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RECENT TENDENCIES IN OUR PARTY

By Se Joyce

In the period ahead in order to survive as a revolutionary
rarty and to gain the leadership of the masses what 1s required abcve
211 1s a sound Marxist program. Such a program was provided by the
Deslaration of Principles adopted at the founding of the Soclalist
Werkors Partye Sinco that time, unfortunately, a number of changes
have been made in the program of the Party; some of them have been
formally adopted, while others have recently appeared in the Party's
propaganda and activitios without any formal action, It is the con-
tontion of this paper that these changes in tho main constitute do-
parturcs from Bolshevism and that taken together they must be con-
sidered as a definite revisionist tendency. No new policles will,
therefore, be suggested hercs All that will be urged is that tho
coming convention of the Party rcpudiate in detail the false poli-
cies which have beon adopted since the founding of our Party and
that it reaffirm the program and principles of Marxism as embodied

in previously accoptoed documentse

The revisions to be considered fall under four main heads
with several sub-hocads, thus: :

I. Rovisions introduced by Trotsky
Ae The labor party question
Be The military policy

II+ Rovisions on the war quostion prior'to Pearl Harbor

III. Rovisions introduced at tho Minncapolis trial

A, Tho quostion of legality
Be Thc naturo of rcvolutionary dcfoatism (or of

political opposition to war)

IVe Rovisions on tho war question after Pcarl Harbor
A. On thc noccsslty of anti-war aglitation
Be Opposition or criticism .
Ce Anti-war propaganda and the pcacc slogan
D. Thec cconomic policy

Tho quecstions to bo considered are intcrconnected, so that
somo repotition is unavoidablce. At the cnd of ecach scction specific
suggestions will be made for action to be takon at the Party conven-
tlon, and, whilc thesc may overlap, it would be quite possible to
adopt any of thom whilc rejeccting the othcrse

I, REVISIONS INTRODUCED BY TROTSKY

These arc the only ones of the rovisions to be consldercd
which have bocn formally adopted by the Party.

A. The Labor Party Quecstion

By the labor party question is meant tho queetlon -of whetbarp




revolutionaries should work for the formatlon of a labor party, not
the question of what tactics they should adopt in relation to already
existing labor partilese. The original Declaration of Principles
states that revolutlonaries cannot take the initiative in forming a
labor partye. This conclusion 1is based upon a Marxist analysis of
the nature of such a party, an analysis which has been accepted by
ilerxists at least since the formation of the Third International.
“his Marxist thesis was clearly stated in the Socialist Appeal of

September 1936

"5 sum up, & labor party, then, like any other reformist
party, is not merely non-revolutionary, but anti-revolutionary. It
is a device for preserving capitalism, not means for 1ts overthrows
It is a mighty obstacle 1n the path of the revolutionary movement,

not a boost forward."

Have events since these 1lines were written been of such a
nature as to call for a change in this analysis? In Great Brtain
perhaps, where the Labor Party is the tailend of the Conservative
government? Or in Australia, where 1t conducts the imperialist war
for the bourgeoisie? It is clear that experlence has confirmed

every word of this analysis.

Is there any reason to suppose that a labor party in the Uni-
ted States would be any different? Joe Hansen writes in Wall Street's
War -- Not Ours},"An Independent Labor Party. .« o'could smash Wall
Street's (war) plans wight nows « & A powerful Indegendent Labor
Partye s o that is the answer to Wall Streoet's war." If this state-
ment bore the vaguest resemblance to the truth, no revolutionist
could have any doubts as to whether to work for the formation of a
labor party; the only question would be why there 1s any need for
the Socialist Workers Party at all. True, Hansen insists that the
labor party must have an "anti-war pro ram”. (a qualification no
longer made in our literature, however%. But most reformist labor
parties have an "anti-war program" before the actual outbreak of
war. The effect of such "anti=war" programs is not to "smash the war
plans™, but on the contrary to pave the way for complete support of
the imperialist ware The only real program against war is the pro-
gram of revolution against capitalism. But .the party with thls pro-
gram is the Socialist Workers Party; 1t would be absurd for us to
dissipate our cnergy in trying to build a second revolutionary partye.

