LOVESTONE’S LABOR PARTY BOOK:
“THE GOVERNMENT—STRIKEBREAKER”

By WM. Z. FOSTER.

N the present party discussion, one

of the main contentions of the C.
B. C. is that the farmer-labor Com-
munists tend strongly to liquidate the
Workers Party by pushing it and its
Interests into the background and by
making their ‘class” farmer-labor
party an end in itself. With high in-
dignation the self-styled ‘“Marxian
trunik” of our party repudiate this
accusation. They declare that with
them the farmer-labor party is the
merest instrument for the building of
the Workers Party, and that they nev-
er for a moment forget that they must
use it to develop the prestige and
leadership of the Workers Party
amongst the masses.

After which, It Is highly Instruc-
tive to take a look again at Jay
Lovestone's book, “The Govern-
ment—Strlkebreaker.” Thils book Is
a striking proof of the correotness
of the contention that the ‘class”
farmer-labor party slogan, ss pro-
posed by the minority, leads direct-
ly, under present condltions, to op-
portunism and liquidation of the
Workers Party. Lovestone’'s book
is labor party propaganda pure and
simple. It ignores the Workers
Party altogether.

“The Government — Strikebreaker"
has 371 pages. It is by far the most
pretentious literary effort ever made
by the Workers Party; and the sub-
ject it deals with—the government
as a class organization and what to
do ahbout {t—is one of the most vital
consequence. In this book, consider-
ing all the expenditure of money and
effort, and with such an important
subject, was a splendid opportunity
for the Workers Party to make effec-
tive propaganda for itself. Indeed, in
the very natuye of the subject, the
book, to be of real value to the Work-
ers Party, had to demonstrate clearly
that the Communist program alone in-
dicates the only way the workers can
emancipate’' themselves, and that the
Workers Party is the only party cap-
able of leading the working class to
the overthrowal of capitalism.

But, Lovestone’s book does none of

this. It forgets entirely the main ob-
jective of buflding the Workers Par-
ty. It is concerned only with the for-
mation of a labor party. The book
appeared in 1923. Lovestone, like
Pepper, and so many o‘heu, was al-
ready obsessed with the labor party-
fsm which at present so sharply char-
acterizes him. He undertakes an ela-
borate analysis of the capitalist state,
showing how it operates as an in-
strument of the capitalist class
against the working class. But then,
instead of bringing the Workers Par-
ty to the fore, by demonstrating its
function as the vanguard of the pro-
letariat and by outlining its immedi-
ate program and ultimate goal, he ac-
tually leaves the Workers Party out
of the picture altogether. His book
degenerates into nothing more or less
than an argument for a labor party.
This costly publication, which should
have been a powerful exposition of
Communist principles, policies, and
organizations, turns out to be merely
propaganda for the labor party.
. The extent to which Lovestone
shoves aside our party is almost in-
credible. In the whole bulky volume
the Workers Party is actually men-
tioned only once. That and no more.
This lonesome mention occurs on
page 334, when Lovestone merely In-
cldentally, in his usual role of dlsin-
terested epectator, remarks brilefiy
that the W. P. delegatee were not
seated at the C. P. P. A. conference
in Cleveland in 1922, So Intent s
he on boosting the labor party as an
end In Itself, that he does not even
conslder it worth whlle to state why
they were not seated or what their
program was. Indeed, at no point in
the whole book do&s he even indicate
that the Workers Party favors the
formation of a labor party, or tell
why it does, or what its labor party
policy {s. Iie sdys absolutely nothing
about the big fight the Workers Par-
ty was then making thruout the labor
movement for the labor party. He
does not point out the limitations of
a labor party, nor does he even re-
motely indicate the necessity for the
revolutionary Workers Party to lead
the workers to the revolution. He is
80 intent upon making propaganda for
the labor party that he ignores the
Workers Party completely.

Thig systematic supptession and ob-
literation of the Workers Party fis
what the farmer-labor Communists
call keeping the Workers Party in the
foreground and exploiting the labor
party movement for ita benefit. But
we of the C. E. C. majority dub it
what It actually is, a policy of op-
portuniem and liquidation.

Lovestone’'s book ls an advocacy
=/ the lahor party as an end In
itself. Thdre le no other concluslon
possible from a reading of the book.

While Lovestone Indloates the class

ohsracter of the state and at least

hints that the workers must abollsh
it, he by no mesns ssye that the

Workers Party Is necesssry to do
the job. His analysls leade merely
to an argument for the formation of

a labor party. Ths assumptlon ls
that such a party Is suffiolent. From

the text there Is no chancs that a

reader could get any information
about, or an appreciation of the

Workere Party and Its role, The

L“‘tTh Party la eimply net In the

book. S8Seemingly Its only function
Is to humbly pay the heavy bills
for thls opportunistic labor party
propaganda and to modestly put its
name on the book cover as the pub-
llsher.

