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Browder's Foster
Position on the On Revisionism
Resolution in the C.P.A
By Earl Browder By William Z. Foster

I would like to speak on the Resolution as a whole. First of all I think
that some questions that i-equire an answer are not answered here. I will
mention particularly one—the question of the dissolution of the Party and
whether we were correct or whether we made a major mistake when we
dissolved the Party and formed the Communist Political Association. Tins
is the beginning and the end of the Duclos article and while some comrades
seem to dismiss this as unessential to the evaluation of the article as a

whole, I think that is taking the matter too lightly.

I think this question is bound up organically with the whole estimate of our
course that was arrived at by Comrade Duclos. 1 think his whole course of
rea.soiiing on this question began and ended with this point just as the article
did, and I can understated why very well.

I think Comrade Minor very excellently stated the case for considering
that as a mistake, and that he was following very closely the reasoning of
Comrade Duclos and grounding it in-life. There is not the slightest doubt in
my mind that it created difficulties for the Euro-

pean parties. When we took the action, there was
no doubt in my mind that it would create some

difficulties, and only the most weighty reasons
could justify the Communists of America taking
any action which would place the slightest diffi
culty in front of the Communists in Europe who
were conducting a life and death struggle with
arms in their hands, and risking their lives every
day, every moment. I think we had sufficient
reason for making that decision even though we
knew the difficulties that it would create. I think

we had sufficient reason to believe and have con
fidence that the European parties would overcome
those difficulties quickly, that they would in no
way be permanent, that they would be temporary
and superficial difficulties, quickly overcome; and
I think that life has proved that that was the
case; it has proved it .
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On the other Jiand, what reason did we have for
thinking this question was of sufficient importance
that we could overrule considerations of their dif

ficulties? In my opinion we had sufficient reason.
That reason arose from the fact that America had

become a decisive point in the world struggle, de
cisive not only for the Apiet-ican Communists, de
cisive not only for the people of America, but de
cisive for the whole course of world development.

That judgment rests, of course, upon the judgment
that the dissolution of the Party and the creation
of the Communist Political Association in place of
it, helped to win the election. If one believes that •
the election results were quite independent of this
question, then of course one will reject my point
of view, and then of course the dissolution was a

grave error. My most considered opinion, however,
is that that is a wrong estimate, grossly wrong, and
to say that our action did not affect the election
results is In my opinion to bertay serious ignor
ance of the realities of American life.

When I say that It affected the results of the
election, I am not even saying that the election
would have .been lost if we had done otherwise. I
am saying that the election was so close, the bal
ance of forces was so" threateningly even, the,
danger of America being seized by reaction, which
combined pro-Hitler forces in America in its heart,
was so menacing, that we would not have been,
Justified in neglecting any single factor which
could throw an ounce of strength on the side of
the democratic coalition.

I think probably, although this cannot be proved,
that if we had decided otherwise Roosevelt would

have lost. That cannot be proved, but it can Ije
proved in my opinion that our action strengthened
the Roosevelt forces. Whether that margin was

sufficient to change the results of the elections
could be debated. In my opinion it is beyond de-
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The discussion in the press is open to all
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ception of this issue, in which Comrade Brow
der has an extended article, articles and let
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Committee and to all other members of the

Association.

bate that our actions strengthened the Roosevelt
forces, and not knowing what the margin of vic

tory would be, we would have been criminally

■ guilty if we had failed to take the action that
! threw any measure of weight on the side of elec-
. toral success. Therefore, in my opinion, the dissolu-
, tion of the Party and the formation of the Com

munist Political Association was correct.

I think it was further correct in that it gives us
a more favorable approach to the general question

of electoral struggles in the future. That was an
incidental benefit that came out of it which alone

would not have justified the decision. In this case
it was justified only by its effect upon the elec
tions. But since it was called for by the effect upon
the elections, it is also important that we got
further advantages out of it of a longer-time
character.

