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IN DEFENSE OF COMMUNISM.

Against W, Z. Foster’s

’’New Route to Socialism”,

I. INTRODUCTION

The indictment of the Communist Party of America
and its leaders by the Federal Government on the
charge of conspiracy to advocate the violent over­
throw of the Government, and the trial on this indict-\
ment which began in January, 19h9» and continues as
this is written, mark an extraordinary boldness in
the reactionary camp.

Never since 1919 has this reactionary camp re­
laxed its direct offensive against the Communists by
any and all means which it considered expedient — but
never before did the reactionaries venture a major ef­
fort to outlaw the Communist Party by action in the
Federal Courts, but carefully avoided this step even
when the Communist Party itself challenged them for a
legal showdown. For example, in the Schneiderman case
in the early 19UOs, the Supreme Court refused to pass
on the legal status of the Communist Party, although
requested to do so, and although the Court admitted
that a prima facie case for this legality had been in­
troduced But now this former hesitation has vanished,
and the reactionary camp considers the moment has ar­
rived most favorable to their long-cherished demand for
the outlawing of Communism in America,

Formal ly considered, these court proceedings are
directed against a small Party, whose membership is
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but a fraction of one per-cent of the populationj in
reality, however, it is an act of repression against
the majority of Americans, aimed, to deprive them of
their fundamental democratic right to pass judgement
upon all political parties and programs. That is the
broadest issue of principle involved in this case,
which demands from every adherent of democracy, what­
ever his party, to oppose this prosecution in every
way, and to help secure the dismissal of the indict­
ment. Failure to defeat the prosecution in this case
has the practical meaning that a serious step will
have been taken to break down the foundations of Amer­
ican democracy and to erect an absolutist bourgeois
State power in its place.

This is not, however, the only issue involved
in this trial. In terms of the practical political
life of the world today, this trial is another aspect
of the ncold war” conducted since the end of 19h.6 by
the American Government against the USSR and against
those countries turning toward Socialism. The poli­
tical motive of the prosecution, from this phase of
its background, is to push the * ideological war from
the diplomatic and economic stage another step toward
its logical end in a shooting war. Therefore all ad­
herents of peace have a vital interest in defeating
the indictment, because this will help to curb the
war party in America. >•

The third major issue in this t rial is the poli­
tical question of the relation of democracy to Com­
munism, and the practical and historical significance
of Communism and its program for America and the
world. The defense and all its supporters, in every
walk of life, have the duty to make clear for the 
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broad public that basic fact of the post-war world
that democracy cannot survive a general crusade for
the destruction of Communism, that non-communist
democracy needs peaceful and cooperative relations
with Communist democracy for its very existence, and
that the grounds for such cooperative relations exist

And finally, for all adherents of Marxism there
is the supreme issue that in connection with this
trial there should be made available to the broad
public, and especially to the workingclass, a clear
and straightforward exposition of the scientific theo
ries and the practical program of Communism, combat­
ting the lies of the prosecution and its stool-
pigeon witnesses with the simple truth.

It is a matter of course, in the nature of
things, that the prosecution will exert all efforts
to confuse and hide these basic issues in the con­
duct of the trial. Only those who think leopards
can change their spots could expect otherwise. It
is in the nature of the Court that it will try by
all means to exclude the exposition of political is­
sues, in a case which is supremely political, and to
narrow the trial down to the pettiest legalistic
levels. These are natural obstacles to the defense,
which must be overcome, first of all in the Court­
room itself, but also and above all in the Court of
Public Opinion, outside among the masses, where the
final appeal must be taken and the final decision
made.

The defendants themselves have the first, and
natural, responsibility for properly placing these
major issues before the Court and before the masses.



Unfortunately, however, seven months exporter™ r
the progress of the trial indicate that none of the
jor issues are being clearly and correctly met that
indescribable confusion is arising as a result*  and
that as a consequence the reactionary camp is gaining
advantages to which it is in no sense entitled, while
the Democratic and Communist camp suffers setbacks
which could have been avoided by foresight and clarity.

The ineptness of the conduct of the defense in
Court could be criticized in great detail. But there
is little point in this, because the chief leader of
the Party, William Z. Foster, has written and published
a book about the issues of the trial, which exposes with
pitiless clarity the fountain-head and source of all
the failures of the defense.

This book of Foster’s, entitled ”In Defense of the
Communist Party and the Indicted Leaders”, was first
published in the Daily Worker of May 2.3, 19h9$ and later
in a 96—page pamphlet. It is an outstanding example of
the truth of Lenin’s aphorism that ”without a revolu­
tionary theory there can be no revolutionary practice.”
For Foster’s book represents a fundamental departure
from Marxist theory, it is profoundly revisionist, and
since it represents the thinking of the man who uncon­
ditionally dominates all the defendants, it was inevi­
table therefore that the defense should take an anti­
Marxist (that is, an unscientific, wrong, opportunistic)
line of development.

I have been told by some of my friends that it woul
be unwise for me to utter any public words of criticism
of the conduct of the defense in the Communist Trial



that this would only bring down upon my head new and
even more vicious slanders and lies, that I would be
accused of helping the prosecution, that criticism
from outside the Party could not change the course of
events. I have given consideration to these argu- •
ments, to the extent of refraining hitherto from any
criticism, from the hope that if self-criticism with­
in the defense itself failed to correct the line of
development, then at least there would be some criti­
cism and advice from Communists in other lands which
would improve the situation. But there has been no
change, only an intensification of the basic errors,
and no sign of critical help from abroad.

Communism cannot be defended by anti-communist
theories. To remain silent in the face of Foster’s
attempt to reshape the fundamental theories of
Marxism, would mean to become an accomplice of his
revisionism. Criticism is required, it cannot be
avoided; and since no one else appears to be ready,
willing or able to do this thankless job, I take the
burden upon myself. I am alone responsible for this
pamphlet, but it reflects the general views of a
large and growing proportion of the Party members,
as expressed in current discussions.

II. FOSTER’S REVISIONIST THEORY ON "VIOLENCE".

Marxism, the theoretical foundation of the Com- .
munist movement, is the scientific understanding of
history and of the forces which move history. It
therefore gives a thorough explanation of the role
of violence in historical changes; and it is the
first and only explanation of history which shatters
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and refutes all conceptions of violence as the main
and decisive factor in historical change.

Marxism was not called upon, however, to produce
new and distinctive theoretical principles governing
the practical application of violence in the establish­
ment of democratic and progressive governments to re­
place undemocratic and reactionary ones. Such princi­
ples were already established in the teachings and
practice of the best representatives of democracy in
the 18th century, and not least in the American Revo­
lution and the writings of Jefferson.

Marxism agrees fully with the doctrine which
Jefferson wrote into the Declaration of Independence
that Governments derive their just powers from the con­
sent of the governed; that whenever any Government comes
into collision with the will of the majority, Mit is the
right of the people to alter or abolish it, and to in­
stitute Government, laying its foundations on such prin­
ciples and organizing its powers in such form, as to
them shall seem most likely to effect their safety and
happiness.” When the people make such a decision, but
are violently resisted by the old rejected Government,
then it is the right and duty of the people to vio­
lently overthrow the old in order to establish the new.
Marxism added nothing new in principle to this Jeffer­
sonian doctrine; it only deepened the understanding of
the historical process which gives rise to violent re­
volutions, and added Socialism to the democratic move­
ment as its goal.

The ml n-i mum task which is required of the defense
in the current Communist Trial is, therefore, to re­
fute the indictment of the prosecution in terms of



American experience, which is incorporated in the
American democratic tradition, in the Jeffersonian
doctrine; to add to this as much of the Marxist
deepening of this question as the exigencies of the
Trial permit, for purposes of education; and to state
publicly what is the fact, that the Communists do not
judge that immediate revolution, peaceful or violent,
is on the political order of business in America today
although a major economic crisis or war would quickly
change this condition. In such defense it is imper­
missible to cross either of two lines, either to enter
into any defense of violence ”in general” and the
violence of conspiratorial minorities in particular
(the doctrines of anarcho-syndicalism and Trotskyism)
on the one hand, or to surrender any ground of the
Jeffersonian ’’right of revolution” with all its po­
tentialities of violent struggles. It is further en­
tirely impermissible (always, that is, from the view­
point of Marxism!) to base the defense in ary degree
upon the claim that Marxists have changed their clas­
sic views on the question of violence, for that is a
retreat even from Jefferson’s teaching. Marxism has
not changed in this question for 100 years, and any­
one who tries to ”improve” the classic Marxist posi­
tion is in reality departing from Marxism, is taking
the road of vulgar opportunism.

Unfortunately, Foster has tried to ’’improve” upon
the classic Marxist position on violenceo

I cite, first of all, a series of Foster’s state­
ments which must be rejected by any Marxist, Foster
writes:

”It is of the most profound importance...
that the prosecution, in order to find
examples of alleged advocacy of force
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and violence by Communists, has been com­
pelled to go back for many years for its
quotations...10, 2$, 50 or even 100 years
ago.”

”The real explanation for the absence of
the so-called force and violence formula­
tions in current Communist writings is
that...since the 7th World Congress of the
Comintern in 1935, the Communist movement
in this country as well as abroad, has
been going along on the practical working
theory that in this period, because of the
broad mass struggle against fascism and
war, it had become possible in a whole ,
number of democratic countries, including
the United States, legally to elect demo­
cratic governments which could, by curb­
ing and defeating capitalist violence,
orientate in the direction of building
Socialism.” (pp. 2U, 25, 26)

i
Foster olai me that it is such a supposed new posi­

tion of the Communists, since 1935, ”which completely
explodes the Prosecution’s phony ’’force and violence’
charge.” At the same time he goes on to say that this
”in no sense weakens or invalidates what Uarx, Lenin,
Stalin.•.have said on the question.”

We will have to return later to an examination of
Foster’s claim that the 7th World Congress changed the
Communist position on force and violence, or if its
changes were not in an entirely different field. At
this point in our analysis, we concentrate on the 
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single question: Has there really been a change in
the Marxist (the Communist) programmatic position on
force and violence since 1935, or even at any time
since Marx; ■wrote the Communist Manifesto?