In his recent article, Comrade Man-
ley estimates that $50,000 had been
directly spent in our labor party pro-
paganda. This {8 a fair estimate, al-
tho Comrade Ruthenberg evasively
disputes it. To it should be added the
high cost of Lovestone’s book, which
is labor party propaganda de luxe.
Since his book came into question,
the minority comrades who engineer-
ed its publication are very shifty and
indefinite about what it cost to pro-
duce. But considering the extensive
researoh work done and the expensive
make-up of the book, it must have
cost $3,000, if not more.

Comrade Lovestone wrote the book
in his best opportunistic style. Not
only did he keep the Workers Party
out of it altogether, but he also care-
fully edited out revolutionary expres-
sions and references. He was des-
perately anxious to be respectable and
to make a good showing with the la-
bor partyites. It {8 a glowing ex-
ample of the kind of propaganda our
party should not make.

In the present party discussion,
Comrade Lovestone constantly ex-
udes quotations, however {nappro-
priately, from Marx, Lenin, Zinoviev,
and other revolutionary leaders. An
inexpert reader would conclude that
these men were the great originators
and defenders of the ‘class” farmer-
labor party. But in his opportunist-
ic “The Government—Strikebreaker,"”
Lovestone disposes with them very
nicely. He does not quote one of
them. Altho Lovestone attempts the
fundamental Communist task of ana-
lyzing the capitalist state, explaining
the robbing of the workers thru the
wages system, and of finding a reme-
dy for this exploitation, he never finds
it necessary to mention the names of
Marx or Lenin, or of any other world-
knowa . revolutionist once in the en-
tire book. In fact, except for my-
self (I am quoted a number of times)
all the authors cited are thoroly re-
spectable bourgeois. Not even the
taint of socialism {8 upon any of them,
much less Communism.

In making his opportunlstic ana-
lysls of the state and In providing
his quack remedy of a labor party,
Lovestone had little use for the say-
ings of revolutionlsts, American or
foreign. When he analyzes the state
his authorities are not Marx or Len-
in, but Woodrow WIlison, Beard,
Fiske, McMaster, Bryce, and siml-
lars. When he wants an authority
on the exploitation of the workers
he tells us what was said by Rep-
resentative Ricketts, whoever he
may be. Various reactionary politl-
clans and economlists illuminate
his pointa on wages. 8en. Shields
and Allen 8mith expound on the
class nature of the courts and the
“class character” of the persecution
at Herrin was most forcefully “ex-
posed” by A. W. Kerr, attorney for
the defense—I| thought the Work-
ers Party had had something to say
upon that subject.

Lovestone's book deals largely with
the textile, mining, and railroad
strikes of 1922. But not a word does
he say about the policy of the Work-
ers Party, or of the part played by
it in these struggles. In the whole
book there is not a single quotation
from the Worker or from any state-
ment of the Workers Party. On the
other hand, the book {8 just packed
with quotations from reactionary pa-
pers, politicians, labor leaders, and
economists. When he indicates the
growing class consciousness of the
workers in the struggles mentioned,
he cites not the Worker, but the Rall-
way Clerk. When he wants an ap-
praisal of the significance of the Her-
rin trial, he takes it from a manifes-
to of the Illinois farmer-labor party.

So it goes, all thru the book. Re-
spectables and fakers crowd one an-
other's heels, s0o much so that there
i8 no room, or, in Lovestone’s con-
ception, need for revolutionaries.
The Workers Party and the revolu-
tionary movement in general are kept
well in the background. This fits in
very nicely with the labor party con-
clusions at the end. One thing that
makes me feel queer is the various
quotations from the Labor Herald and
myself. How come we in such re-
spéctable company? We are the only
revolutionary sources quoted {n the
entire book. Why pick on us, Com-
rade Lovestone? What did we ever
do to you that you should include us
in such ultra-orthodox #ompany? But,
perhaps, the explanation is that by
calling the Labor Herald ‘“the well-
known trade union magazine” and
myself “one of tho ablést and lead-
Ing advocates of amalgamation,” you
figure that we are kosher @nough to
got by. Certainly you do not link
us up any way with the Workers
Party, whose identity you are so care-
ful to suppress all thru the book.

