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Editor's Note

This is the fourth and last of a series of bulletins
containing the resoiutions, reports, discussion and
summaries dealing with the world‘movement at the June
1962 plenum of the National Committee.

It contains the majority and minority summaries which
have been transcribed from a tape recording of the pro=-

ceedings.



Summary for Minority on World Movement

by Tim Wohlforth

First I would like to say that I don't feel that the
comrades will find that the minority, whatever disagreements
and strong ones, one may have with it, is going to be or
has been playing with theory. Secondly, I think that any
suggestion that our minority is maneuvering is simply com=-
pletely out of the question., What is involved here is clear-
ly, openly, fully presented before the party: a political
tendency with a clear and full program wherein any political
differences that comrades have in this tendency or between
this tendency and comrades we're in basic agreement with, as
in England, we present and present clearly and fully and
openly. That is correct, that is proper and any other course
on our part would be blind sectarianism. Would it not?

You should reach and work with people close to you. Shouldn't
you?

The same situation exists in the majority as all com-
rades fully know. I don't consider the majority unprincipled
for its combination on the international question with Swa-
beck who simply has given up a Trotskyist program on Ghina
because I feel that the majority has central agreement with
Swabeck on an approach toward the International question
in other respects, The same can be said for the minority ex-
cept I feel that we can make a somewhat better case, The
agreement within the minority is somewhat greater than the
agreement within the majority with the Swabeck grouping.
Perfectly correct, Perfectly proper.

The division which has brought about the majority and
minority is also clear. People can call it what they will.
They recognize this division and they recognlze that this
division is an important onme. You can say it's between sub-
jectivism and objectivism..You can say it s between sectar-
ianism and opportunism. You can say it's a division between
positive attitude toward unification and a2 negative one.
Hdwever you define it (and one defines it according to
one's own analysis, one's own political outlook), it exists.
In my opinion, the comrades in this country and internation-
ally are approaching it in a correct and principled way., If
there is any hiding of political program on the part of com=-
rades of either the majority or the minority (and there are
plenty of differences within the majority in my opinion ==~
far more than within the minority) that would be bad. That
would be playing games and maneuvering against the cadre.
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To me the central question which we have been discussing
today in one form or another is the role of the working class
in the revolutionary process. It is our contention, our
feelings that there is a tendency on the part of the major-
ity in its international resolution, in its approach toward
Cuba, in its current Political Committee draft, to see
other forces substituting for the role of the working
class, I mention here the working class and not the party.

I think we were a little off previously in emphasizing sim-
ply the party. It is not =~ our dispute is not simply over
the necessity of the party anymore but more basically over
the necessity of the ¢lass in the conscious form, whether

or not that takes the precise form of the party. That to

me is the difference. This flows from an empiricist out-
look on the part of the majority which I went into and

which will have to be gone into much more thoroughly and much
more competently than it has been done here in a literary
discussion.

Secondly, on the question of Cuba. We've been accused
of ducking the Cuba question, This to me is really shock=-
ing. I thcought we weve discussing essentially the interna-
tional question which I discussed and which I recall went
into quite a bit of detail on Cuba in relationship to the
international question. We had a whole lengthy discussion
for six months on Cuba., We had a discussion in the youth for
another three morths on Cuba, Yet you're saying we're duck-
ing the Cuba question. Obviously you're saying that because
that's the only thing you want to discuss. You feel we are
reticent to discuss Cuba because we have a weak position on
it. Perhaps your reticence to discuss anything clse means
you have a weak position on everything else, Perhaps you
have a weak position on the question of Pabloism -= on the
question of entrism «~ on the question of political revolu-
tion -~ on the question of Stalinism. So if you want to
make a deal, we'il give you Cuba and take the whole world.
This is not behind the backs of the cadre, it's openly with
the cadre.

Now I can't go into a detailed analysis of the current
Cuban development but I want to say a few things because 1
think they're very important, I've been reading the material
I get (the speeches of Fidel Castro, etc,) and I've been
watching the developments in relation to Escalante and
other current developments in Cuba, My own opinion and
attitude -~ I fecl that Castro will go down as one of the
most remarkable figures in history. I feel that he is an
extremely sincere revolutionist, I feel he fulfills every
criterion established in the international resolution for a
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revolutionist, I feel that if the Cuban revolution had to
depend on any one individual it would be difficult to find a
better one for it to depend on. The whole crisis of Cuba
today, the crisis of its future -~ not so much of its pre-
sent (though it is already beginning to show up) =-- is
whether or not the individual, the greatest individual can
replace the working class. That is the crisis.,

Faced with a real threat in Cuba of bureaucratization,
a real threat of the distortion of the revolution by the
Stalinist hacks in Cuba, Castro reacted. I think he reacted
because I don't think he wants any bureaucracy. I don't
think he wants that in Cuba. I think he wants an unfettered
revolution but he relies on the only instrument he really
trusts to counter the Stalinists =-- himself, So he carried
through the reorganization of the ORI through a central
committec which he controls, He carried through a struggle
against Escalante within the top committee of the ORI and
never before the masses -- never a debate before the masses.