The answer must be: No, there has been no such
change. The charges of ’’force and violence” direct­
ed against the Communists, insofar as such charges
are based (as are the charges of the present Trial)
on the general teachings of Marxism, were exploded
almost 100 years ago by Marx himself before a German
Court, have been exploded again and again since then
in almost every modern country, throughout the in­
tervening period, on the same principles Marx then
expressed. It requires nothing new in the Communist
position, introduced in 1935 or any other time, to

’•explode” the Prosecution’s charges today.

Such reliance upon something ”new”, implies
that the ’’old” was not fully adequate for the pur­
pose. Foster has weakened, not strengthened, the
defense by emphasizing the ”profound importance” of
a supposed change in the Communist position in re­
futing the ancient and moth-eaten ”force and violence”
myth, even if there had been such a change, and there
has not.

This method, in which Foster thinks up new ar­
guments supposedly to strengthen the defense against
the ’’force and violence” charge, is a characteristic
weakness of Foster, as of all non-Marxists• He al­
ways tries to prove too much, and to prove irrele­
vant points. And by making irrelevant arguments,
which have no possible bearing on the issue, and by
emphasizing how terrifically important they are,
Foster inevitably weakens the defense.



Another example of this methocl is to be seen ‘
Section 3 of Foster’s pamphlet, entitled "The Uneven
Development of the Struggle for Socialism”. v/e
discuss later the nature of this section as an attempt
to revise Marxist theoiy. At this moment we confine
ourselves to Foster’s claim that this new theory of
his Rnill refute basically the Prosecution’s charge.”

Regardless of whether Foster’s theory is correct
or incorrect, Marxist or anti-Marxist, it has no rele­
vance to the Prosecution’s charge. Even if it is en­
tirely false (as it is) Foster has, of course, every
right as a citizen to argue for it any place he can
get a hearing, even in the Court trying the charges
against Communism. But he has no right to put it
forth as the °basic refutation0 of the indictment,
and he has no right to put it forth as an expression
of Marxism-Leninism, which it emphatically is not.
Ko one ever heard of the theory before, it is Foster’s
peculiar private property, invented by him for this
occasion,*  To drag it into this trial as the °basic”
defense, simply means that one hundred years of
Communist theory and practice mean less to Foster than
his own latest private theoretical invention, his
theory of ncorrespondence0 between the uneven devel­
opment of capitalism and the struggle for Socialism.
The significance of this theory as a revision of
Marxism will be discussed later. Here we note that
it is used to evade the issue of violence, and is
therefore a weakening of the defense.

The chief reliance of Foster in hand! i ng the vio­
lence issue is, however, the great el5max of his Rtheo-
retical » work, his so-called °New Route to Socialism”.
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In this complicated construction of ideas, the
violence issue disappears, dissolved into thin air,
by a complete avoidance of the problem of the trans­
fer of power from one class to another. Foster has
invented an entirely ’’original” theory, according to
which the task of introducing Socialism is no longer
undertaken by the Communist Party, but is handed
over to the Progressive Party headed by Henry Wallace.
This Progressive Party is going to win control of the
Government, says Foster, by the established electoral
processes and on a simple democratic platform, but
once in office, and under attack by the reactionary
camp, it will turn to Socialism in order to survive;
its decisions will be law, and opposition to them
will be outlawed. Therefore, any force and violence
that appears will be the illegal revolt of the reac­
tionaries and its legal suppression by the Progres-
sives-turned-Communists. ’’Obviously”, concludes
Foster, ’’this policy does not advocate the forceful
overthrow of the Government of the United States.”

Yes, it is indeed obvious that Foster’s new
theory does not advocate violent overthrow. But it
is also obvious that it is a violent departure from
Marxism as it has been known from I8I48 until the ap­
pearance of Foster’s pamphlet. And by relying upon
this new theory to disprove the indictment, the de­
fense by inference admits that the theories of Marx,
before Foster’s latest amendment, were at least un­
satisfactory, were vulnerable, and more open to the
Government’s indictment. The result is that of
weakening and undermining the defense, especially
when, as it is certain to happen before long, Foster’s
’’New Route to Socialism” is rejected by Communists
all over the world as a major departure from
Marxism-Leninism.
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Foster has led the defense of the Communist Party-
before the Court, as well as before the American working
class and the world, into the false and anti-Marxist po­
sition of equivocation and evasion. Foster’s position
is a characteristic mingling of bluster and cringing,
in which slogans of defiance to the bourgeoisie decorate
a program which has retreated to the most primitive
philistine ’’legalism” and parliamentary cretinism, of
submission in fact before the bourgeoisie.

Neither the bluster nor the cringing belongs with
a Marxist defense of Communism and of the Communist
Party, which must be dignified and bold.

III. WHAT IS THE REVISIONIST
’’NEW ROUTE TO SOCIALISM”?

We have already noted that Foster’s new theory con­
cerning a ’’New Route to Socialism” was produced by him,
as he himself says, to furnish ”an irrefutable answer tc
the charges of force and violence that have been levelle
against us by the Prosecution.”

The very fact that Foster considers that a new
theory is necessary in order to give ”an irrefutable an­
swer” to the ancient charge of ’’force and violence”,
shows that Foster does not agree that the old answers,
those given by Marx himself and all his best disciples,
were sufficiently irrefutable, but that they required
Foster’s improvement and correction. That is, Foster’s
whole approach is revisionist in character, and is
contemptuous~of theory, thinking theory is something
a bright mind, like his own can produce in new versions
overnight for any contingency.
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And what is the substance of this new theoiy,
produced with such speed and ceremony, for so impor­
tant an occasion?

Before Foster discovered the ’’new route”, the
old Marxist road to Socialism, according to Foster’s
description, consisted in ’’fighting directly for the
proletarian dictatorship and Socialism” under condi­
tions in which ”it was impossible for workers to se­
cure legally elected governmental majorities in the
face of the employers’ violence.” (p.39) We will
postpone until later pages an examination of the dis­
tortions of this too-simplified restatement of the
classic Marxist road to power for Socialism.

In the early 1930s, Foster explains, coinciding
with and resulting from the rise of fascism, ”a new
situation” emerged, ’’essentially a new phenomenon”,
(p.37) in which a peaceful shift of governmental
power from the bourgeoisie to the workingclass be­
came possible, with a resultant peaceful transition
to Socialism. The specific factor introducing this
tremendous change was ’’the growth of a tremendous
peoples’ anti-monopolist, anti-fascist, anti-war
movement”, (p. 37), says Foster.

”While generally not yet ready to fight for So­
cialism”, (p.38) Foster continues his argument, this
movement made it possible ”legally to elect peoples’
front governments on anti-fascist programs,” (p,39)
Such are viciously attacked by the reactionaries and
fascists, and they are able to survive only by in­
troducing Socialism.
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utfith the state power ip their hands”, says Fos­
ter, they are ’’able legally to initiate these socialist
transition measures”, (p.39) and the new Socialist State
finds itself in power without ever having had to fight
for power. Opposition to the new system of Socialism
is made illegal, and if necessary is legally suppressed
by the established government. This is, says Foster,
^ahat has been called a new route to Socialism.” (p.39)
Enith its perspective of legally elected peoples*  front
governments”, Foster concludes...”it is simply absurd
to charge, as the Prosecution is doing here, that the

r-:sr. program was one of advocating force and vio­
lence.” (p.UO)

Thus far the new theory is formulated by Foster on
the basis of his understanding of how the ’’new democra-i
ciesn in Eastern Europe came into being. The new theory!
-rill be understood by Americans with greater clarity, I
nowever, when vre come to Foster’s specific application :
to America.

Foster introduces its American application in the
fom of the broadest kind of ’’united front” that in­
cludes even the Truman forces. He sayss

”tfe propose the election of a democratic ’
government based on a broad united front
coalition.. .The outcome of the November
elections” (that is, the 19h8 election
of Trumanl EB) ’’demonstrated that the
great masses of our nation favor more or
loos this general type of progressive pro­
gram... Tho old Roosevelt coalition..
had features of this general composition.” (p.(



-17-

In its program and composition, thus, Foster’s
projected ’’democratic government” would be essential­
ly similar to the regimes of Roosevelt and Truman.
How would it differ? The essential difference, Fos­
ter explains, is that it is realized through a new
party organization. He says:

•’The aim of the new Progressive Party,
led by Henry A. Wallace, is for a re­
organization of the bulk of the old
Roosevelt forces on the basis of the
struggle against fascism and war...
(p.8?) The main objective...must be
to defeat the candidates and program
of the reactionaries and pro-fascists.”
(P.89)

Having proceeded thus far, elected Henry Wallace
as President of the United States with a supporting
Progressive Party Congress, Foster arrives at the de­
cisive step of his ”new route to Socialism”. First,
he quotes Dennis, with approval, to the effect that:

••Such a peoples’ front government would
not be of the level of development of
the new peoples’ democracies in Europe..
...its political level would not yet pre­
sent it with the task of breaking the
rule of the monopolies and thereby ef­
fecting the transition to socialism.”
(p.90)

After approving this formulation by Dennis, Fos­
ter then follows with a different formula of his own,
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•nhich seems to say exactly the opposite • He writes j

"Such a coalition, once in political
office, would be compelled to move for­
ward and take effective measures to
curb and break the power of the mono­
polies...The economic, political,
military and social strongholds of
monopoly capital would have to be de­
stroyed.” (p.90)

Apparently there is a direct contradiction be­
tween the formulations of Dennis and Foster, The
first says the task of the new government is not
that of breaking the power of monopoly and transi­
tion to socialism. The second says that it is
the task, and that this is the only significance of
such a government.