I think it would be extremely unfortunate if the
opinion were permitted to grow and dominate our
membership that this was a mistake because such
an opinion will inevitably mean that we will lose
this longer-time advantage and we will have loft,
nothing but the disadvantages of the change.

I think it is a duty, a requirement, for the re.solu-
tion before us to answer that questiorf. I don't
think you can possibly avoid it, I don't understand
the reasoning that comes to the conclusion that
one can be silent on this question. I cannot imagine

anything more demoralizing to our Association
than to fail to give a dear answer; and even a
wrong answer is better ̂ han no answer at all.

/•
About some other features of the resolution. As

I said this morning, I could accept the program of

^Continued on Page tf

In order to draw the fullest conclusions from the National Board's draft
resolution it is necessary that we -have in the present Party discussion a
thorough theoretical clarification of our policies and work. Especially, we
must uncover the roots of those errors which are correctly characterized as
opportunism and revisionism of Marxism, and which I emphatically warned
against in my letter of January 20, 1944, to the National Committee.

For this revisionism Comrade Browder must bear the major respond
sibility. His recent writings, especially since the conference .of Teheran, have
been saturated with it and, becau.se of his great personal prestige in our
Party, coupled with a lack of adequa^ political discussion in our ranks, he
has been able to press much of his revisionist ideas into our Party's policies.

Comrade Browder's revisionism has the same cla.ss roots and goes let
the same general direction as the traditional revisionism of Social Democracy.
The essence of Social Democratic revisionism is the belief that capitalism is
fundamentally progressive and that the big bourgeoisie may, therefore, be

relied upon to lead the nation to peace and pros
perity. The practical effects of this false concep
tion are to throw the workers under the reaction

ary influence of the big capitalists and to blunt
their progressive and revolutionary Initiative.
Where these policies lead to. If persisted in, is in
dicated by the tragic debacle of German Social
Democracy. Such revisionism is a reflection in the

workers ranks of the class interests of the big
bourgeoisie.

The revisionist ideas that were being developed
by Comrade Browder are also based upon the
groundless assumption that capitalism is now pro
gressive. On this theory he proceeded to develop
in his book "Teheran, Our Path in War and
Peace," a capitalist Utopia which far outdid any
thing produced anywhere by Social E)emocratic re
visionists. Typically, too, he developed theories
about the "progressive" and "intelligence" of fi
nance capital. In consequence, the policies he for
mulated on the basis of these wrong conclusions
tended to subordinate the workers to the influence

of reactionary capitalists. Comrade Browder's the
ories violated many basic principles of Marxism-
Leninism. They were a complete departure from
Lenin's analysis of the present imperialist stage
of capitalism.

The above assertion that Comrade Browder's

ideas tended towards cultivating big bourgeois in
fluence in our ranks may startle some of our
Parly members; hence a few brief illustrations of

this tendency, from the practical life of our Party;
during the past 18 months may be instructive:

1.—While our general wartime policy of sup
porting the Roosevelt Administration was correct,
we made the mistake, under Browder's influence, of
failing to criticize many errors and shortcomings of
the Roosevelt government. Various Instances of
this could be cited, a typical example being our
recent defense of the appointment of Stettinius,
a reactionary, as Secretary of Slate. The political
cause of this error was an underestimation of the

reactionary forces within the Roosevelt Adminis

tration and a failure to appreciate the need^to
fight them boldly.

2.—^Then there was the failure, throughout the
war, to demand that organized labor be admitted
into the Roosevelt government on a coalition basis.

Browder opposed every suggestion of this charac
ter. even objecting to the demand that organized
labor should be given adequate representation in
the Roosevelt cabinet. Such an altitude indicated
the revisionist feeling that all was safe under the
leadership of the bourgeoisie and that labor should
not disturb the "harmonious"'.class relationships
by making unpleasant demands for'representation
in lop Administration circles. That labor's general
political position was weakened by not being rep
resented in the Roo.sovolt cabinet on a coalition

basis is obvious. It is not less clear that our Party

(Continued on Page i)
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by failing to raise this important demand, lost a
.very good opportunity to strengthen its own posi
tion of leadership among ttie worlcing class and
the nation.