It was necessary and essential for Fidel because of
his limitation in having a truly independent revolutionary
outlook based on the working class, to hold back his strug-
gle, not to complete the struggle with Stalinism because of
the extreme dependence of Cuba on the Soviet Union. So
he has to make a deal. He gets rid of Escalante. Escalante
goes .to Czechoslovakia, Hoy is made the official organ of
the ORI, Pravda supports the dumping of Escalante. And the
struggle is incompleted, Our approach to Cuba should be to
complete that struggle, but to begin to completéd that strug-
gle we have to rccognize that it is incompleted. The party
‘at every stage in Cuba has recognized it as completed, In
.otherwords that everything that has happened there is fine,
This is empiricism, Everything is good, it is developing on
its own. Fine. Our job is to simply comment on what has -
happened, Not to predict what will happen and therefore to
present before the Cuban and the intermational public the
real, real dangers that can occur,

I was attacked by Joe six months, a year ago, at the
last plenum for just talking about disaster, disaster, dis-
aster -~ danger, danger, danger. That was because I raised
the threat of Stalinism. I mentioned that there was a danger
of Stalinism in Cuba., This dan%er exists and it still exists.
And the danger of Stalinism isn't the danger of an indi-~
vidual, We know what it is, It is the danger of the iso-
lation of the revolution, of the lack of working class con=~
trol over the govermmental apparatus. It is that element
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of consciousness of the necessity of working class control
which Fidel does not yet have and at least our approach
should be to point that out and carry out a campaign to do
that. So that's my analysis of Cuba. It may be wrong. It
may be crazy, but that is my analysis,

Now you say, have events vindicated your analysis.,
I would say that events have fundamentally not really vindi-
cated any analysis yet because the thing is still in pro~
cess. If the govermmental apparatus, without the creation
of real workers control as a result of the struggle of the
working class itself -~ should this apparatus prove capable
of leading Cuba onto a new course of an undeformed workers
revolution, then we will have to rcevaluate our whole analy-
sis, reevaluate our whole concept of working class rule,
We will go back and reevaluate Debs' ideas that only the
working class can rule for the working class, that only the
workers can rule in their own name. We will have to reeval-
uate that and recognize that a bencvolent bureaucracy that
is pro-working class can substitute as the rulers of an un-
deformed workers state., That I do not see. But, if that
happens, we will change our position. We will have to. But
in the meantime your position is not vindicated. Our posi=
tion is not vindicated., We both have diffcrent analyses
of an unfolding event.

Similarly no position was vindicated in Yugoslavia
for several years -- two or three years. We can go into
the Yugoslav question. It's related. I want to make it
very clear what my position is on Yugoslavia in 1943 and
1950, That is that Yugoslavia was a deformed workers state
at the time that it broke from Stalin, The only possible
way you can understand Yugoslav decvelopments is to recognize
this, And the Yugoslav bureaucracy could not reform itself,
Why? Because we do not look upon leaders of a bureaucracy
simply as individuals, They represent the interests of a
eacial caste which must be overthrown by revolution pre-
cisely because social castes as castes do not reform themsel-
ves just like classes do not reform themselves., This is
Trotsky's position. Does it apply to Yugoslavia? I say
it does. Therecfore we could say emphatically that it was
impossible for Yugoslavia to have become an undeformed work-
ers state, to evolve that way, except through the interven-
tion in a revolutionary capacity of thc masses,

The perspective of the Intermational at that time
was all wrong because it did not orient toward the indepen-~
dent intervention of the masses in Yugoslavia. The cvents
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proved that it was wrong. If it had evolved in another way
you would have a basis today to say that Cuba, Cuba too will
evolve into an undeformed revolution without the intervention
of the masses, You would be correct in your line today.

But it didn't, so at least you ought to put a question mark
over the application of the identical method today -- as if
we had not gone through an experience and as if Pabloism

had not been completely repudiated by history itself.

The question of Stalinism happens to be one of the most
dmportant questions that has come up today. The concept that
Yugoslavia carried through a political revolution, Yugo-
slavia which is today a deformed workers state where a poli-
tical revolution must be carried through; the concept that
Mao's China carried through a political revolution where to-
day it is a deformed workers state where a political recvolu-
tion must be carried through is a gross distortion of the
theory of the political revolution, Gross distortion of
that theory ™

Secondly, some comrades here seem to be saying that the
question of political revolution is an open one. They are
saying that it is possible that you will need an insurrection,
hut it is also possible that the bureaucracy will reform it-
self, This is a defensive position if you want to arguec it.
It has a name and its name is Deutscherism and we know its
Deutscherism, If you think Duetscher is a simple advocate
of reform, that he doesn't believe that it is possible for a
revolutionary overturn, then you haven't read Deutscher.
Read hig best, don't read his worst. Rcad his "Russia in
Transition,'" This is what he says. He says it's possible
that you're going to have to have a revolutionary overthrow
but it is also possible the bureaucracy may evolve in a
different way, That's Deutscherism. Decutscherism is iden-
tical to exactly what Weiss and Deck wrote in that article
and what in an even more open and blatant way Myra defended
at this meeting and what Dave defended in relationship to
Yugoslavia, That's Deutscherism. That we have struggled
against and that is not our view. That is not the Trotskyist
attitude toward Stalinism, And we ought to make that clear,
we ought to clear up these concepts. That's our task,

Changing nature of Pabloism., What can you say? The
problem is simple, It is this. It is simple in this sense.
The problem is not the question of the changing Pabloism but
of the changing SWP. I don't claim that there is no poli=-
tical basis for the regroupment of the SWP majority and the
Pabloites. I think therc is a strong political basis be-
cause the SWP majority has adopted the essential views of
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the Pabloites., Now I don't have to argue with you about
this. All you have to do is what I did in my document. Some
day when you have a spare evening, go back and rcad the views
of the party at the time of the Open Letter and read what
you're saying now. It's a different line. That's all I
have to say. Now maybe you were right to change your line
but it's a different line and if there is a new world real-
ity which requires a change in line it can't be the whole
past 15 years. It's got to be the period since 1953. 1It's
got to be the period after China, after Yugoslavia, when

we said, despite these events, we still maintain this par-
ticular line as against Stalinist conciliationism which we
analyzed in the document '"Against Pabloite Revisionism' --

50 or 60 pages in detail ==~ accusing the Pabloites of the
identical formulations and identical views that can be found
in the 1961 Internmational Resolution., There has been an
evolution. The evolution has been in that direction,

I don't want to argue about Belgium except that I will,
The problem in Belgium is this: in the first place the key
question to be poscd in Belgium is not -- and if I said so
before I didn't formulate it correctly =-- simply workers to
power but to posc those slogans and those transitional slo-
gans that will in essence objectively push the workers in
that direction, 'that have that objective direction. Such a
slogan which has been essential to our movement since its
very beginning, as for example is ''For a Workers and Farm-
ers Government.' That doesn't say simply 'Workers to Power"
but it poses immediately the conception of govermnmental con-
trol by the working class. Another such proposal would be
to pose the need for democratically elected workers coun-
cils, workers committees, which did to some extent exist.
There were workers committeces that sprcad up in that situa-
tion, There was, in mary ways, a situation in Belgium
which objectively posed the question of power even though
the subjective elements were not there.