The contradiction is not an example of the Marx­
ist dialectical "unity of opposites". It is primitive
opportunistic double-talk, it is a playing with "se­
mantics", with multiple meanings for words; it is pol­
itical sleight-of-hand. The key which reconciles the
contradiction between Dennis and Foster, lies in the
fact that Dennis was talking about the electoral
program upon which the new government is to win office
while Foster was talking about what must happen after
such electoral victory, despite the program. Foster
carefully1 says "once in political office", Henry
Wallace and his Progressive Party "would be compelled^
to introduce Socialism, not that the new party would
win office on a Socialist program. The two contradic­
tory statements are thus both essential features of
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Foster’s ”new route to Socialism” • From all of which
we must draw the following general characteristics of
Foster’s new theory:

(1) The introduction of Socialism in America is
no longer to be considered the task of the Communist
Party, but is handed over to the new Progressive Party.

(2) The new Progressive Party will not campaign
for election to office on a platform of Socialism, but,
on the contrary, will specifically declare that So­
cialism is not its task. Its electoral struggles will
not, therefore, be a mobilization of the masses for
Socialism.

(3) ”Once in office”, however, Wallace and the
Progressive Party are expected, for purposes of sur­
vival, to transform the government into a specific
American form of the dictatorship of the proletariat,
to break the power of monopoly capital, and introduce
Socialism into America.

(U) The process of transition to Socialism is a
spontaneous product of meeting and solving problems
from moment to moment, and any honest democratic, body
of men, such as Wallace and the Progressive Party,
must inevitably evolve into Socialism, regardless of -
their ideology and the program under which they gained
office, and must become practically indistinguishable
from Communists. Thus the problem of electoral strug­
gle is purely and simply one of electing honest men.

(5) The apparatus of government (President,
Congress, Courts, Armed Forces, police, administrative
departments, etc.) constitutes such a completely in­
dependent power that it can undertake, (when occupied
by Progressives) on its own account, a complete and
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change in the social and economic system
\ cs cf its own survival, and without winning
t? in a struggle for power against the old 

jha decisive role in bringing Socialism is,
. net played by the workingclass, which is
•cn only to elect a non-Socialist petty-
; government, and then to support it un-
ngly when that government decides to turn
• The decisive role falls, consequently,
1 minority of exceptionally clever men who
ee and manipulate this complicated indirect

The direct mass struggle for socialism has
necessary and outmoded, since Foster has dis­
way to smuggle Socialism into existence,

he processes of bourgeois legality, thereby
all the difficult and painful processes and
to which Marx and his great disciples gave
heir attentiono

er's new theory, his ’’new route to Socialism’1,
sen to be the most primitive, and most complei
revision of Marxism in the name of Marx, that

been presented in the history of Socialist
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IV. FOSTER'S NEW THEORY OF "CORRESPONDENCE"
BETWEEN CAPITALISM AND SOCIALISM.

While we proceed to the detailed criticism of
Foster’s new theoretical system in its political as­
pects, it will be necessary to go deeper into its
many ramifications. The "new route", it will be seen,
requires new laws of historical development, which
have hitherto been overlooked and neglected, and even
a new philosophy. We must, no matter how unreward­
ing is the effort, dig deeper into Foster’s message
to the workingclass and to the world Communist move­
ment. We turn to Section 3 of Foster's pamphlet,
which he entitled "The Uneven Development of the
Struggle for Socialism."

Foster considered this point of basic importance,
giving it the place of honor in his pamphlet, as
Point 3 immediately following (1) the statement of
the occasion for his pamphlet, and (2) presentation
of his own credentials as a major Marxist theoretician^
in the form of a review of thq 19U5 Emergency Conven­
tion in which he seised control of the Communist
Party of America. ' The point is, indeed, fundamental
for Foster’s whole system of thought, and goes to
the very basis of all political theory.

The central thought of Section 3, in Foster’s
own words, is contained in the following phrase:

"The uneven development of capitalism
brings about a corresponding uneven
development of the struggle for
Socialism." (p.18)
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Thus, Foster is stating a law of historical de­
velopment, a "corollary" of Lenin’s discovery of the
law of uneven development of capitalism. Lenin’s law
had the most deep-going consequences in the further
development of all socialist thought, and there can
be no doubt that an acceptance of Foster’s "corollaiy"
to that law would also have the most profound conse­
quences — even if of an entirely different sort.

Introducing Section 3 and his new "law", Foster
declares:

"Now I will refute basically the Pros­
ecution’s charge that we American Com­
munists are trying to bring about in
the United States a fac-simile of the
Russian Revolution." (p.17)

It is, of course, important to refute the charge
that American Communists are only trying blindly to
copy the Russian Revolution. But it is unfortunate
that this worthy aim has been tied up to Foster’s
new "law", so that if one rejects the validity of the
"law” he will be charged by Foster with joining hands
with the Prosecution, and if one accepts the validity
of Foster’s new "law" then one must abandon everything
he ever learned from Marx and Lenin. That is, indeed,
a horrible dilemma, and one may only pray that one
can escape both its sharp horns. I, for one, must
unequivocally oppose both the Prosecution and Foster’s
"basic refutation" in the form of his "law” of "un­
even development."
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Is there an uneven development of capitalism?
Tes, there is, and Lenin showed that this is a law
of capitalism, that is, that it results from the
inherent and inescapable nature of c apitalist economy.

Is there an uneven development of the struggle
for Socialism? Tes, there is, and it has been noted,
studied, and discussed by Communist thinkers since
the time of Marx and Engels.

Never, until Foster’s present work, however, has
the theory ever been put forward openly that the un­
even development of the struggle for Socialism is
brought about by, and corresponds to, the uneven de­
velopment of capitalism. This "law of correspondence”
is the unique discovery of Foster, and if it is valid,
makes of him a greater thinker than either Marx or
Lenin who never observed such an integral connection
between these two phenomena.

Unfortunately for Foster’s claim to fame, how­
ever, a serious examination of his theory will show
that he has discovered a "new law" only in the fash­
ion that Dr. Cook discovered the North Pole or Herr
Duehring discovered the "eternal principles of True
Socialism."

Foster, in a miserly manner, furnishes us with
but a meagre four-page development of his new law,
which is hardly commensurate with its importance.
Little as it is, however, it is sufficient to fix
its place in Socialist thought.

Foster elucidates his theory as followst "This
uneven development of capitalism naturally conditions



the development of the fight for Socialism, which is
born out of the womb of capitalism everywhere... (p. 17)
One manifestation of this unevenly developed struggle
for Socialism is that Socialism is not achieved by
the workers in all countries simultaneously. Thus it
was that Socialism was established first in old Rus­
sia... (pp. 17, 18) Even a novice...should be able to
see that the experience of the masses in this great
industrial country of ours, in their relatively slow
movement toward Socialism, is greatly different from
that of the Russian workers, who fairly leaped from
semi-feudalism to Socialism.” (p.18)

This fixes for us the direction in which Foster’s
”law of correspondence” is supposed, in his concep­
tion, to move. That is, the correspondence of the
struggle for socialism to the development of capital­
ism is not direct, but is an inverse relationship,
the more developed is capitalism, the less developed
consequently is the struggle for socialism, while
the less developed is capitalism then consequently

« the more highly developed is the struggle for Social­
ism. The masses move slowly toward Socialism in Amer- '
ica because capitalism is so highly developed herej
they ’’fairly leaped” into Socialism in Russia because f
that country was semi-feudal and very backward in
capitalist economic development. Such is the burden
of Foster’s new theory of ’’correspondence”.

It must be admitted that the theory has a use­
value for Foster. It furnishes the Communist lead­
er in America with an immediate and automatic expla­
nation for all the defeats and setbacks which the
movement suffers under his leadership, and proves
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that in the broad historical view these are merely the
result of the high development of American capitalism,
and not at all of the stupidity and mistakes of the
Communist leader.

The demerits of the theory are more serious. Be­
sides the inextricable confusion to which it leads
those who accept it (since it is obviously contra­
dicted by the facts), it constitutes a denial of the
very foundations of Marxism in the field of theory and
practice, it is a reversion to the old opportunist
theory of spontaniety.

Before the Russian Revolution there was current
in many Marxist circles of Europe and America a theory
approximating to Foster’s ’’law”. This differed, how­
ever, in assuming that the highest development of
capitalism would naturally produce the highest devel­
opment of the struggle for socialism. Lenin’s teach­
ing on the law of uneven development of c apitalism,
backed up by the world-shaking fact of the Russian
Revolution, exploded that old theory and rendered it
untenable.

It would seem that Foster aims to restore that
old theory of correspondence by changing its founda­
tion from an ’’even” to an ’’uneven” one. He doubtless
does not know that Lenin, in shattering the old theory
of ”correspondence” equally made it impossible to re­
store it on a new basis. The Leninist development of
Marxism destroys any and all conceivable theories of
”correspondence” between the struggle for socialism
and the stage of capitalist development in particular
countries.
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It is, of course, a basic principle of Marxism
that Socialism follows capitalism historically, that
it does not precede capitalism, that capitalism cre­
ates the material and social pre-conditions necessary
for the rise of Socialism*  This general principle,
however, does not validate Foster’s law of correspon­
dence between the two systems for particular countries.
This Marxist principle applies to capitalism as a
world system, and to socialism on the same world scale,
but furnishes no regularity of relationship of the
struggle between the two systems in particular coun­
tries^ —————~~

I
One of the chief objective reasons why there is

not, and cannot be, any regularity of relationship
between the development of capitalism and socialism,
lies in the circumstance that modern imperialism,
while incorporating into the capitalist world system
more and more countries of pre-capitalist economic
development, at the same time less and less permitted
them to find an independent capitalist development of
their own, reducing them to appendages to the capltal-
ist great powers, condemning them to permanent econo­
mic and social backwardness. Such was the nature of
Great Power relationships not only toward the colo- ,
nlal and semi-colonial areas, but even among them­
selves ; thus, it was the semi-colonial exploitative
relationship of the Western Powers toward pre-revo- 1
lutionary Russia, which was a contributing factor in
bringing about there the first Socialist Revolution
in history.

All objoctive factors, however, taken as a whole
fall to explain the uneven development of the struggle

____________
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for Socialism, which is determined by the subjective
factor, the degree of scientific clarity in Socialist
ideology and the degree it has won mass support.