3-—There was also the rejection by Comrade
Browder of proposals, made in the National Board
over a year ago, to the effect that labor should de

mand representation at all international confer
ences held by the United Nations for the prosecu
tion of the war and the preparations for the peace.
This demand is now being pushed by the new World
Trade Union Federation, but Browder was opposed
to it in principle. He argued that we must not in
sist upon labor representatives at such conferences.
So we did not make the demand. Browder could
arrive at such an opportunistic position only upon
the basis of his incorrect belief that labor's and
the nation's interests were being adequately taken
care of by our bourgeois government. It was only

_ after the London Trade Union Conference had de
manded representation at all United Nations gath
erings that we, too, took up the demand.

—A similar mistake of Comrade Browder's
was his acceptance of the two-party system virtual
ly in perpetuity. He speaks almost reverently of
"the stone wall of the two-party system." Here
again is a tendency to accept bourgeois leadership
and to underestimate working class initiative.
While there is at the present time no basis for a
third party movement, such a development can
not be simply ruled out permanently. Philip Mur-
ray, in the January, 1944, American Magazine,
stated the matter much better than Browder when
he said that the political situation in the United
States at this time does not justify the formation
of a third party.
Browder's overestimation of the solidity of the

two-party system was a major factor in leading
him (and, unfortunately, our Party) into the harm
ful action of dissolving the Communist Party and
reorganizing our forces into the CPA. This was a
logical step for him to take; for, believing that the
bourgeoisie had become progressive, he naturally
underestimated the need for a strong, independent
Communist Party of the working class.

5-—Comrade Browder's serious concern that our
Party should not attack the trusts as such was a
natural result of his general illusion as to the pro«
gressive character of the big bourgeoisie. The only
regulations of monopoly practices that should take
place, he argued, were those which the monopolists
themseh'es should agree to. This, of course, would
mean to give the monopolists a free hand and to
leave the people at their mercy. But this prospect
did not alarm Browder, for he believed that fi
nance capital, In "its most decisive sections," was
following a progressive line in the war and
would also do so in the peace. Browder castigated
as dangerous leftism all demands that the workers
and the people should curb the monopolies. Thus,
under this definition, Roosevelt, Wallace, Murray,
HiUman, and even William Green himself were
guUty of leftism for warning the people against the
danger of monopolistic domination and exploita
tion.

6.—^Typical, also, of Comrade Browder's belief
ia the progreasivism of the big bourgeoisie were

his incredible proposals to the effect that in the
postwar period the capitalists would voluntarily
double the wages of the workers. He argued that
the employers would do this because "they must
find the solution in order to keep their plants in
operation." Such an illusion was carrying reliance
upon the "intelligence" and "progressivism" of the
big bourgeoisie to the point of utter absurdity.
This nonsense injured our Party's prestige, and had
the workers been foolish enough to believe it they
would have been rendered helpless in the face of
th profit-hungry capitalists.

—Akin to the above absurdity was Comrade
Browder's proposal that in the vitally important
matter of developing American foreign trade, "the
government shall go no further in this direction (to
regulation—W.Z.F.) than the capitalists them
selves demand." He was willing to leave the "free
enterprisers" build up foreign trade "entirely and
completely by their owm chosen methods." Imagine
what a golden field of exploitation would be opened
up to the export-capitalists were the American peo
ple to leave the whole question of foreign trade in
such hands.