These types of transitional proposals were not proposcd
by the Pabloites who consciously said they will not proposc
anything unacceptable to the present leadecrship. That is
exactly what Germain said., That is what hec said and what he
did, He did not propose any slogans which could not be
accepted by that leadership. He had no conception, no even
1ong~range program of really challenging that leadership.

He wasn't in a position to do it cven if he wished to, even
though for for our movément in Europe, he ‘has had some growth,He
wasn't in a position to do it because he wasn't oriented in
that direction. He was very decply in a centrist paper he
publishecs,
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Now on the quecstion of reunification, Comrade Alvin
raises the analgoy of the 1903 period, the 1928 period, the
period when he said essentially Lenin and Trotsky were de=-
fending a new program., That's not true., They were defend-
ing an old program, In those periods, the periods of the or-
ganization of a party and the period after 1928, Lenin and
Trotsky were essentially trying under different conditions
to coalesce together the revolutionary forces, the revolu~
tionary Marxist forces as against all thée other tendencies
and trends, Thesc were periods of turmoil and confusion
within the international movement. In both cases turmoil
within an international movement which adhered to a common
-- gso-called common =-- Marxist outlook, In 1903 it was a
matter of assembling the real Marxists from the phonies,

In 1928 it was assembling the real revolutionary communists.
That was the problem in both cases, Periods when it was
necessary to carry on a dual process of pulling in forces --
and they did it in thosc periods ==~ and breaking from cen-
trists,

That's essentially the problem today. Anyone who holds
that we have todcy a theoretically cohesive == theoretically
and politically cohesive -~ international doesn't know what
they're talking about, Our problem today is precisely to
coalesce the cssential Trotskyist forces on an international
basis. This coalescnce must be done through the two pro-
cesses of the pulling together of every sincere revolution-
ary clement in the Trotskyist movement and a struggle against
every centrist and revisionist element within the Trotskyist
movement, If there weren't such revisionist elements how
come there was the split in 1953 to begin with? That is
essentially the dual process.

The party majority has proposed only onc of these two
processes, No longer is there a question of struggle, It
is only a matter of figuring out organizational formula to
pull everyone into. Into what? And around what program?
The central Trotskyist program? Well, what is the central
Trotskyist program? That has to be defined, has to be de~
fined in a political and ideological struggle. That is
vhat is under dicscussion today in the international. Not sim-
ply how we can get people together but around what do we get
them togather., And, that is why the discussion of organi-
zational fcrmula has already gone over into the guestion of
politicz. program. '

New my own feeling is this, What we nced and what
we're going to have is a full and thorough international
discussion aimed at preciscly this: defining the Trotskyist
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program and around that basis reunifying and pulling to-
gether the international., Now it goes without question that
this will be a very complex, a very long procecss,

Our position is this: we feel that the Socialist Work-
ers Party is adopting a political outlook, an international
outlook, which is in contradiction to its traditions, and
to its own mecthods of work in this country. That's our
opinion, We may be wrong. We believe this, This is our
opinion. Flowing from that opinion, it is our conviction
that with future developments in the US especially and
internatlonally our outlook will be verified., In which case,
in our opinion, the whole busincss of a minority-majority
division will no longer be necessary. It is this approach
and this attitude that we take. Perhaps -- of course you
think we're dogmatic and sectarians and will never recog-
nize reality -~ but perhpps as thesc devclopments occur in
this country. and internationally your outlook will be vin=-
dicated in which case believe it or not we may even change
our minds though it is difficult for you to conceive of
that ideca.

Now I think I have posed scveral questions, scveral
historical happenings which if they do occur will mean that,
as far as we arc concerned, a fundamental change in our
whole outlook, Onc would be to be shown in reality that
the Stalinist burcaucracy can be rcformed, This would re-
quire a new orientation and we would have to abandon ours.
To be shown in other words that other forces outside of the
working class with its own consciousncss, its own actions,
in its own capacity, and with its own party can make rcvo-
lutionary change of a fundamental socialist nature in our
society. Then we would change our..outlook., I don't think
that that outlook is going to be vindicated and pcople who
sec in Cuba a vindication of that outlook had bettcr rcmem-
ber what they say today, next year., You can also rcmember
what we say. We'll sec what happens.