The development of capitalism does have the re­
sult of maturing the material and social pre-conditions
for the realization of Socialism. From this point of
view it can be stated as a law that every country
that has not already entered upon the construction
of Socialism possesses the material pre-conditions
for Socialism in approximately direct proportion to
the development of capitalism. Thus, America has a
very high development of the material and social pre­
conditions for Socialism, - but a low development of
the struggle for Socialism. The struggle for Social­
ism does not arise spontaneously from these material
pre-conditions, and cannot be measured thereby. The
intensity of the class struggle may be said, allowing
for other varying factors, to rise with the develop­
ment of capitalism; but here again, the struggle
for Socialism does not arise spontaneously from the
intensifying class struggle, and cannot be measured
thereby.

Foster’s theory of wcorrespondence”, and all
other forms of the same fundamental idea, reduce the
Socialist movement to an automatic and spontaneous
reflection of capitalism. It denies the intervention
of human consciousness, intelligence, and will, which,
developed beyond the individual to the mass, to the
workingclass and its natural allies, is the decisive
factor in the development of the struggle for Social­
ism. And class-consciousness, class-intelligence, and
class-will can in no way be measured by, or made to
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correspond to, the stage of capitalist development in
particular countries,

Marxism does not, in asserting the primacy of mat­
ter and the derivative nature of ideas, set the objec­
tive factor, the material stage of development in par­
ticular countries, as master over the subjective factor,
human consciousness, understanding and will to Socialism
in those same particular countries. Neither does it af­
firm the free determining power of the subjective factor.
It does not set either one above or against the other,
but instead emphasizes their inter-relation and inter­
action as two aspects of a single reality, the process of
history on a world scale.

Marxism begins by asserting the subordination of
human consciousness to objective, material, reality, in
order thereby to proceed to the goal of the control by
human consciousness over the material world. ’’Man makes
his own history, but he does not make it out of whole
cloth.11 He can work only with materials provided by
the past, over which he has no control. But by studying
the past, by understanding the forces and~direction oi ~
history, by learning the science of history, he can in­
troduce elements of control into the present which can
be extended into the full Socialist control of the
future.

The instrument by which mankind secures control
over the material world is science, is theory. ”Theoxy,n
said Marx, ’’becomes a material force as soon as it has
gripped the masses.” And science is international* it
flows over national boundaries despite aJJ attempts to
isolate it. y
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Foster’s new theories, the ’’new route to Social­
ism”, the ”law of correspondence between capitalism
and socialism,” and all the re&t, are flatly contra­
dictory to Marxism in all its aspects, from practi­
cal politics to philosophy. They express the theory
of spontaneity, which begins with the unconditional
assertion of the power of the individual human will
(expressed by Foster in grandiose boasting, and the
assertion of his personal authority into the broad­
est fields, in which he is woefully lacking in pre­
paration) but it ends up, always and inevitably, in
the most servile abasement before ’’objective condi­
tions” - - in politics as a tail to the kite of the
bourgeoisie, even when most loudly mouthing verbal
defiances,*  as in the present Trial, and in philosophy
as a retreat even behind the mechanical materialism
of the 18th century, to the fatalism of the middle
ages.

V. THE THEORY OF SPONTANEITY Vs.
MARXISM-LENINISM.

In the foregoing pages we have shown that im­
plicit in Foster’s ’’new route to Socialism” and his
other theoretical inventions is the theory of spon­
taneity.

It must now be noted that Foster also gives
direct and explicit expression to the theory of spon­
taneity, the theory that the movement toward Social­
ism spontaneously and automatically emerges from
material conditions and the class struggle.



It is not a justification for these basic theo­
retical errors to point out that they are brought for­
ward in an attempt to refute anti-Communist lies.

When the reactionaries accuse Communism of being
a foreign importation, Foster gives the answer: ’’The
Communist movement is spontaneous and is native to all
countries.” ~

Listing the many Communist Parties in the world,
with their millions of members, Foster defends them
against the lie that they are ’’Soviet fifth columns",
by describing them as ’’great spontaneous mass move-
ments,” (p.77-78, my emphasis, EB) '

Finally, Foster shows that this is not a chance
error by changing the classical formula; ’’Only the
class struggle of the proletariat, only the victory
of the proletariat over the bourgeoisie, would rid
humanity of capitalism and explbitation.” (Short
History of CPSU, p.9), giving it the quite ‘ different
form that follows;

’’The progress of the class struggle...
can only lead...to the establishment of
Socialism.” (p.81;, ny emphasis, ER)

The difference between these two formulations
has historically marked the difference between the
theory of Marxism and the theory of spontaneity.

There is no doubt that these explicit state­
ments of the theory of spontaneity by Foster, and the
implicit presence of the same theory as the under-
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lying foundation of his ”new route to Socialism” and
his ’’law of correspondence”, accurately give the
measure of Foster’s understanding of the ^development
of Socialism. i

Almost 50 years ago a spokesman for Marxism,
criticizing a draft program which put forward the
theory of spontaneity, wrote a refutation of it
which became a Marxist classic. Here are a few ex­
tended quotations from it:

”In the draft program it is stated:
’The more capitalism increases the
numbers of the proletariat, the more
the proletariat is compelled and
becomes fit to fight against capi­
talism. The proletariat becomes
conscious’ of the possibility of
and the necessity for Socialism.
In this connection Socialist con­
sciousness is represented as a
necessary and direct result of
the proletarian class struggle.
But this is absolutely untrue.
Of course , Socialism, as a theory,
has its roots in modern economic
relationships Just as the class
struggle of the proletariat has,
and just as the latter emerges
from the struggle against the capi­
talist-created poverty and misery
of the masses. But Socialism and
the class struggle arise side by
side and not one out of the other;



each arises under different conditions.
Modern Socialist consciousness can arise
only on the basis of profound scientific
knowledge. Indeed, modem economic
science is as much a condition for So­
cialist production as, say, modem tech­
nology and the proletariat can create
neither the one nor the other, no matter
how much it may desire to do so; both
arise out of the modern social process.
The vehicles of science are not the
proletariat, but the bourgeois intelli­
gentsia; It was in the minds of some
members Jof this stratum that modem
Socialism originated, and it was they
who communicated it to the more intel­
lectually developed proletarians who,
in their turn, introduced it into the
proletarian class struggle where condi­
tions allow that to be done. Thus,
Socialist consciousness is something
introduced into the proletarian class
struggle from without, and not some­
thing that arose within it spontaneously.
Accordingly, the old Hainfeld program
quite rightly stated that the task of
Social-Democracy is to imbue the pro­
letariat (literally; saturate the pro­
letariat) with the consciousness of its
position and the consciousness of its
tasks. There would be no need for this
if consciousness emerged of itself from
the class struggle. The new draft copied
this proposition from the old program,
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and attached it to the proposition men­
tioned above, But this completely broke
the line of thought,.,”

Who was the writer who thus, almost half a cen­
tury ago, attacked the theory of spontaneity, which •
Foster now tries to revive? Foster will be happy to
be informed that it was Karl Kautsky! Well, well,
he will exclaim, so it was Kautsky the Renegade I To
be criticized by such an historical figure is a com­
pliment and a recommendation of correctness!

Before Foster becomes too happy about the iden­
tity of the critic of his theory, however, he should
be further informed that the quotation is taken from
Lenin’s work, ”What Is To Be Done”, published in
1902, in which Lenin comments upon it as ’’profoundly
true and important,”

It was this booklet of Lenin’s which marked the
appearance of the Bolsheviks as a defined group and
political tendency representing Marxism in irrecon­
cilable struggle against its revisionists. And the
burden of its thesis, from beginning to end, was the
struggle against the theory of spontaneity.

In ”History of the CPSU”, edited under the di­
rection of Stalin, it is said of ’’What Is To Be Done?”

”The historic significance of this
celebrated book lies in the fact that
in it Leninj
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1) For the first time in the histoiy of
Marxist thought, laid bare the ideological
roots of opportunism, showing that they
primarily consisted in worshipping the
spontaneous working-class movement and - '
belittling the role of Socialist con­
sciousness in the working-class movement;

2) Brought out the great importance of
theory, of consciousness, and of the
Party as a revolutionizing and guiding
force of the spontaneous working-class
movement;

3) Brilliantly substantiated the funda­
mental Marxist thesis that a Marxist party
is a union of the working-class with So­
cialism;

h) Gave a brilliant exposition of the ideo­
logical foundations of a Marxist party.

The theoretical theses expounded in **What
Is To Be Done?11 later became the foundation
for the ideology of the Bolshevik Party.”
(P. 38).

The ”History.” summarizes Lenin’s teaching on this
point as followsj

”Lenin showed that the ’Economists’ were
deceiving the working class when they
asserted that a Socialist ideology could
arise from the spontaneous movement of
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the working class, for in reality
the Socialist ideology arises not
from the spontaneous movement, but
from science." (p. 37).

A simple re-reading of Lenin’s great polemic
against the theory of spontaneity will make clear the
anti-Marxist character of Foster’s "new route to So­
cialism" which transfers the task of introducing
Socialism to the Progressive Party and its spontane­
ous change to Socialism "once in office", as a spon­
taneous response to the need of survival.

Support to the Progressive Party because of the
advisability and need of achieving some practical
task or several of them before the transition to
Socialism has become the immediate order of the day,
(as the Communists supported Roosevelt), can be de­
fended within the framework of Marxist, theory. Wheth­
er it is correct or not, depends not upon theory, but
upon the practical judgement whether such tasks are
necessary and such support will achieve its goal.