8.—Again Comrade Browder showed his desire
not to offend the big capitalists (who were sup
posedly cooperating with us to achieve the postwar
democratic proposals of Teheran) by his easy ac
ceptance of their slogan of "free enterprise." Ttiis
demagogic watchword was in reality a demand for
a free hand, economically and politically, for the
monopolists. Frankness compels the admission that
Roosevelt, Wallace, Murray and others did a better
job at exposing the reactionary content of this big
business slogan than Comrade Browder did.
9-—Comrade Browder's belief in a postwar-class

collaboration for many years with the big bour
geoisie, a theory for which he was so severely casti
gated by Duclos, flowed naturally from the revi
sionist ideas that he was developing. For, if the
big capitalists were in the mood to raise volun
tarily the wages of their workers; if they were so
progressive that they could be trusted-with the
regulation of our foreign trade; if they were sup
porting generally the democratic objectives of
Teheran—then, surely the workers would have lit
tle about which to quarrel with them. In such a

*j)icture, the conception of the class struggle simply
disappears.
10.—Another logical product of Comrade Brow

der's revisionist theorizing was his attempt to
exorcise imperialism out of existence. Especially,
he could see no danger whatever from American
imperialism. Although the big capitalists in this
country obviously are maneuvering and driving to
establish their hegemony over the war-torn world.
Comrade Browder could not see it. He has not even
mentioned publicly the concept or the term, "Amer
ican imperialism." for the past 18 months. Indeed,
as late as the very eve of the Sian Francisco con
ference, Browder, in a National Board meeting,
scoffed at warnings against the danger of the
machinations of imperialists at the conference. He
denied emphatically, in fact, that there was any
such danger, asserting that no important sections
of the American bourgeoisie are nursing plans-for
world domination.'

As part of his theories of the liquidation of im
perialism, Comrade Browder especially underesti

mated the hostility in the ranks of finance capital
in the United States and Great Britain towards the
USSR. His idea was that "Britain and the United
Stales have closed tiie books finally and forever
on their old expectation that the Soviet Union as a
Socialist country is going to disappear some day."
The danger of Comrade Browder's opportunistic
complacency in this vital matter is being drama
tized by the present dangerous anti-Soviet cam
paigns in both Great Britain and the United States,
although the USSR has barely finished its historic
task of bearing the brunt of tlie war to save hu
manity from Fascist slavery.

11-—Comrade Browder's faith in the progressiv
ism of present-day capitalism and its ruling bour
geoisie had its ultimate axpression in his curt dis
missal of the whole question of socialism in our
country, not only as an immediate political issue
(in which he was correct) but also in the sense of
mass education (in which he was wrong). He even
abandoned all criticism of capitalism as a system
of exploitation of the workers. All this, too, is log
ical in Comrade Browder's revisionist thinking. For
if It were true that the capitalist world, rejuvenated
by the war and by its contact with the USSR, was
going, under the leadership of a progressive bour
geoisie. into a new period of prodigious expansion
that would bring "generations of prosperity" to
the peoples of the world, then indeed, socialism
for the USA would become a matter of only very
remote and abstract interest.

To the foregoing list of Comrade Browder's op
portunistic ideas and proposals many more could
be added. We must understand that these are not
isolated, unrelated errors; they constitute a whole
system of revisionist thinking. They involve'viola-
tions of basic principles of Marxism-Leninism and
must be eliminated from our Party theory and
practice.

As the National Board's resolution points out,
Comrlide Browder's revisionism was wrong
throughout the whole war period, since the Party
accepted his incorrect analysis of the Teheran
agreement 18 months ago. His report should have
been rejected at the January, 1944, meeting of our
National Committee. Browder's opportunism has
done much harm to our otherwise sound wartime
policy, and it would have been disastrous had it
been continued over into the postwar period.
The resolution of the National Board constitutes

a fundamental correction in theory and practice of
Comrade Browder's errors. It furnishes the basis
for the widest unity of the people for the realization
of the democratic goals of Teheran and Yalta; it
provides practical policies to help build the great
national democratic coalition which, in the post
war period, must be broad enough to include the
workers, farmers, professionals, small business
men, and also those groupings among the bourge
oisie who support Roosevelt's anti-Axis policies,
and who understand that the alternative to Yalta

would be economic chaos, a big growth of fascism,
and a new world war. It is our great task therefore,
to mobilize all our forces behind the National

Board's resolution and, when it Is endorsed by our
National Committee and membership, to bring it
effectively before the labor movement and the

whole American people.
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