What the Socialist Workers Party at present advocates 1s the
formation of a reformist labor party based upon the now-existing
reformist trade unions, that is to say a party led by Murray, Green
end the rest of the jingoist labor lleutenants of the capltallst
classe The primo purpose of such a party would be to support the
war, to re-arouse the fagging patriotism of the workerss It would
just as truly as its sister parties in Britain, Australia, etc. bo
Ysnti-revolutionary. « « a device for preserving capitalisms « o a
mighty obstacle in the path of the revolutionary movement," It
follows that revolutionaries must do everything 1n their power to
provent the formation of such a party.

Somec writers on this question seem to confuse 1t with the quite
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different one of what the attitude of revolutionaries should be to-
wards existing labor partiese In the case of existing reformist labor
parties the revolutionary strategy is always the same: to expose

them to the workers as tools of capitalism, To achleve this end,
however, fléxlble tactlcs are required, and these may include the
support of the labor party's eléctoral candidates -- always explain-
ing to the workers that we are supporting these candidates in the way

that a rope supports the man being hanged (Lenin Leéft-wing Communism).
But purposely to build an obstacle to the revoluéion 8o EEEE we may

later expose it =< this 1s knowingly to follow in the footsteps of
the 1ll-starred Dres Frankensteins

. To date our advocacy of a labor party has fortunately had no
practical resultse. This does not mean, however, that no 111 effects
have followed from this false policy. The Declaration of Principles
speaks of the necessity of combatting the i1llusion that fundamental
change can be obtained by purely legal means, Particularly 1s this
important in America where the jdeas of bourgeois legality and par-
liamentarianism and falth in the ballot box are so decply rooted in
the masses of workerse Our labor party agitation has clearly had
the offect of strengthening rather than weakening these ideas in the
minds of any workcrs whom 1t has influoncode It is tragic that this
false policy should be pursued just at the time when the utter betray-
al of labor parties abroad glves us an unparalleled opportunity of
cxposing the labor party for what 1t 1is -- a snare and a delusion.

The ecoming convention of tho Socialist Workers Party should
thereforc put itsclf on rccord to the following offect (hore and
clsowherc whoro rcsolutions arc prcsentod it is to be understood that
only the scnse, not the wording 1s insistod upon):

The Socialist Workcrs Party rcaffirms thc stand of 1its origi-
nal Dclearation of Principlos: that a rcformist 1labor party basod
on tho tradc unions is a bulwark of capitallsm, sorving the intercsts
of tho capitalists against thc workerse It is thc duty of revolu-
tionarics overywhcre to oxposc such parties to the working class, and
where no labor party exists (cege the United States) rcvolutionarics
must do everything in their powcr to prevent the formation of once

B, The Military Policy

Rovolutionary Marxism has for moro than half a century a
clcar-cut program in regard to military affairs, which has scrved
as tho basis for agitation and for action. This program is to
opposc conscription and military appropriations. It is summarized
in the oft-stated slogan: "Not a man, not a penny for thc capltalist
statc and for capitalist warsi®

It should bo noted that this Marxist slogan has two basess
1) we opposc placing men and arms at the disposal of thc capltalilst
statoy; 2) we opposoc all preparations for an impcrialist, lecs an
"unjust® ware Thus it has bcon suggosted that it is possible to
support a war and at thec same timo opposc the war budget in the casc
of a progrcssive war wagoed by a capitalist statece But no ono before
Trotsky did so in 1940 has supposed it possible to opposec a war and
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at the same time support conscription and support military appropria=-
tionse. It will be shown below that this 1s in fact impossible, and
that the present military poliby of our party constitutes objective
support of the imperialist war, (Needless to say, no one would ac-
cuse either Trotsky or the leaders of our party of subjectlve support
of the ware On the other hand, Trotsky was not infallible).

