
versely, an organization formerly subversive and there-
fore designated as such may have subsequently freed
itself from -the- influences -which mgma.ﬂy Ied to its
listing.” Wieman v. Updegraff,

Nevertheless, virtually all of the Government’s case js
in the relatively dim past. This is highlighted in this case
by the orgonizational chonge from Workers Porty to
Independent -Sociolist_ Leogue. These ore separote enti-
ties in this proceeding. Almost no evidence was presented
as to the Independent Sociolist League, the only one of
the three organixations sl in existence.

The Government obviously had no witness who had
ever been a member of the Independent Socialist
Lesgue. In faet, the-only witness produced by the Gov-
ernment who:had ever been a member of -any of these
organizations, James Burnham, had ‘been a-member of
the Workers: Party for just about its initial month

only, back in 1940, and had attended only one meeting.
He could not and did not testify to any conversations
with Shachtman or any of the leaders or members of
any of the organizations, in the past 16 years and more!

Moreover, even this last-diteh witness was obtained
only on June 22, 1956. This was long after, mot only
long after the 1947 designation and the 1953 redesig-
nation, but even long after the July 19556 commence-
ment of the hearing and its originally scheduled re-
sumption for April 1956. Burnham was obtained only
because of the Government recognition that some wit-
ness would have to be secured.

This was the best the Government had; the only one
it could muster to lend lip service to the charges of
communism and foree and violence.

FLESH-AND-BLOOD PROOF

It is shocking that this testimony by a non-expert, even
if it were unscarred by the internal inconsistencies and
the gross incredibility of the witness, mdy be coasidered
as enough of o foundation to support the oction takem
by the Attorney General. Mo such testimony, to our
knowledge, has ever been offered or accepted as an ade-
quate showing of advocacy of force and violence.

In the recent Smith Act prosecutions of Communists,
for example, the Government apparently had witnesses:
who had actually been a member of the organization
for a number of years, and could personally testify as
to the various interpretations and intentions involved.
Only last month, the Supreme Court reversed such a
convietion, when tlii_a testimony was. said to have been
perjured. “The testimony of Mazzei, at least, gave
flesh-and-blood reality to the mass of Communist liter-
ature read to the jury to show advocacy of violence by
the Communist Party.” Mesarosh v. United States.

The Government apparently recognized that there
could be no real preof, at least in s Federal Court,
without flesh-and-blood testimony from within the or-
ganization.

In the Mesarash case, supra, for example, the Soliei-
tor General stated that without the festimony which
he mow believed tainted, there would have been mo con-
viction. No lesser test of proof should be used in a pro-
ceeding administered for and by the Attorney 'General
of the United States, He, after all, *is the representa-
tive not of an ordinary party to a controversy, but of
a sovereignty whose obligation to govern impartially is
as compelling as its obligation to govern all at all....”
Berger v. United States.

The Government considered itself freed of the neces-
sity to tie its proof to the Independent Socialist League
or the other -erganizations by some penuine evidence;
only because there were no standards established for
the entire proceeding. This matter of stanards is basic,
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