8ince, in the party discussion, 1
have pointed out that T.,ovestone's
book advocatss the labor party as an
ond in {tself, the minority comrades
are making the most desperate #fforts
to explain it away. They say my own
writings are no good. But even f{f
we admit tbis, how can it excuse
the self-admitted great Marzian, Love-
otone, for his farmnarialoriem? Thay

also say that even Lenin sometimes | case of labor party opportunism. It |
wrote pamphlets without directly ad- [is an advocacy of the labor party, not | |
vocating the Communist Party. But|to the advantage of the Workers ||
can we (as yet) compare Lovestone | Party, but at its expense; it puts for-| f
with Lenin? And whoever heard of | ward the labor party, not merely as al.
Lenin, who about all others taught|tnct!cu maneuver, but as a substi-|
the principle of always keeping the | tute for the Workers Party. Even|
Communist Party in the forefront,| when labor party sentiment was ¢
writing a 371-page book, leaving all|strong in the whole country, we, in
mention of the Communist Party out | our reaching for the masses, commit- |,

|

l

of it, and concentrating his whole ar- | ted many opportunistic errors, of

gument in a demand that the work- | which Lovestone's book i8 only one’!
ing class work for a party rival to the | glaring example. Dut now, when the|
Communist Party? No one, of course, | labor party movement has amalga-|
Then the argument {8 made that| mated itself with the L.aFollette move- |
Lovestone’s book has been translated | ment, the continuance of our labor

in Russia. But what of that? That | party policy, by causing still more !
lends no endorsement of his farmer- | reckless efforts to get hold of the
labor party deviations. The Russians | masses, would lead us into a veritable |
are far from endorsing in toto all that | morass of opportunism. The health |,
they translate and publish. This {s |of our party would be greatly en-

a matter of common knowledge. They L.dangered. The discarding of the far-|.
have translated Upton Sinclair's | mer-labor party slogan, as the C. E.|.
books, the life of Henry Ford, Tay-|C. thesis proposes, and the concen- | .
lor's works, and many others far from | tration of our activities to the united

Communist in conclusions. front polity as outlined by the Com-

Lovestone and his minority follow-|intern, offers the only way to build
ers may squirm as they will. But his | the Workers Party into a mass Com- ‘
book speaks for {tself. It is a clear | munist Party.

<

MINORITY MUMBO-JUMBO— |
| THE FARMER-LABOR PARTY|

By JOSEPH MANLEY the St. Paul convention furnishes the
RGUMENTS put forth by leaders basis of the present alleged sentiment |
of the minority, in the present found by the minority for the tarmer-‘
party discussion, carry me {n memory | labor party. The only real sentiment
back to the dear dead days of the|for a farmerlabor party I can find|
romantic past of the minority. In these | 8fter months of close observation all|
days of farmer-labor knight-errantcy,|Over the country is in the ranks of the
when the central executive commit-|minority itself, or those with an op-|
tee operated in a bucolic polyannarportunist lncllnatlon.' It this logic|
atmosphére created by those of the'tounded upon events that are dendI
minority who saw the (LaFollette) and gone that {s responsible for the
revolution—just around the corner. intransigent attitude of Ruthenberg|
The C. I. decision and what hap-|8and others. |
pened at the Cleveland C. P. P. A. The leaders of the minority are!
conference seem not to effect at all | busy citing “facts” to prove either
the methods of reasoning cr the "ﬂe|the existence of actual organization|
of argument of the minority. Their of or sentiment for, a farmer-labor
myopic methods produce a distorted | party.
picture of events that suits and bol-
sters up the preconceived conception
of the minority—that right or wrong
.we must have a farmer-labor party.

i

Let me cite an actual fact bearing
upon the existence of an organized|
farmer-labor movement in one typical

F. L. P. state—South Dakota. The
By twisting and turning the merest | |
everyday happenings in the labor farmer-labor party of South Dakota

movement, into “debacles” for the| V&8 an organization, composed mostly
policy of the majority and howllng'or bankrupt farmers and some indus-
[victories for the minority. And all trial workers. Its two well known|
this they swear to, not 4n the name |l€8ders, were Tom Ayres and Alice|
of God but of Marx. Lorraine Daly. Miss Daly several
Back of all this minority distortion yeara BECUEERREEER 80,000 votes for
o eodih o haat B dhie iy governor of South Dakota. Ayres is
personal desire and ambition. When far supeniGecteiighagey, both for pol-|
I was & member of the Pepper caucus :g;:ll.l:::ne.;t;'r::d';slt:esirszrt;;;rl::;-
‘t:) :::engo::-:!;eoft;:xet:te:lge:};eag;gumrf ference immediately before the hold-.r
iy Gommnle Benpel. o SIcAIUN. ing of the St. Paul convention stood|
Comrade Ruthenberg in spite of our With S-SR ot Who wanted
to keep the Workers Party out of the!