¥ # #
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Summary for Majority on World Movement

by Joseph Hansen

First of all, I should like to welcome the fact that
Comrade Wohlforth recognizes that the discussion is shifting
over to the methodological level. I raised this question
with him during the Cuban discussion, to which he has re=-
ferred back, the one we discussed primarily in the New York
Local, At that time I suggested to him that basically in-
volved in this discussion was the whole problem of methodol-
ogy -- how we analyze the character of the state, how we
analyze its character in Cuba and how this relates to our
positions on Yugoslavia, Eastern Europe, China, and so on.
The fact that he has recognized that and now recognizes
that we are going to move onto that level, I think is very
good. And I hope that we will be able to unite with him in
this coming period in a discussion on that level, so that
we can lecave aside the level of scandals =-- who did what in
what strike, who destributed leaflets or didn't distribute
leaflets in some action in Paris or someplace else == and
get onto the level that really matters here, that is, our
basic concepts, That is exactly where we will try to hold
the discussion and we will leave a lot of the other ques-
tions to the side for the time being, Just because we don't
answer cvery question does not mean that we are not intcres-
ted in them or that we do not intend to have an answer, We
merely think that the discussion has shifted to the level
where it is nccessary for us now to deal with our basic con-
cepts and we intend to proceed in accordance with that,

Now this raises a little question. A discussion on
methodology has its own method. I mean you just can't say
we have methodological differcnces and therefore we are go-
ing to discuss them. There's a certain method that you must
follow if you'rec going to discuss a methodological differ-
‘ence, You have got to discuss your basic concepts. The
derivative conccpts, the political questions, the organiza-
tional questions and the tactical questions have got to be
subordinated and not raiscd onto the first planc and mixed
up with basic concepts or your discussion on methodology
will not proceced in the way that it should proceed; that is,
towards a clarification of thinking on both sides,

I have the impression -=- you may not share this with
me -~ that Comrade Wohlforth mixes up the various levels of
discussion, Although he agrees that therce is a basic metho-
dological differcnce he nevertheless mixes in a secondary



level; that is, the political questions, And finally he
mixes in the tactical level, so that it is very difficult,
following him, to try to detcrmine in what order he places
them, where he thinks the grecatest danger lies, on which of
these levels he thinks the greatest danger shows, on the
political level, on the organizational level or on the level
of our concepts, I thought Comrade Dobbs made a very strong
and very valid point when he suggested =-- in talking about
the contribution made by Comrade Philips =-- that it is neces-
sary to proceed on the most basic level now, to get oursclves
clarified on where we stand on our basic concepts. I should
like to stress that vary strongly now.

Onc of the points that Comradce Wohlforth,makes is
that we are empiricists, He describes empiricism as being
somc kind of a philosophy where you sit up on cloud number
seven and look down at this harsh / Interruption: What
cloud? Nine? O0.K., I get clouds mixed up. I'm not used
to living up in the clouds,/ That cmpiricism  looks at
things from the clouds, you sce, and takes a shot of rcality
as it is at the moment, makes some generalizations about
these and then cxtends them over the entire world. Well,
it's not such a bad description of cmpiricism, that it takes
one narrow scctor of rcality and then generalizes from that,

But I should like to stress in contrast to that the dia-
lectical method which I'm not so surce that Comrade Wohlforth™
grasps, or fully grasps. The problem with empiricism is that
it does not generalize in a consistent and logical way. 1
mean as far as it goes it's all right, I take the ' facts
and I. makes a gencralization and we can't quarrel with that,
Where our quarrel comes in is in the serics of concepts, the:
scries of picturcs of reality taken from cloud number nine or
cloud number scven. Ve take various pictures of rcality
in various scctors'and link them all together according to
a scries of concepts. That's the dialectical way of
approaching the question; a certain logical order. That is
what is complectely missing in the pre sentation made by the
comrades of the mlnorlty.

I attcempted in my presentation to present a logical
order. And if part of it was pretty dry it was because I
wantcd to stress the fact that there is a logical order to
it and it is a dialectical order, It procceds from our bas-
ic concepts, looking at reality over an extended period of
time back to 1948, to '39 and '40 and '24 and I obscrved
that the comrades did not meet my challenge that the dis~
cussion lecads back to 1948 and cven leads back to 1939 and
'40. Pabloism seccms to have beecn born from an egg, you sec,
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somewhere in that discussion of '48 or '50, but for some
reason or other the comrades cannot link it with that dis-
cussion, There is a big gap now, in your position and you
bhad better £ill it up., Your French comrades are trying to
fill it up by finding in that discussion asdmething that went
wrong. That 1s where you, too, are duty bound now to go. 'If
you don't, yoti're only horsing around and nobody w111 pay

any attention to you, at least in thec SWP they won't,

It is on the basis of this consistent, logical order,
taken over a long pcriod of time, bearing in mind the quali-
tative changes and the quantitative accumulation of facts
that we find a sound basis for intervening in the reality,
What's your basis for intervening in the reality? Some im-
pressions, impressions of the danger that the Cuban Revolu-
tion faces us with, impressions of the danger that Pablo-
ism faces us with at the prescent time. Your whole approach
is impressionistic. Ours is logical. We start from the
reality as it developed over a considerable period of time
and from that we derive our positions as to how to intervcne
effectively in the reality. That's the difference.

Now, when Comradc Wohlforth suddenly quotes me Shachtman .
ees In '39 and '40 I debated Shachtman ~-- You know, I like
to debate pcople; I debated Shachtman; I debated Burn
This was one of the points of differcence, that Shachtman was
impressionistic., He took his impression of the rcality and
the dangers that this reality faces our movement with, poli-
t ical dangers. When we said, "Let's take the discussion to
a basic level now; let's cxamine our concepts as derived
from our analysis of the Soviet Union''; Shachtman said, '"No,
not intercsted; becausc we face grave dangers.' He was not
so intercsted in that kind of a discussion., You now take a
position exactly like Shachtman's, This is where I came in
at -~ that's thc impression I got listening to Comradec Wohl-
forth on giving me Shachmtan's imprcssionism and then refer-
ring to cmpiricism and dialectics,

You asked me some 'embarrassing'’ questions and then
you talked about my loving to debate. Isn't that what a
debater. does =-- ask the other sidc cmbarrassing questions?
Two embarrassing questions -- that the maJorlty must answer,
"What do we think about decp entryism? We've got to clarify
that, What is our attitude on it?" Did it ever occur to
you that maybe the comrades on the International Secretariat
side are debating that? They have differcences on this. They
themselves are discussing this question. Some of them have
got their bellies full of it, they want a change. They're
arguing about it, What should we do, condemn all of them?