But Foster’s denial that the Progressive Party
can achieve any desirable ends short of the transition
to Socialism, and his support of the Progressive Party
with the expressed aim of making it the vehicle for
the achievement of Socialism, constitutes a funda­
mental rupture with Marxism. It is a peculiar hybrid
combination of two types of opportunism, that of
Bernstein and "parliamentary cretinism", the worship
of legalism, on the one hand, and the anarcho-syndi­
calist theory of the "militant minority" and "boring
from within" on the otherhand. It enables Foster
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to pose as the super-revolutionist and simultaneously
as the most ’’practical” opportunist; the leader who
breathes forth the fire-and-brimstone of quick ’’de­
struction of all the strongholds of monopoly capital”
- - but all within the narrow confines of bourgeois
legality, through the instrumentality of Henry Wallace
(who does not agree to the role assigned to himl),
without a struggle for power, and without even an elec­
toral struggle on the open issue of Socialisml

But Marxism requires consciousness, it is science,
not spontaneous reaction to environment. In the long
evolution from barbarism to capitalism, man has worked
blindly, knowing and caring little for the great pat­
tern of history which he was weaving. But in modern
times when history approaches the task of leaping from
capitalism to socialism, the factor of consciousness
assumes a new and more decisive role; the new social­
ist system cannot simply grow, blindly and in sponta­
neous response to irnmndi ata prnbl ams, as capitalism
grew.

Socialism requires consciousness, not merely the
consciousness of the individual, but mass conscious­
ness, class consciousness, the planned activity of
masses with the scientific goal of Socialism as its
guiding factor; not merely the consciousness of lead­
ers but the consciousness of the great mass.

It is this fundamental scientific, conscious
character of the struggle for Socialism, which re­
duces to nonsense all theories of spontaneity, such
as Foster’s, with its consequent illiterate theories
such as the Rnew route to Socialism”, and the ’’law
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of correspondence” between capi tai i st development
which is the product of blind, automatic processes,
and the struggle for Socialism, which must be con­
scious.

Foster’s pitiful effort to ’’improve” and '’extend'
the theories of Marx and Lenin with his own impro­
vised theories, is an expression of his own helpless­
ness and incapacity in face of the great historical
tasks of the working class in America. Having no
scientific understanding to guide him, he turns in­
stinctively to blind reliance on spontaneity, and all
failures which it brings to him and the Party he
dominates he ascribes, not to his own lack of under­
standing of Marxism and consequent ineptness of lead­
ership, but to ’’unfavorable objective conditions.”
Foster’s ideology is not that of Marx and Lenin;
it is that of Bakunin, Most, and Sorel, mixed up
with that of Bernstein and the later Kautsky.

VI. FOSTER’S REVISIONIST THEORY OF STATE POWER.

One of the primary tests of the Marxist quality
of a workingclass party leadership is its understand­
ing of and attitude toward, the bourgeois state power.
No matter how extremely ”revolutionary” may be its
attitude in words and phrases, it is not revolutionary
in reality unless it fully grasps and applies the
Marxist understanding of State power. If that were
not so, then the Anarchists would be the best revo­
lutionists of all, for no one rants against the
State louder than they, and no one else can compete
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with their demand for the immediate and unconditional
abolition of the State. Yet it is an established his­
torical fact that the Anarchist attitude toward the
State of the bourgeoisie does not weaken that State,
nor lead toward its abolition, but on the contrary,
it ends up in the most servile subjection to that
State. Only the Marxist doctrine of State power is
revolutionary---- that is, leads toward a different
and new kind of State, expressing a new and more pro­
gressive stage of social development.

One of the clearest characteristics of Foster’s
new pamphlet, ”In Defense of the Communist Party”, is
its anti-Marxist, revisionist, theory of State power.

What is the meaning, in relation to the theory of
State power, when Foster, developing his ’’New Route to
Socialism”, assigns to the Progressive Party the task
of introducing Socialism in America, which task it is
expected to assume only after it has won office in elec­
tions , and only as an expedient for its own survival?

It means that Foster’s theory of State power con­
siders either; (a) that the State power inheres in the
small body of men who occupy government offices, who
may at will dispose of this power to the service of the
bourgeoisie or of the workingclass; or (b) that the
State power is something standing above classes, evolv­
ing according to its own internal laws, without organic
relation to the play of class forces in society, and
only affecting these classes from without. There is a
third alternative, that Foster holds both these views
simultaneously (or shifts from one to the other), in
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the same way that philosophically he clings to both
•’free will" and fatalism, or shifts back and forth *
between them. Either or both these doctrines of
State power, which are inherent in Foster’s "new
route to Socialism”, entirely and completely con­
tradict the Marxist doctrine of State power.

Stating the same problem from a different angle,
Foster’s theory of the State holds that the normal
processes of legality of the bourgeois State may
produce, spontaneously, the transition to Socialism,
that is, that the dictatorship of the bourgeoisie
may evolve into the dictatorship of the proletariat.
A possible variation of this, consistent with Foster’
’’new route”, is that the Progressive Party government
which begins the transition represents an interme­
diate type, neither bourgeois nor proletarian, and
later gives way voluntarily to the proletarian.

If we wish to evaluate Foster’s theory by com­
parison with similar concepts in the past history of
the Socialist movement, we would probably find that
it most closely resembles the program demand for the
•’free people’s State” of the German Social-Democrats
in the 1870s, against which Marx and Engels conduct­
ed an unrelenting ideological struggle, and of which
Lenin said that ’’the only political content of this
slogan is a pompous philistine description of the
concept democracy.”

We previously noted (p.13) how Foster, contrast­
ing his ’’new route” with previous Marxist theory on
the transition to Socialism, described the latter as
being formulated for the condition in which ”it was
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, impossible for workers to secure legally elected govern­
mental majorities in the face of employers’ violencee”
In this phrase Foster discloses that it is not only his

; ”new route”, but also his previous understanding of the
problem, which reduced the whole problem of replacing
bourgeois with workingclass rule to one of securing
”legally elected governmental majorities0” This was,
indeed, the concept given its foremost expression by
Karl Kautsky, when he had become a revisionist, and
wnich is quoted by Lenin (’’State and Revolution”, near
end of Chap. VI) as follows:

”The aim of our political struggle re­
mains, as hitherto, the conquest of state
power by winning a majority in parliament
and by converting' parliament into the
master of the government.”

This is the concept which Lenin described as

”nothing but the purest and most vulgar
opportunism: a repudiation of revolu­
tion in deed, while accepting it in
wordo o oWhich keeps eveiything within
the framework of bourgeois parliamen­
tary republico”

Lenin denounced Kautsky’s theory as ’’the purest anc
most vulgar opportunism”» But Kautsky was at least talh
ing about securing a legally elected governmental major­
ity of Socialists - - while Foster, whose former under­
standing of the road to Socialism was in agreement with
Kautsky’s, has now, in his ”new route” to Socialism,
gone further than Kautsky ever dared and replaced his 



legally elected Socialist majority with a majority
of Progressives, who are not Socialists, but whom
Foster expects will turn into Socialists after they
are elected I Ona wonders what words remain to char­
acterize the ’’new route” theoryl

It is, of course, quite true that Marx and
Engels, and after them Lenin and Stalin, always
spoke of special circumstances which might make pos­
sible a peaceful transition to Socialism in some
countries, and Marx mentioned America in this con­
nection. But it is absolutely untrue that ary of
these great teachers ever at any time taught that
a majority in Parliament was sufficient to secure
this result under any conditions. Foster appeals
to Marx, however, for support of his ’’parliamentary
majority” theory, with tho following quotation?

•’Thus Marx, estimating the situation
three generations ago in Great Britain
and the United States, said; ’If, for
example, the working class in England
and in the United States should win a
majority in Parliament, in Congress,
it could legally abolish those laws
and institutions which obstruct its
development.” (Foster’s pamphlet, p.22)

In these words of Marx, however, there is no re­
ference whatever to the concept that a workingclass
ma jori ty in Parliament is sufficient to secure the
transition to Socialism. He says only that it is
sufficient to legally abolish those laws and insti­
tutions which obstruct working class development^
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and experience under Roosevelt in the 1930s showed that
this can even be partially accomplished under a 100£
bourgeois parliamentary majority.

It is typical revisionist political fraud, when
Foster pretends that his quotation from Marx gives even
a shadow of support to his **new  route**  theory; and it is
of minor consequence whether Foster commits the fraud
with deliberation or out of ignorance — — it is probably
the latter.

In a previously cited quotation from Foster, he
speaks of the obstacle to electing workers • majorities as
being **employers * violence**.  This is not an accidental
phrase, for Foster habitually speaks and thinks of all
questions, including State power and its transfer from
one class to another, exclusively within the framework
of the worker-employer relationship. Thus, in another
place, he says **the employers, faced by a working class
trying en masse to establish Socialism by electing a
majority in the parliament,... .would use open violence.”
(p.22) Even in speaking of China, Foster says? ’’Such, cap:
talist violence is further illustrated by the Chiang Kai-
shek government’s attempts to stamp out Chinese Communism
by force”. Foster cannot understand that in China the
capitalists, in their main body, long turned against
Chiang, and even welcome the Communists as **a  lesser evil
that Chiang is militantly feudal and anti-capitalist; thi
simply does not fit into the extremely simple categories
in which he thinks. Innumerable other examples may be
seen in the book under review, and in all of Foster’s
writings.
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This could easily be forgiven in a simple trade
unionist who made no pretense to being one of the
leading Marxists of the world. But from the head of
the Communist Party of America it is inexcusable ig­
norance, displaying a complete lack of Marxist funda­
mental understanding.

It was against precisely such limited views that
Lenin wrote so sharply in his pamphlet "What Is To
Be Done?”, which marked the foundation of the Bol­
sheviks, and Lenin considered that without smashing
this limitation in the minds of the workers there
could be no possible progress toward Socialism. Here
is a characteristic example of the Leninist (that is,
the only consistently Marxist) approach to the sub­
ject:

•’Class political consciousness can be
brought to the workers only from with­
out (italics in the original), that is,
only outside of the economic struggle,
outside of the sphere of relations be­
tween workers and employers (my emphasis,
EB)» The sphere from which alone it is
possible to obtain this knowledge is the
sphere of relationships between all the
various classes and strata and.the state
and the government - - the sphere of the
interrelations between all the various
classes.”