importunings did not go across. He St. Paul convention. In the conven-|
:;:‘b?;"'“;e:’: tt}(l)azrtg:enl:;gtt::ﬂ:lhge tsotr tion itself Ayres, again rallied his fifty |
Paul convenion while Pepper and Fos- delegates—mEaiREemers—to sthnd |

with us. Again at a caucus of his
ter fought it out in Moscow. Then
St Bfatos- got. Hadk, he. waslh Be delegation Ayres with the assistance

|of three Finnish Communists from

faced with a fait accompli—a farmer- South Dakota put the delegation on
labor party. record to stay in the convention, even|
In this Comrade Ruthenberg reckon-|{¢t LaFollette was not nominated. But |
ed without his host. In spite of all| 4] Ayres influence availed him no-|
information to the contrary Foster got thing against the wave of LaFollette
back before the iSt. Paul convention, hygteria. When the delegation re-
and brought with him a decislon|tyrned to South Dakota, they de-!
which changed basically, insofar as manded and insisted that their farmer-|
the LaFollette maneuver was con-||ahor party go for LaFollette, in spite'
cerned our whole conception and pro-|of the fact that LaFollette's gang set
gram. [up a duplicate organization in South
The lesson I learned from Foster’'s Dakota and generally double-crossed
first reading of the C. I. decision to the farmer-labor party. Ayres and the
the C. E. C., was that our tarmer-ISouth Dakota farmer-labor party went
labor movement was nothing short of | with LaFollette. Today, Ayres is no
a united front at the top, which all | longer active in the political life of
factions allke were equally respon-|the farmers but {s writing insurance|
sible for. My experience was that the|for a living. And the South Dakotal
majority were the quickest to recogn-|farmer-labor party is broken up and
ize this conclusion and the correct-|scattered to the four winds. This lsl
ness of the C. I. decision itself, and |an instance of the “seperatness” from |
it wae this factor more than any other|the LaFollette movement, of the farm-|
which won me away from the minor-|er-labor movement that the lgaders!
ity, and eventually led to my joining|of the minority try hard to find or
the majority. : create even in their own imagination.

I too have said that Comrade Love-| The minority’s proof of the exist-
stone is the most logical thinker of the|tence of the sentiment {s cited by
minority. But Comrade Ruthenberg|thein in the Massachusetts C. P. P.
also, on occasion is logical. Is it not| A. conference. The facts as I found
logical for Comrade Ruthenberg to|/them on a recent trip to Boston was
continue to hang on to the name of | that the Massachusetts C. P. P. A.
the farmer-labor party? He ({t was, | conference was not representative of
who consistently pushed it whenever|the C. P. P. A. itself as generally con-
he could. In his official capacity as|stituted. The Massachusetts confer-
secretary, before the holding of the|e¢nce was ignored by the Railroad
July 38rd, 1923 convention, he got out | Brotherhoods and the bulk of the A.
subscription lists for donations to the | F. of L., unions affiliated with the Cen-
campaign for a federated farmer-|tral Labor Union. Those actually
lsbor party, These lists brought| participating were the A. C. W, the
about a near crisis in the negotiations|I. L. G. W., the Jewelry Workers and
between us and the old farmer-labor |the Machinists along with a bunch of
party. He wrote the platform of the|fraternal and benefit organizations.
fll-fated federated that was organized | The delegates who favorad a farmer-
at the Chicago convention. He wrote | labor party were either members of
manifestos issu#d by it. lie attended|our own party or influenced by its late
the first 8St. Paul conference to ar-|campaign. Our own party members
range for the 8t. Paul convention. He| who were delegates, appeared to be
and I perhaps more than anyoni else|caught more or less unprepared and
became steeped in the farmer-labor|dfd not execute their manouver as in-
movement. I{e went to the February |structed by the C. E. C. with any de-
gathering of the C. P. P. A. at 8t.|gree of brilllancy. Whatever tha
Louis; and well I remembear that on|reuson for this, it is significant that
his réturn he wrote a thesis in which |the D. O., Comrade Ballam who was
he said nothing but a miracle could |charged with the responsibility of
prevent the organization of a labor|dirscting the maneuver, was not
party at the coming Cleveland July|e#ven present and he now issues a
4 convention of the C. P. P. A, tirade against the majority on the

Ae I  have Inttmated Comrade|grounds of his own peculiar “dialec-
Ruthenberg’s supreme effort was|tical” predentation. Sureély Comrade
made after Peppér and Foster left for | Ballam will hardly claim that the nar-
Moscow. He organized many farmer-|row basis of the Massachusetta C. P.
labor partiés thruout the wast, all for| P. A. gathering he speaks of, was
the 8t. Paul convention. To still main- | hurdly broad enough for even a left
tain the necessity of this past work | wing farmer-labor party. In the haly-
is the secret of Comrade Ruthenberg’'s|con days of the farmer-lahor party
present logic. All the noise made in | movement in Massachusetts and after
organizing these parties,all the monay | repeated attempts I could get nothj
spent onrudm«lnum\o ‘mote there than a Mere committes Lo