Or should we say,. "0.K., comrades, let's get together now.
Let's have a unified movement and discuss all the questions,
leaving aside, for the time being, these differences. Ve
may have something to say a little bit later about that,'

In addition, onc of the comrades here made a very valid
point, that the whole question of entryism is a tactical
question and you can rcad into that tactical question cers.
tain differences on politics or on basic method if they are
involved, but if they aren't involved then it remains a tac-
tical question, and that's all it is, a tactical quecstion.,
That's my impression of what it is right now. Especially in
view of the fact that on the International Sccretariat side
they are begimming to discuss this question,

Another cmbarrassing question, 'What is our position
on the political revolution?" Well, we haven't changed on
it, that's all, An article was cited here from the magazine
-= the International Socialist Revicw =-- an article written
by Comrade Bert, and by Comrade Dick. They raise two ques-
tions. [ Interruption: O.K. it was Murry. I always like
to get the facts straight,/ They raiscd two questions in
their article. I listened to the rcading of the questions
here before the comrades, and the best I could make out of it
was that this was Bert's and Murry's way of posing in lit-
erary style a basic alternative that faces the Chinese pco-
ple and the Chinesc Communist Party. That's all, They
poscd things sharply. I may debate with them as to the
validity of this literary form. I may not think it is the
best way to put things,I may think that it would be better to
-spell”it out, and I might have said that for the article as
a whole, I'd like to havc scen morc on the other side of
this question relating to the Chinesc Revolution, But I'm
certainly not going to hang them with the charge that they
arc giving up the political rcvolution becausc of these two
questions that they raiscd in their article. We haven't
gotten that far yet. You're just reading too much into
that article.

While I'm on this point, I'd like to explain something
because it involves, I think, a certain misunderstanding,
It was raisced herc by Comrade Kirk in the form of a sugges-
tion that we should put into our resolution a statcment re-
affirming our position on the political revolution., Here's
the problem: For many yecars we could get by very casily by
just simply taking this very condensed phrase about a poli-
tical revolution and where we stood and simply repeating it.
That's all we had to do. It was simply a restatement of
position and simply meant that we had not changed. But
beginning with this whole process of de-Stalinization and



especially after 1956, we ran into the problem of talking
with Stalinists, or former Stalinists, or people who were
changing from Stalinists. They could not understand what we
meant by this phrase. They got the wrong impression from
our simple repetition of this phrase and we began to feel
the necessity for spelling out exactly what we meant in terms
that were more understandable to them at their given stage
of development. We spelled it out in articles. And so we
lifted this formula, this formula which we have had for many
years, and we began to convert that formula into a whole ex-
planation of what we meant by it. We began, when was it,
about '57 or '58, wasn't it George, when we wrote that artic-
le in the ISR explaining what we thought we meant by the
‘theory of the political revolution and where we stood? We
haven't changed on that. We haven't changed on that anymore
than we have changed on how we conceive Stalinism, We still
conceive Stalinism to be counter-revolutionary to the core,
but you see, something has happened. Stalinism has begun

to degenerate in the sense of disintegrating. It has begun
to disintegrate and it has faced us with a whole series of
new tactical problems, We camnot intervene effectively in

a political and tactical sense unless we now intervene with
the idea of active participation among people who simply do
not; inderstand the mere repetition of formulas. Who have

to be told and given explanations and the whole thing worked
out as carefully and as well as we possibly can, So on
those two questions, deep entryism and the political revolu-
tion I think you will discover that we haven't really changed
at all, It's simply a question of recognizing what is _
happening in the reality and of giving us the opportunity of
making tactical adjustments,

Let me turn again to the question of Cuba. I was quite
surprised when Comrade Wohlforth, in responsc to my making
an analysis of the British position on Cuba, suddenly said
that all that was involved was only two episodic articles in
their press., That was only their public press., It was only
their best theoretician, Bryan Pierce. It was only what
they're saying to all the British workers and all of Latin
America, There are no other articles that counteract
them, There is not a single editorial that puts these com-
rades straight. There is no other way of judging from their
public press that they have got any other position on that,
8o I have no possibility of concluding anything clse except
that it rcpresents their position. So why do you say it is
only two episodic articles? Do you mecan by that that is not
the position of the British? That they have swung over to
the position that it is a workers state? Let them state it
then, That they are in a period now wherc they are changing,
shifting their views? Let them state that then, publicly,
where they have alrcady stated their position., Explain in
Havana, please, their positions. Only two episodic articles



14

in the public press of our British comrades! Mecan-
while, that's a position., It's a public position, If they
weren't sure, why did they have to write anything on Cuba?
Better to dummy up and wait, instead of taking a public posi~
tion of a character that is so damaging to our position ==
our position in the United States, our position in Cuba,

our position in all of Latin America, or don't the British
comrades give a damn about those arcas? That's the problem
that faces us.