Foster cannot understand the Marxian doctrine of
State power because his mind is so narrowly limited
within the confines of the class struggle between
employer and worker, which is his horizon beyond



which he sees nothing. In his own view, this consti­
tutes his greatest virtue, his chief credential as a
"Marxist” • From this limitation arises his primitive
idea that Socialism springs spontaneously from the
class struggle, and all the other anti-Marxist theo­
ries which we have been examining. For Foster, the
heart and soul, the beginning and end, of Marxism is

‘ the class struggle in its narrowest sense.

Foster has never understood the following words
of Lenin, which repeat what Marx and Engels often
stated;

"It is often said and written that the
core of Marx’s theory is the class strug­
gle; but this is not true. And from this
error very often springs the opportunist
distortion of Marxism, its falsification
to make it acceptable to the bourgeoisie.
For the doctrine of the class struggle
was created not by Marx, but by the bour­
geoisie before Marx, and generally speak­
ing it is acceptable to the bourgeoisie.
Those who recognizeonly the class struggle
are not yet Marxists; they may be found to
be. still within the boundaries of bourgeois
reasoning and bourgeois politics...”

Foster’s entire conception of State power, and of
the historical process whereby that State power passes
from one class to another, falls entirely within the
framework of bourgeois reasoning. That is why he,
under the illusion that he is making world-shaping ad­
vances in the field of Marxist theory, in reality re-
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surrects in their most primitive form all the revi­
sionist theories that had been demolished by Marx
and his disciples over a period of 100 years, from
Bakunin through Duehring, Bernstein, Kautsky, Trotsky,
et al.

Foster boasts that he leads and speaks for the
vanguard. But as Lenin reminded us nearly a half-
century ago, to really be the vanguard a party must
master Marxist theory, and that

’’much persistent and stubborn work
is required to raise our own con­
sciousness, initiative, and energy.
For this, it is not sufficient to
stick the label ’vanguard*  on
rearguard theory and practice•”

VII. DID FOSTER’S REVISIONISM ORIGINATE IN
THE COMINTERN’S SEVENTH WORID CONGRESS?

Either from an excess of modesty (which is unus­
ual for him), or from canny caution (which is more in
character), Foster has disclaimed for himself the
sole and exclusive authorship of the new theories now
expounded by him. He says they were first developed
in embryo at the Seventh World Congress of the Com­
intern; that they were experimentally developed fur­
ther by the New Democracies in Eastern Europe after
the War; and that it remained only for Foster to give
them their clear and definite theoretical formulation*
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and their application to America, the sole remaining
stronghold of imperialism. '

Did Foster’s new theories really originate in the
Seventh World Congress?

No, they did not. On the contrary, the Seventh
Congress in advance repudiated Foster’s interpretation
of its work, foreseeing such tendencies would appear.

Permit me, since I was spokesman for the American
Delegation to the Seventh Congress, to quote from my
report to the American Party membership, October 3,
1935, in Madison Square Garden, New York City:

nThe Seventh Congress declared that ’at
the present historical stage it is the
main, immediate task of the international
labor movement to establish the united
fighting front of the working class’.

MThe whole work of the Seventh Congress
was directed toward speeding up the ac­
complishment of this aim. It is for this
reason that the Congress declared it to
be the duty of every Communist Party to
take into consideration the changed cir­
cumstances and to apply the united
front tactics in a new manner, to
seek to reach agreements with the or­
ganizations of toilers of all poli­
tical trends for joint action on fac­
tory, local, district, national and
international scale.



"In this the Seventh Congress was an­
swering the question being asked by
millions throughout the world: ’How
can fascism be prevented from coming
to power, and how can fascism be over­
thrown where it has been victorious?!...

”It is entirely probable that such a
united mass movement will face the
problem of power before it is con­
vinced of the full Communist program...

"The masses will asks Will we fight
for a majority, for control of the
government, can we take control of
government with such a party, what
could such a government do?

."We clearly answer: les, we will
fight together with such united fronts
for a majority in all elected bodies,
local, state and national. We will
support such a party wherever and
whenever it wins a majority, in tak­
ing over the administrative power, so
long as it really uses those powers to
protect and extend democratic liberties
and advance the demands of the masses.

"When we are asked: Will we, Communists,
act merely as critics in such a movement,
while we advocate Soviet Power for which
the masses are not yet ready to fight,
we answer: The Communists are even pre­
pared for practical participation in



such a government. We openly declare
that auch a government will not be able
to introduce socialism, which is possi­
ble only with a really revolutionary
government.«,

ttIt is clear that here we are speaking
of a transitional form of government
bbfora the victory of the proletarian
revolution. Such government should
not be confused with the possible
Soviet government, formed on the basis
of a bloc with Communists, Left Social­
ists, etc., which had jointly partici­
pated in a victorious revolution. We
speak of the possible formation of the
united front government before such a
victory.* 1

(Pamphlet, MNew Steps in the
United Front11, Report on
the Seventh World Congress,
Workers Library Publishers,
Nov. 1935, pp. 11, 1U, )•

Some of the points of the main political resolu­
tion of the Seventh Congress which directly refute Fos­
ter’s re-interpretation, are the following:

nIt is imperative that unity of ac­
tion be established between all sec­
tions of the working class... even
before the majority of the work!ag­
eless unites on a common fighting
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platform for the overthrow of
capitalism and the victozy of
the proletarian revolution.”
(P.26)

However, ”the toilers must be
shown the impossibility of .bring­
ing about socialism so long as
power remains in the hands of
the bourgeoisie.” (p.28)

The Seventh Congress ’’charges
every Communist Party to wage
an irreconcilable struggle a-
gainst any tendency to gloss
over the differences in prin­
ciples between Communism and
reformism,- against, weakening
the criticism of Social Democracy
as the ideology and practice of
class collaboration with the bour­
geoisie, against the illusion
that it is possible to bring"about
socialism by peaceful, legal me-
thods, against any reliance on
AUTONOMISM or SPONTANEITY, wheth­
er in the liquidation of fascism
or in the realization of the'
united front, against belittling
the role of the Party and against
the slightest vacillation at the
MOMENT OF DECISIVE ACTION.” (p.37)



Unity with the Social-Democratic Parties
is to be sought "under the condition...
that the necessity of the revolutionary
overthrow of the rule of the bourgeoisie
and the establishment of the dictatorship
of the proletariat in the form of Soviets
be recognized..." (p.37)

(Pamphlet, "Resolutions of the
Seventh World Congress",
Workers Library Pub., Nov.1935>)»

And finally, George pimitroff, in his report to the
Seventh Congress, said the following:

"Fifteen years ago Lenin called upon us
to focus all our attention on ’searching
out forms of transition or approach to
the proletarian revolution’. It may be
that in a number of countries the united
front government will prove to be one of
the most important transitional forms.
•Left1 doctrinaires always avoided this
precept of Lenin’s. Like the limited
propagandists that they were, they spoke
only of ’aims’, without ever wprrying
about ’forms of transition*.  The Right
opportunists, on the other hand, tried
to establish a special ’democratic inter­
mediate stage’ lying between the dictator­
ship of the bourgeoisie and the dictatorship
of the proletariat, for the purpose of in­
stilling into the workers the illusion of
a peaceful parliamentary passage from 0n5



d-i ct-atorship to the other. This fic-
titious ’intermediate stage they
also called ’transitional form’, and
even quoted Lenin’s words I But this
piece of swindling was not difficult
tq expose 5 for Lenin spoke of the
form of transition and approach to
the ’proletarian revolution’, i.e.,
to the overthrow of the bourgeois
dictatorship, and not of some tran­
sitional form, between the bourgeois
and proletarian dictatorships •

”Why did Lenin attach such exception­
ally great importance to the form of
transition to the proletarian revo­
lution? Because he had in mind ’the
fundamental law of all great revolu­
tions’, the law that for the masses'
propaganda and agitation alone cannot
take the place of their own political
experience, when it is a question of
attracting really wide masses of the
working people to the side of the re­
volutionary vanguard, without which
a victorious struggle for power is"
impossible.” '

(G.Dimitroff, ”The United Front’’,
Internatl.Publ., 1938, p.75)

In Foster’s book it is asserted that "a new situa
tion” arose in Europe in the early 1930s, more favor-



I. Iable to the peaceful transition to socialism +>, +

that thereafter the world Communist movement based it­
self upon this new perspective. This is sufficiently
and completely refuted by the above quotations from the
Seventh Congress. Foster is misrepresenting the Seventh
World Congress, it lends' no support whatever to his new itheories .

I

It is also important to note that Foster is equally
in collision with the hard facts. «A new situation”
there was, in truth, with the rise of a barbarous and
cannibalistic fascism to power in Central Europe, with
the policy of ’’appeasement” of this fascism on the part
of Britain, France and America. But this, far from open­
ing up any perspective of peaceful transition to social­
ism in Europe, on the contrary really closed the door
to all progress of any kind, even of reform within the
framework of capitalism, except through the most violent
and costly struggles.

to fix the rise of fascism in
of such a ”new situation” which

Why does Foster try
1933—1935, as the source
made it possible ’’legally to elect” peoples*  governments
and thereby secure a peaceful transition to socialism?
Uhy does Foster choose the rise of fascism, not its de­
struction, as the opening oTTIs ”peaceful period”? “W
^es he develop at such great length, in Section 6 of
aid WdurinS the pre-fascist period” the legal
withP-th« tr‘*nsi'bion to socialism was impossible, but
Sat made f rC±Sm "a new situation” was created
why does Foster feaceful transition possible? And
the Seventh World'congrZs^?LC tM-S fantastio the0I7 uPon
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for he has no authority m his own right before
American workers. Therefore his. assignment to the
Seventh Congress of the authorship of the theories
which are peculiarly his own invention*  And this re-*
quired that he invent also the occasion for this in
the events of those days*

The reason is, secondly, that Foster finds it
logically necessary, in order to support his whole
system of new theories, to date their beginning with
the rise of fascism,, Foster’s ”new route to Social­
ism”" is a theory that the peoples ’ of Europe were
’’generally not yet ready to fight for Socialism”;
that the rise of fascism created the possibility
to smuggle socialism into the anti-fascist movement,
that the introduction of Socialism came about as a
^e6ai fait accompli, not as a conscious mass struggle
for S ocialismo

Foster’s re-writing of the political history of
the Seventh World dongress was thus only a prelimi­
nary to his re-interpretation of the history of the
New Democracies and their inauguration of the transi­
tion to Socialism# And both are equally false, op­
portunist, and revisionist®



VIII. FOSTER'S REVISIONIST EXPLANATION OF
the w bhkxjhacies; :■ ■ ■■ " ■—

. I

In the previous chapter we have proved conclusive­
ly that Foster misinterprets and misrepresents the Sevent
World Congress and the nature of its new tactical orien­
tation, giving it a revisionist twist against which the
Congress itself had specifically warned. It is now ne­
cessary to show that Foster equally misrepresents the
character and course of development of the New Democracie
and that his new theories find no more support there thar
in the Seventh Congress.