Our party at present favors compulsory military training. The
word "compulsory" here refers to compulsion to be exercised by the
capitalist state. Our party favors military appropriations, that 1s
to say the purchase by the capitalist state of guns, planes, tanks,
etce Truae, we always qualify this position by insisting that these
arms be used only for a certain specified purpose, but what possible
guarantees have we that they will only be used for this purpose? The
capitalists will use these arms just as they see fit, viz. against
the imperialist "enemy", to enslave colonial peoples, to suppress
the American workerce

In reply it may be pointed out that our support of conscrip-
tion and of military appropriations 1s not unconditional, but subject
to the condition that they be only for training under trade union
controles It will be shown below that this condition is of no impor-
tance whatsocver, but first it should be noted that this condition --
so all-important according to the present defenders of the military

policy -- is not mentioned at all in Trotsky's Manifesto of the
d the Proletarian Revo-

Fourth International on the Im erialist War an

iutTon, This fact cTearly demonstratos that The conditlion ol trade
‘unlon control is an afterthought, by no means cssentlal to the mili-
tary policye.

What docs military training under trade unlon control mean?
Tt does not mean the creation of trade union reglments, or trade union
militias; hence the inappropriateness of the examplo of Spain cilted
ty Cannon in the Minneapolls trial, Trade union control here means
cimply that before being sent into active Army servico, workers will
receive their preliminary training in camps dircctod by trade union
officials instcad of regular Army officerse. Workers remaining at
home will rocoive training under the direction of trade union offi-
cials before being placed in official Home Guard or Civilian Defense
organizationse In short, the labor fakirs will do onc bit more of
the capltalists' dirty worke. This may sorve to make tho imperlalist
war more palatablo to some workers, but it will not changc its char-
scter in any way; it will not make 1t permissible to support conscrip-
tion, military appropriations, or any other war preparations, if it
has been previously impermissible to do s0.

Strippcd of uncssential and irrelovant issucs, tho question of
conscription 1s seon to bo purcly and simply a qucstlon of proparing
for participation in the ware. This was clocarly undcrstood by the 4
whole country at the time of tho conscriptlon debate in 1940: the
pre-war elemcnts all supported conscriptilon; the anti-war and "iso- -
lationist" groups opposed it Thus the majority of the workers sup-
porting or at least accepting the war, also accepted conscription;
the Stalinists, who at that time corroctly opposed thc imperialist
war, opposed conscriptions Many workers at that time were banboozled

:

-
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into thinking that the Stalinists, not because of the Pact, etc.,
but solely because they opposed conscription, together with all
anti-war elements, were nothing but agents of Hitler. And our party
declared that these patriotic workers, misled by the most vicious
redbaiting, fla%-waving propaganda, were "far in advance of the
Communist Party (Morrow, Labor!s Answer to Conscription)!

Compulsory military training under capitalism, military ap-
propriations for the capitalist government -~ regardless of whether
the former be under trade union control and the latter allegedly to
be used only in union-controlled training camps -- constitute pre-
parations for waging an imperialist war, To support them is to sup-
port the war, This seems so obvious as to call for no further dis-
cussion; but as the military policy has bgen accepted by a number of
persons whose judgment on most matters is to be respected, it will be
worthwhile to examine the arguments which they have offered in 1its
defense, .

"In this epoch," most accounts of the military policy begin.
This is correct; any defense of the policy should explain what pecul-
larity of the present period makes it possible to support the very
thing against which in the past revolutionaries have fought and died.
In this epoch -~ Mall the great questions will be decided arms in
hand." As if in previous times the groat questions were decided by
the passing of resolutions}

The arguments in favor of the military policy boil down to
this: workers need military training., That is perfectly true, and
it is also true that the capitalists are giving it to them. The very
necessity which compels capitalism to wage war compels it to train
millions of workeors in the arts of ware There is no need for us to
"demand" compulsory military training, any more than we need demand
that capitalism go to war in order to creato a revolutionary situation.