I noticed with interest the squirming of the comrades
in the minority on this question of Cuba, There are a lot
of reasons why they can't discuss it, We discussed it too
much before, or it's not qudte the key issue, or they're
waiting... How many positions have they got on Cuba? One,
that it is capitalist.. That's the SLL position, isn't it?
Number two =~ Comrade Mage's position. I'm not quite sure
about it, but it is something likc the British position, If
I'm not quite accurate on it, we can read his document. [ In-
terruption: It's in transition? Oh, okay.7 I don't know
what it's transiding from to what. You're involved again
with basic concepts. Bring in the basic concepts and tell
me what it is transiding from to what, In the process tell
me what will constitute the decisive change, the qualitative
point of change. All I can discover in your position is that
the qualitative change is of a political character, not onec
of an cconomic character, but of a political character.
Well, in any case, there are at least two positions. Com=-
rade Philips, I think, is re-cvaluating, at lcast that's
what he said today. Just cxactly what he is re-evaluating,
I'm not quite surc, because in the brief period he had to
tell us about his re-cvaluation, it didn't become clecar to
me exactly what he was re-evaluating in relation to Cuba and
how this re-cvaluation tied in with Yugoslavia, China, Eastern
Europe and all the mest of it, I'm left in the dark as to
what his re-ecvaluation consists of. Comradc Wohlforth has
another position, if I understand corrcctly -~ that Cuba
might become something like Yugoslavia. Exactly what
that means remains obscure. Finally, therce arc some, I
think, in the minority who really believe it is a deformed
workers state. If you have a minority that has all of these
different positions on Cuba, it's a rather fragile minority,
at least on this question, isn't it? And thcrefore, it's
better not to talk too much about it, c¢specially in public,
because you're vulnerable on that position. It may happen
to be the most important question facing the emtire inter-
national but the interests of your small minority, you see,
require you to subordinate these differcnces.



That, comrades, is not principled, It's not principled
when you're dealing with a question of such fundamental im=
portance as a proletarian revolution, VWhat a mass of con~
fusion they represent on the question of Cuba., On this
simple question of analyzing the Cuban Revolution they give
us this entire mass of confusion and then begin on other com-
plicated questions relating to the Cuban Revolution and start
talking like recal wise people, who arc going to give us all
the best tactics, just the way to proceed, here's the best
thing to say, the best thing not to say. All the tactical
questions, All the political questions, they're recally
sharp on that. But the fundamental question, the one con-
cerning basic concepts -- a completc mass of confusion,

How can they get together, thesc pcople with all thesc
different views on the Cuban Revolution? What ties them
together? Something must tic them together. It's not just
the color of their eyes. Somcthing fundamental ties them
together. What is it? Anti-Pabloism. On that they have
identity. Everyonec of them, without cexception, will agree ..
that the main danger facing our movement is Pablo, Pabloism.
That's what links them together. That's the real cement.
'Here again, on Pabloism, we sec a repctition of the same
pattern visible in the casc of our British comrades., First
of all, a tendency to deny the facts, To deny that the com=-
-~ rades of the International Secrctariat -~ whether its a scc-
tor that is strong for Pablo or a diffcrent sector =-- a
tendency to deny that these comrades have changed their posi-
tions. They go to quite extraordinary lengths to try to
prove it. But you'rc dealing with pcople who, if they can't
read French in the original, can at lecast rcad translations;
people who in any casc arc capable offollowing positions and
who can therefore sce where they have changed. So you get
nowhere by denying the facts. You've got to admit them and
‘then work out somec way of handling them -~ what's the best
way to handle this changed reality?

Another thing they leave out. They lcave out the possi-
bility of the comradecs of the International Secretariat chang-
ing in relation to two important dcvelopments, One, the
Cuban Revolution and the other, our position in rclation to
unification, These arc new factors., I thought it was a very
fine point that onec comradec made here, how our pressure in
the case of 1953 and '54 had been at least one factor in
causing thom to change previously. It's a great mistake to
exclude the possibility of comrades changing, especially if
they are comrades who themsclves are f£irmly convinced that
they are revolutionary. They may be mistaken but they
belicve they arc revolutionary; cven further they believe
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~ they are revolutlonary socialists, even more, Trotskyists.
A big consideration in connection with this should be .the
fact that many comrades on the IS side arc new to the move-
ment, completely new, They have known no “Frotskyists cx=-

- cept- the ones they happened to mect on' the International
Secretariat side. :You rule out the possiblllty of these
comrades changing thru m@et1ng with us and talking with

us and,getting into a common organization with us, Let me
take up Bill's doubts here about their 1961 resolution’ be-
cause I think his point is important and I admirc his hon-
csty and his .courage in stating his position, I know that
it's not casy.to stand beforc an audicnce realizing that

"~ you agrec with neither side and say frankly where you o

- stand. This, comades, is in the tradition of our movement,
You state your position as'you sce it, The question Bill
raises. is this: How is it possible -~ and I'll uge his -.
words ==~ to.take a soft line towards centrists, cven if
they're moving in our.direction? How can you do that? It's
not revolutionary, is it7

. Here we can turn to the expcrience of our own
party. . I m doing that in order to make an explanation as’
‘quickly as possible, If you will go back to the history of
our party in the thirties, you can rcad in the Militant ccr-
tain criticisms that were made of the American Workers
,Party, That was about the timc I camc in, They were .
‘sharp criticisms, analyzing them as centrists, etc, Very,
very sharp, All at once out therc in Utah where 'I was rcad-
.ing the Militant I noted that it suddcnly changed, .It sud-
denly scemed to go soft toward the AWP, I couldn't ‘inder-
stand it at, first.  What happened? ‘Therc was no explana-
tion at all. . The Militant suddenly reversed 1tself “Just
like that withopt explanation and became very,'very soft
_towards the AWP, :Well, not knowing, T didn't make up my
mind one way or the other. I just noted it and waitcd,

Surc anough, pretty soon we were fusing with centrists. Ima-
gine, we were fusing with centristsy- Thcre was no hard,
sharp linc drawn against them, - Therc werc no charges of
criminal betrayals, Therc was' nothing about the centtrism,
There was a fusion,. ‘That's all, After a whileé ih the Salt
Lake branch we got to mect some of these comrades, “They
were: interesting comrades except it was clear that they were
still kind of centrist. They werc still kind of centrist and
I_think there are'a.couple -of them right hére at 'the’ plenum.
[_In erxuption: : I think that you have learned by now.h

0,K./ . So what . happened thercfore? I began to think. gbout
this question a little bit. I thought that probébly what
had _happened was that the comrades in New York ‘thought that
it was a good tactic to bring thcse pecople a little bit
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closer to us and that What would happcn to them afterwards
would remain to be scen. - .