First of all, we should take note of those matters
in which the New Democracies, in their rise, did in fact
modify the political line which was charted for them in
the Seventh World Congress.

These factual modifications were, in major issues
mvo ving theory, two in number. First, the new govern­
ments formed on the program of introduction of Social-

—rr- take the form of Soviet governments, as the
venth Congress had insisted was necessary, but of

TTnm eS^ democratic republics, in form not sharply dis-
k°urgeois democratic republics.

* neW governments were not formed under the
IfWk °rShiLOf.the Proletariat, and it waH"“

nlai d th +h+7 WePe established that it was ex-
vhe new Power Performed the functions of

contSned °f the.Pr°^arlat, that is, that they
form. These^nodiri10e/,it’h0Ut the name or Particular
were serious 4 ca^ons of the Seventh Congress line
tut they did not i matters of form and tactics,UU they did not involve any fundamental issues of theJi



They were hp^mited front ^h_g
cation of the masses,-----------r—3

that the unifir
■ * >ther

cation ox of “Social is t^and Communist
r of the workingclass,

SFSn'a coEnxon^-ag^ed progi^ < i^diatT^n-
sition°to Socialism, were facilitated and strenglfiSHed
by concessions in tfiese formal matters to the non
Communists, while they did not endanger the substan­
tial realization of the program.

Those are the facts. And what a distorted pic­
ture of them we receive in Foster’s pamphlet ”In De­
fense of the Communist Party” I They are interpreted
as expressions of that fundamentally revisionist
theory of the ”new route to Socialism” which Foster
is trying to establish in America!

Foster’s distorted interpretation would lead us
to believe that the governments of the New Democracies
were set up as non-socialist governments, and that
they evolved into socialist governments "after achiev—
IPS power (»once in office” is Foster’s classic
phrase I) on a non-socialist platform. That is stuff
and nonsense! Every one of them was socialist in
specific declaration of intention from the beginning,
and their evolution related not at all to aim, but
only as to the issue of the tempo of transition.
(And by the way, even the first post-war governments
of Italy and France were socialist by declaration
of their platforms, but were subverted and changed
by conspiracy between American reaction and the hid­
den nati on al enemies of socialism.)

The new governments were not created by peace­
ful, parliamentary means; they arose from victory in



a violent and bloody struggle, waged not only against
the invading Nazis and fascists, but also against their
quislings, who included the bulk of the national big
bourgeoisie and landlords in each country*  The new de-

I mocracies represent nthe peaceful transition to Social-
ismn, therefore, only in the special sense that when
the new governments Were finally established this guar­
anteed the possibility of immediate transition to So­
cialism without civil war, because the enemies of So­
cialism no longer had strength to wage civil war*  What
a contrast this is with the picture Foster draws, which
has only*  the most superficial relation to realityl

not dptArm^nod character of the new governments was I
maintain thAmsAi33 F?ster ^intains, as an expedient to
says that nth oVeS Power*  It is not true, as Foster

' ism fay uuplJS t rsady tO Cight for Social-
establishment of’aSiiflsXteter^ned to fiSht for the

oq\  fascist, anti-war governments ?
eral readv t Workers,. and the masses in gen-
this*fiph+^qn 0 •if+'k £?r Socialism, but they conducted
maintain ^-litantly that all parties which wished to
control of the VaticM?/^” Cf^hoIIc parties, under
to Socialism Jh ?? were comPelled to pay lip servic
in order not/tn themselves to Socialist programs.
It was nniv -P+ themselves isolated and powerless.

i these lin they received aid from America, that
out onenlv a ~'?’C0. Socialists1? gained the courage to comethe n^ove^^ Socialism‘ Jhe Socialist character of
imposed bv th ent^ was established by the masses and ;

-—Bi. It was the mass struggle for Socialism,.
‘’evolution" fo/reS^r^*̂ 317 °ombinations» or

xor reasons of expediency of noe-socialists,

I



. f he new Demo-
, the decision for Socialism in s senSe,

that nade We t a „neff rou^e in * which
cracies. 1^ Wd .. a-i features the same
it was in all e®s^nt.,,rxism f or a hundred years.
had been charted by Marxism tor a

+ran<5ition to Socialism now goingOf course the transition uu qu varied.
on in the New Democracies presen s a . +he
experience, and is in no way a mere repetition of the
Russian experience, no matter now much these peoples
had learned from Russia. No country goes on to the
road of Socialism except with her own internal forces
and in her own way. And in every new experience,
there are new lessons to be learned. But they are
not the lessons Foster has plucked out of the air,
lessons of ’’new routes’* which fundamentally revise
the theories of Marx and Lenin.

There is not the slightest foundation in the ex­
periences of Europe for Foster’s new theories. On
the contrary, this experience once again proves that
such theories, ’’new” only as new forms of old oppor-
u sm, are intrusions into the Communist movement

of bourgeois ideology.

IX. THE IMPENDING CATASTROPHE
and HOW TO COMBAT IT.

If Foster’s new theories have no foundation in
the realities of Europe, it must be said that '
equally find no validation in the tremendously dif­
ferent realities of America.

a but the
Catastrophes are impending for e 9
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age of the Jeremiah-type of prophets, who cry ’»Woe, woe, =
woe”, who call on the people to repent their sins, pre­
pare for the Millenium and the coming of the Savior, is -
long past; the Jeremiahs are obsolete, the people have
no use for them, not even if they call themselves Com-

I munists•
■ te

The people, and first of all the workingclass, are -
aware of threatening catastrophes looming ahead. They
want to know how to combat the threat, what can be done .
practically, now, to fend off the economic crisis al­
ready pinching at their dinners, and to strengthen the
forces of peace.

The Communist Party should be in the forefront in
the practical instruction of the masses, and their prac­
tical leadership in action, beginning with and emphasiz­
ing what can be done now, today, under the existing sys­
tem, and leading toward the fundamental solution which
can come only with Socialism in America. That should
have been the main body, and the moving spirit, of the
defense in the Communist Trial, and in Foster’s book
which directs the Trial and the whole work of the Com­
munist Party. Instead, there is only the incoherence of
Foster’s revisionist theories, a welter of words and le­
gal technicalities, out of which no worker can gather
anything but confusion, practical as well as theoretical*

mu

The threat to peace today is contained in the ”col
war” that has divided the world into two camps, in Amer­
ican armaments and the arming of satellites, and in the
imminent economic crisis which is hastened and deepene
by the cold war. The workers, and people generally, mus
be told the fact that growth of unemployment, the rise
in the cost of living, the whole threatening economic
crisis, is the direct result of the cold war. They must

I



and lessl Foster says:

. Ariqis and the war scare, can
te m.egsnS away, oAly by making peace and
restoring world trade io a normal basis.

What does Foster tell the workers? Something
quite different. Whenever he gets away from vague
and general slogans, down to daily realities, he
points in another direction. The following quota­
tions from his pamphlet give the practical instruc­
tions from Foster which reach the workers - - thoughthe workers listen less s

The threatening economic crisis arises
from "first, the tremendous, unhealthy
expansion of American Industry during
the war. A (p. 55) " 

"Without the current armaments expend­
itures our economy would explode over­
night into a devastating crisis(p«56)

Wall Street imperialist policy pro­
duces world economic chaos.”

"All these policies...can only have
disastrous long-run effects upon
capitalist world trade and industry.”
(P.57)

"The Party’s three present-day central
issues are...first, to protect the
workers, by social insurance and other
measures, against the ravages of the
developing economic crisis.•• (P*  /
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”...We are surely in for such crisis un­
less our Wall Street warmongers in the
meantime succeed in flinging our country
into an atomic war that would smash us
altogether.” (p.81)

’’They know that if the war-scare should
die down and they were no longer able to
get billions and billions in munitions
orders from the Government, then their
sick industrial system would collapse
overnight into a terrific economic crisis.”
(P.82)

The cumulative effect of the constant repetition of
such formulations, in Foster’s pamphlet and in the Party
press generally, plus the complete absence of any econo-
mic program to combat the crisis (’’social insurance” and
similar measures do not combat the crisis, but only
slightly cushion it), results in this: That the workers
understand that cold war policies do save them from im­
mediate catastrophe, even if it prepares greater long-rui
collapse, that Foster offers no immediate way whatever
to combat the crisis, but only the introduction of
Socialism in America, and that to abandon the cold war
and militarism without immediately going to Socialism
would inevitably plunge America into a devastating crisi:

What is the present stage of political thought of
these workers to whom Foster presents this ultimatum?
He himself describes it as follows:

•’Americans, as yet, are not inclined to
think that Socialism is much of an Amer­
ican question, except indirectly. It is
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true that when looking out over the
war-shattered world, many Americans
realize that the capitalist system
in other countries is in a bad way,
and they can admit reasons for the
advance of Socialism in Europe.
But, when it comes to advocating
Socialism in the United States that
is a horse of an altogether differ­
ent color.. .They believe that Amer­
ican capitalism is fundamentally
different from these stricken capi­
talist systems.” (pp.80,81)*

Completely forgotten, in Foster*s  pamphlet and
in the work of the Party, is Franklin D. Roosevelt’s
program for the postwar period, of collaboration
with the USSR as equals, for peace and the rapid
economic reconstruction of the world. Dennis had
mentioned it, early in the Trial, to call it the
”Great Design”, but what the design consists of, in
practical terms, was not mentioned. It has never
come up again (either in the Trial or in Party agi­