It wag about thls tlme that a similar thlng then '
happened in relation to. the Socialist Party in this country,
The left wing of the Socialist: Party ‘began moving left. At
first, the Militant had somc¢ very sharp criticisms of the
left wing. Then thcre ‘wag a turn, A sudden softness toward
the SP,. In the party we began- to hear rumors about selling
out to centrism.’ This was it. I madc my mistakes but I
didn't make the mistgke of lining up with Ochler. I-don't:
have that in my ..'/ Let's not say that, Lct sleeping dogs
lie =- ALl right,/ The situation that faces us is this, -
In the world as a whole today we have opportunities much
greater than anything before in relation to situations like
the AWP and the SP, What is happening is situation of
this character- on a world scale: They relate to the de=
Stalinization process in the Soviet Union. These are great
new facts that compel us to modify our polltlcal approaches
and our tactical approaches because the two are closcly
interwoven, Somctimes it's necessary to state a political
linc more softly than you would othcrwise in order to take
advantage of the opportunlties.; This is not anti-Leninist,
We learmcd that in the school of Leninism. We lecarned this
in that school so that we don't commit crrors such as ‘those
made by the SLP. The Weekly Pecople will give you beautiful
descriptions of the dangers of centrist currents and where
they can lead to. What we basically facc, therefore, Bill,
is a completely new sect:of political problems, Some of them
require a lot df'thinking. We may make errors in solving
them but at least we've got to be very, very clear that
we do have a new set of political problems and that they do
require specific answers and not simply the repetition of f
formulas,

There is nothing easier in the world than to write a
resolution in which you simply repeat the formulas. - You can
do it blindfolded, What's tough is- to take the reality,
analyze it in the light of the facts =~ the facts are some~
times very hard to gather. Then in the’ light of the facts
to dectermine what_Ls happening and to adjust the,politlcal
and tactical linc 'so as to takc advantage of it, That's
the problem that faces us and we face it as a group and as
a whole., ‘ o

In relation to this we com¢ again to the problem of
Stalinism and Shanc's reading us his statcment that we used
to insist on Stalinism being couriter-revolutionary through
and through. Wec still insist on that as I said; but this
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ties in with one of our current problems. Stalinism as

a major factor is breaking up. That's the great fact and

if you leave that out of consideration you might as well give
up politics. You can write very nice articles but you can't
operate as.a politician. Ihat s an art, too. Let me take
up this question of Pablo s position on Yugoslavia and
whether we are following the same tactic in relation to
Cuba as Pablo did in relation to Yugoslavia: I .didn't

draw the conclusion .that Pablo's position on Yugoslavia
flowed from any concept of an. expanding -Stalinism. I
couldn't conclude that at all because as a matter of fact

we worked out our tactic in relation to Yugoslavia in the
SWP 1ndependent1y. The tactic was. the same as that of the
1IS. I don't deny that. They were the same..  But we have
tried in every case to stand on our own feet becaise

that's the only way a revolutionist can stand is on histown
feet and work.out things by himself. As we saw this new
revolutlon, this new formation appearlng, we could not ex~
clude the possibllity of our playing an effective role in
helping it to move in a certain direction. Therefore, we i
took some very simple political moves, Standard. political
moves that we have utilized in every similar case, We .
applied it in small cases like the AWP and the SP and so on.
This was much bigger. But our approach was basically the
same -- not to deny. the possibility, not to exclude the possi-
bility that the Yugoslav revolution could move in a direc-
tion favorable to us. Consequently we approached the Yugo-
slavs with that kind of line. It was the same line as that
utilized by Pablo and the other comrades in the IS but we
don't determlne our lines simply by what someone else does
or doesn't do. We try to estimate it in the light of the -
political realities. To. argue today that Pablo took a cer-
tain line in Yugoslavia: and therefore we should take a
different line in Cuba =-- what could be more sectarian or
more dogmatic than that? Two. separate instances which have
not only their slmilarities but. also their differences and
especially in the relationshlp of forces. Why if we took a
course like that, deciding to follow a course in Cuba just
the exact opposite of the one followed by Pablo simply be-
cause we wanted to be different from Pablo, we would simply
band Cuba to Pablo and if you're against him that would be
quite a disaster, wouldn't it? If you're for him, well,

it wouldn't matter so much. But if you're against Pablo -
that would be a very, very bad thing to happen and therefore
it would be all the more important to depend on: our own analy-
igis,our own independent position instead of simply follqwing
a course that looks good because it is the opposite of the :
%%:ttaken by Pablo. It would be very, very stupid to do

.
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Well, 1I'11l run through these points very fast., I've
got a couple more I'd like very much to make.

On Comrade Philips: 1I have the impression that Comrade
Philips really tried to duck the question., He really didn't
get into the fundamental question of his concepts and where
he has changed. I1'm very much interested in that because
the state capitalist position is involved in this discussion,
Whether you have given it up or not, there are other state
capitalists around in the woods who might have a position on
this and they represent a danger just as your fommer position
represented a danger that we have to take into consideration.
You could play a valuable role if you would point out the
danger in relation to the state capitalists in England,

How the position of the SLL plays into their hands, Why
don't you play that role? Nothing is said about that at
all, We are giyen some vague formula about some reconsider-
ations relating with merchants capital or something else
that I can't make much out of and from that I incline to the
conclusion that maybe only a new label is involved. I don't
want to distort your position. I'm going to read it and
study it, I'm simply stating how your present stand affects
this discussion which is a very vital one, which involves
basic concepts, which involves the state capitalist position
which you have held for many, many years, You could play a
very, very good role if you could point out the dangers of
the SLL position at the present time and I take it that you
don't agree with that position. So far as I could judge from
your approach, on this whole question of Stalinism you still
look at it as it was in the pre-expansion stage, before the
disintegration set it, You make a sort of automatic trans-
ference of your position on it as it stood at that time to
the present reality. That's why when I listen to you talk
about this situation, you still sound to me like a state

c apitalist, like you really hadn't changed at all, So I'm
going to wait and hear what you have to say further before

I make up my mind definitely whether you still are a state
capitalist or not.

Did we deliberately advocate a split with the FI in
19537 I heard a number of comrades state that and I would
like right here and now to make the record straight. We
did not advocate a split from the FI in 1953, We did not!
All we proposed -at that time in an-o¥ganizational sense was
the removal of Pablo as secrctary. That's all we asked for.
We had no intention of splitting the FI, We had no aim of
splitting the FI. All we proposed was a faction within the
FI and to this day that faction has never recognized its
being thrown out. I'm speaking in the sense of ideological
solidarity, of course, since we can't belong organizationally.
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We didn't recognize that split at all and we still don't.
We still consider ourselvcs part of the movement in a fra-
ternal sense., It is quite wrong to say that we organized

a ‘split. " Wé favored ‘oeganizing & faction in' which ome of
the aims was the removal of Pablo as secretary. That's all,
Now for reasons that you're very familiar with, we could
not intervene in that situatién in ‘an effectiVeforganization-
al way. We couldit't do it. You know all the reasons for .
it and why things therefore took the course that they: did.
But weé shouldn't be blamed for starting out to split the FI
when that was not our intention. The record should be very
clear about that. - . : .

' Now let me turn towards con31deratxcn of points re1at~
ing to the proposed unification. Comrades raised a point
here concerning the International Secretariat that they
took some bad posxtlon in connection with handing out. leaflets
in France in some strike situation. "I don't deny that might
have occurred It mpy-well have; I do not know the facts.
I do rot know the circumstancés, --But I will surmise:thisj.
that on the IS side there are dead-end factionalists, too. .
1'm sure there are, ‘The IS is not momolithic., It consists
of various currents and’ among these various currents are:
sharp differénces. I'm surc there are some of them who
would not like to see 2 uhification umder any circumetances,
who would do their utmost to not come into any common work
with comrades of the International Committee., Being surc
of that, and seceing some of: them act @s expected, what
should my conclusion be? My ‘¢conclusion’is that they are :
dead-end factionalists. That particular grouping. But I
would not hold it to be true of the International Secretar-
fat in its entirety., There are differences on various ques-
tions. The question of entryism for exampley: There are
‘dlfferences on that among the comrades of the 'IS. There
even may be differences, for example, over Germain's role
,in ‘the general strike in Belgium. I don't know, . There may
be differences on that ‘question and you may- eventually find
yourxelves in some Very strangé company on some of these
questions.’ I merely state that because whén you approach a
unification of this character you have to bear in mind that
;the other side is going 'to: turn out to be variegated.  There
are. Varidus ‘currents in -there and you cannot -condemn any .
current in advance untll you know the exaCt siulation.~ o

.. In any case, whether this or- that difference.does or
‘does not exist on the other side, another question is ralsed
Can't oné exercizce a more active role by participating in a
unified movement instcad of staying on-the outside? What
dangers does one run into fighting from the inside? You
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comrades have no trouble presenting your position here at
least a lot less trouble than if you were passing out lcaf-
lets at one of our doorways from the outside. You know that.
It's much better to be right inside wherce you can discuss
these questions and that's one of the advantages you should
bear in mind in rclation to a unified movement.

There is still another possibility. In a unified
movement new cvents will come along that may bring new dis-
agrecments and new line-ups., Completely new line-ups, com-
pletely new disagrecements. You've got to leave that possib-
ility open for the coming period, It may not be soon but
it would come cventually.

I'm very glad to hear the comrades of the minority say
that they'll act in a responsible way but at the same time
I must agree with the comrades who pointed to the very omin-
ous note that was sounded when it was said that to unite
with the IS mecans split with the British, What does that
say about the British comrades. It says that they are dcad-
end factionalists, that they will not be moved, that they'
will not respond to any of our suggestions, or to any of our
positions or stands., It means to rulc out the possibility
of working as a united group with thc British comrades.
That may turn out to be the way they see it. I don't know.
But at this point I want to leave open the possibility that
the British comrades will at least change their minds and
join us in working for this unification becausc the truth
of it is, comrades, that very grecat possibilities arc open=-
ing up for us now, cnormous possibilities., We have been
given a foretaste of what can be accomplished, In rclation
to the Cuban revolution, for examplec, you know how it has
helped us already inside thce United States., I wish you could
sce how it helped our comrades in Latin Amcerica in the vari-
ous countries. I saw it pcrsonally so I know how it helped
them down therc, And thc opportunities exist not only in
Latin America but in other arcas. In Africa and all over
the world the possibilities are opening up.

Similarly in relation to de-Stalinization, the other
great issue, Most of you arc aware, I am very sure, of what
has been happening in the Italian Communist Party where the
Italian youth are beginning to discuss Trotskyism. What
should we do at this particular moment? Begin a wild knock-
dwn drag-out campaign against the Italian Communist Party or
should we adapt our tactics in relation to it to facilitate
this regroupment, so to speak, this possibility of talking
with the Italian Commmists, of beginning to give them Trot-
sky's works, of beginning to give them a different outlook
on the entire world?



If we unite, if our wholc movement becomes united and -
we can end this dog fight between the two sides of the
Fourth International, if wc can pool our resources and work
out all the possibilitics of common effort, agrecing at
lcast on the main linec and lcaving aside thc sccondary dif-
fcrences, then it is absolutcly sure that in this next period
the Fourth Intcrnational and the whole Trotskyist movement
on a world scalc will experience a great new rebirth, I

think that is what we should fight for and stand for at
this plenum, |

# # #