* Foster also believes that the American bourgeoisie
has a unique strength never before held by human be­
ings. He says that possession, of the atomic bomb by
the American bourgeoisie gives them the power to
”even threaten the very existence of our planet.”
Tie put aside the temptation to c omnient at length upon
Foster’s spontaneous reproduction of this anti-
scientific, obscurantist myth of the most reactionaiy
bourgeoisie. Anyone who needs comment to clarify its
significance is not prepared to take part in a
serious Marxist discussion.
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tation generally) and Foster has excluded it from his
pamphlet which is the official statement of the Party,
'rta full "Statement of Communism” and ”the working ele­
ments of Communist policy in action, and in propaganda,
in the United States”, (p.71)

American Communist policy ”in action, and in prop­
aganda”, has excluded the only practical program to
combat the crisis, short of the transition to Socialism •
- and even Socialism it assigns to Henry Wallace and the
Progressive Party to introduce in America I A program
for peaceful expansion of markets for American surplus
production?”Heaven forbid, exlaims Foster, that would
make us agents of American imperialism, revisionists of
Marxisml No, not even if it lightens the burdens of
the Socialist half of the wo rid 1

But in the meantime Foster copies the revisionist
formulas of Karl Kautsky, falls into the most primitive
parliamentary cretinism, vulgarizes the Marxist doctrine
of State power and the role of violence in history, sur­
renders even the position of Jefferson, and propounds
the most far-reaching theories of spontaneity, - - all
under the illusion that he is writing Marxism. 

Foster’s flat refusal to have anything to do with
Roosevelt’s proposals for peace and markets for American
industry, is based explicitly on the ground that markets
would hasten the development of monopoly capital, and he
says Co:Hillunists must resolutely oppose all measures
which would have this result. He says Co: innunists must
demand the break-up of the trusts. This is the direct
opposite of the position taken by Marx and Engels, and
by Lenin. In his famous and history-shaping pamphlet
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in October, 1917, ’’The Impending Catastrophe and How
to Combat It”, Lenin lays down the most thorough and
practical daily program for combatting the crisis in
Russia. In the course of it, Lenin makes clear what
is the significance, historically and in immediate
political consequences, of measures which hasten the
development of monopoly capital. He says•

••The dialectics of history is such
that the war, by extraordinarily ex­
pediting the transformaxion of mono­
poly capitalism into state monopoly
capitalism, has thereby extraordi­
narily advanced mankind toward So­
cialism.”

Engels, in Section 3 of ”Socialism: Utopian and
Scientific”, explained the revolutionary significance
of the development of monopoly capital, as the neces­
sary pre-condition for Socialism. He saidj

’’But the transformation, either into
joint-stock companies and trusts, or
into state ownership, does not do away
with the capitalistic nature of the
productive forces. In the joint-
stock companies and trusts this is
obvious. And the modern state, again,
is only the organization that bour­
geois society takes on in order to
support the external conditions of
the capitalist mode of production
against the encroachments, as well
of the workers as of individual



capitalists. The modern state, no matter
what its form, is essentially a capital­
ist machine, the state of the capitalists,
the ideal personification of the total na­
tional capital*  The more it proceeds to
the taking over of productive forces, the
more does it actually become the national
capitalist, the more citizens does it ex­
ploit*  The workers remain wage workers -
- proletarians. The capitalist relation
is not done away with. It is rather
brought to a head. But brought to a head,
it topples over. State ownership of the
productive forces is not the solution of
the conflict, but concealed within it are
the technical conditions that form the
elements of that solution.”

Or again, as Lenin formulated the question:

”Now, try to substitute for the...land­
lord-capitalist state, a revolutionary-
democratic state, i.e., a state which
in a revolutionary way destroys all
privileges and does not fear to intro-
duce the fullest democracy in a revolu­
tionary way, and you will find that,
given a really revolutionary-democratic
state, state monopoly capitalism inevi­
tably and unavoidably implies a step,
or several steps, toward Socialism!”

It is such objective steps toward Socialism in
America which Foster opposes, when he rejects the mar­
ket program of Roosevelt, because, forsooth, it would 
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strengthen the development of monopoly capital in
American economy as a whole.

Of course, while the Marxist teaching on this
question excludes all tendencies in the direction of
a trust-busting program (which is the petty-bourgeois
form of anti-imperialism), it does not follow there­
from that the Marxists must support any and every
measure that hastens the development of monopoly
capital. In fact, it may be necessary to oppose
some or most of them, especially where they have a
clearly defined reactionary character, or because of
their surrounding circumstances. But, where, as in
America today, the country is confronted with two
possible economic policies (within the framework of
capitalism), one of which is boldly and flagrantly
reactionary (the cold war) and the other would advance
peace and combat economic crisis with serious effect,
(the Roosevelt policy), then, to refuse to fight for
the more progressive policy against its alternative,
merely because it also (and even more effectively)
hastens the. development of monopoly capital, consti­
tutes an abandonment of Marxism for petty-bourgeois,
Utopian Socialism, or even goes back to the Populism
of Bryan, And that is exactly what Foster does.

Some years ago, Foster wrote a book which he
called ’’From Bryan to Stalin”. His present work could
appropriately be entitled ‘’From Stalin to Bryan1’----
except for the fact that Foster never understood the
theories of Marx, Engels, Lenin and Stalin, Since
Foster was never a Marxist except by ’’profession of
faith”, he cannot be accused of ’’departing” from
Marxism; with him personally the matter has always
been one of his more or less open non-Marxist or
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anti-Marxist opinions, and his egoistic striving for
personal dominance in the Marxist movement.

But with regard to the Party which Foster is now
leading, the case is different. It was a Marxist party
But if it now accepts Foster’s new theories, which are
only a new version of a very old opportunism, the Party
thereby ceases to be Marxist, and becomes Kautskyist -
with a strong admixture of anarcho-syndicalism.

Foster’s degradation of American Marxism to the
level of vulgar opportunism is well described by a para
phrase of Engels’ description of how Hegel’s followers
degraded his teachings:

Foster has appropriated from Marxism only
the manipulation of the simplest tricks,
which he applies to anything and every­
thing, often with ludicrous clumsiness.
For him the whole inheritance of Marxism
is limited to a mere pattern by the help
of which every theme can be correctly de­
vised, and to a. compilation of words and
turns of speech which have no other pur­
pose than to be inserted at the right
time when thought and positive knowledge
fails him. Thus it comes about that
Foster who knows little of anything,
writes at length about everything.

The road of struggle for Socialism in America is
not contradictory to the road of struggle for immediate
measures to combat the threatening crisis. The two
roads, indeed, coincide.
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One can fight for the Roosevelt anti-crisis '*
program without being a Socialist, for there is noth­
ing of Socialism in it. But it is - - as every pro­
gressive measure is - - a step toward Socialism^
both in the sense of further maturing the objective
material preconditions for Socialism and, much more
important, in the sense of accelerating the subject­
ive preparation of the working class, its under­
standing of the need and the possibility of achiev­
ing a more profound and stable solution of its pro­
blems. Therefore, so long as the Roosevelt anti-
crisis program still represents a step forward in
the consciousness of the masses, and in the objec­
tive economic and social situation, just so long
no Marxist can reject it as the goal of immediate
struggle and as a next step toward the ultimate
goal.

The winning of the masses for Socialism is a
process of consciousness, and not an act of faith,
oi; conversion, like the old mass conversion to re­
ligion. TKe~process of the penetration of Socialist
consciousness among the masses is an intellectual
awakening, for the masses as for the individualj it
is the victory of science which leads to the future,
not of blind faith which can only result in retro­
gression.

The Party, while it is controlled and directed
by Foster’s confused anti-scientific opportunist
theories, cannot lead the masses either in their
immediate struggles or in their education in Social­
ism. The repudiation of the ”New Route to Socialism”
is the first necessary step to restore a party of
Marxism in America.
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A LETTER
To the National Committee, Communist Party U.S.A.

New York City, March 23, •19h9.

In the New York Post of March 22, an unidentified
member of your legal staff is quoted as saying that
fou expect the U.S.Government to introduce Earl
3:>rowder as a witness against the Party in the reac-
t.ionary and obscurantist attempt to outlaw it.

This is a particularly stupid libel against me.
Lmraediately after the indictment I offered nsy services
too the defense, in any capacity in which I could be
uised, including that of defense witness. You there­
fore know quite well that if the U.S.Government called
ime to the stand, it would be in the full knowledge
that I would testify as a defense witness, opposing
tohe indictment in every way.

Why do you, knowing these facts, give circula-
toion to such falsehood as that given to the New York
Post? It is not only a violation of the truth and
ain offense against public decency, but it is also
haarmful to the defense. I have learned to expect
ssuch slanders from reactionary sources, and when it
comes from them I consider it pointless even to pro­
test. But when the Communist Party joins in such
silanders, I must enter my public protest.

I would again urge for your consideration my pro­
posal that I should be called by the defense as their
witness. Due to the peculiar historical situation, no
ome more forcefully than I could give testimony sup­
porting the defense’s position that no change what­
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ever, pertinent to the charges of the indictment, were
made in the Communist organization in the Convention of
1945. No one more forcefully than I could sustain the
contention of the defense, that the Party Constitution’s
repudiation of all advocacy of forcible and violent
overthrow of government is an adequate and effective an­
swer to the indictment, since I personally wrote that
section of the Constitution, moved its adoption in the
1938 Convention, and administered its terms until 1945.
In view of the fact that the defense is, quite properly,
making this section of the Party Constitution a main
point in rebutting the Government’s case, my testimony
should be valuable.

I hope that you will consider this suggestion, and
that you will put a stop to Party sponsorship of such
slanders as that in yesterday’s Post and the gutter­
journalism of underwriting the absurd ”report” of Winchell
that I am preparing to enter the Roman-Catholic Church,
printed in the Daily Worker of March 21.

Sincerely,

(Signed) Earl Browder.
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