But, it is argued, the fact that workers need military train-
-ing makes it Incorrect to take a "purely negative" attitude towards
conscription., This argument supposes that by categorically opposing
conscription, we might prevent it from going into effect. But 1if we
were 1n a position to stop conscription -- and that means stopping
the war, for modern warfare without conscription is unthinkable ==
we should dispense with transitional demands altogothcr and procced
at once to the seizure of power,

Another argument sometimes offcred in defense of the military
policy 1s that the training offered by the capitalist state is inad-
equates too little and too fowe Before cvaluating this criticism,
1t should be asked, what do wo want a program of military training
for (and our rcason for wanting it must be the samec as the reason we
give to the workers -- we do not lie to the workers or coneeal our
ptiiclos from them): for the Imporiglist war or for the prolctarian
revolution? 1If we criticize the government's military training pro-
gram as being inadequate to fight the imperialist war offectively,
then we are out-and-out soclal patriots,’ But the othcr alternative
1s nonsensicals Consider tho supposcd situation: Tho capitalist
government 1s giving the workers the mllitary training necessary.-to
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but (it 1s claimed) more training and

to more-workers is necessary in order for them to be able to make

a successful revolution, This assertion cannot be shown to have

any basis, but supposing 1t to be true, what follows? That we
necessary for the revolution

raise the question of further training

in the form of a purely legislative proposal {see Cannon's testimony
in the Minneapolis trial)? Tt would be simpler and just as practical
to "demand" that the capitalist government vote itself out of exis-

tences If the workers really do neod additional training, then let
to secure them that training.

fight the imperialist war,.

‘us hear a practical program designed
that the capitalist government will

But it is too idiotic to suppose
the workors for revolution

against 1t.

- "But," our literature repeats
sending worketr-soldiers into battle u
doed as a class struggle slogan or as
ted against the very bases of the bo

one can suppose that i1t 1s to tho in
engaged in a lifec-and-death struggle with their imperialist rivals,

to sond soldiers untrained into battle. Yet this is just what Trot-
sky seoms to say in the Manifosto: "We do not wish to permit the |
bourgeoisie to drive untrained or half-trained soldiers at the last'/
hour onto the battlcficld." What have the bourgeoisic to gain by
such an idiotic procedurc? The Amcrican bourgooisic showed that they

had secnsc cnough to make tho most clementary preparations for war,
1.0, putting through conscription, without roquiring any coaching

from us. .

™o arc against sending workor-soldicrs into battle untrained,
But as a rcvolutionary anti-war party wc arc =-- or should bc ==
against scnding tho workors into the battic for imporialism at all.
It 1s, thercforc =- or should bc -- rcdundant to declarc that we arc
against scnding them into that battle untrained. It is as if a veg-
ctarian socicty were to declare: "Wc arc against the cating of

horscmecat "

* Pinally it should bc askcd; Why arc we against scnding the
workers into battlc untraincd? This 1s presonted as a program for
saving the lives of thc workers. But, although 1t is true that
their training may save their lives on the battleficld, it 1s cqually
truc that their lack of training would save thc lives of worker-
soldicrs on the other sidoe The adhcrents of the military pollcy
scom to forget that we arc intcrnationalistse. They forget also
that there is only onc program that will save thc lives of the

soldiers, and that program will save the lives of the soldlers on

all sides, That program iss Stop the warl
avor of the military policy

endlessly‘ "we are against
ntrained. Can this be inten-
a transitiona} slogan ("dircc-
urgeois regime”)? Surely no
torests of the capltallsts,

. All the arguments presented in f
are based upon the following premise: If 1t is granted that the
workers need military training, it follows that revolutionaries
must support some program of compulsory military training under
capitalisme If thls premise 1s accepted, it will be impossible tg
explain why trade union control is made & necessary condition for,
supporting military traininge A worker who really accepted this |;
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premise would argue as followss

"Military training under trade union control would be a very
nice thing, but it is unfortunately not 1ikely to be reallzed in the
near futuree Meanwhile the state 1s offering a program of military
training under control of the Us.S. Army. This program has many
faults: it deprives workers of thelr democratic rights, 1t subjects
them to vicious propaganda, it segregatos Negroes, etce But these,
after all, are secondary considcrations. The main consideration 1is
the fact that workers need military training. Woc can criticize the
povernment's program, we can agitate for its replacement by a program
of trade-union-controlled military training, but to oppose it alto-
gether would be to place secondary considerations before the main
consideration. Workors necd military training; thereforc we must
support (with criticism, of courso) the only program with any present
chance of success dosignoed to givo them that traininge"

Any one who takes scriously the arguments givon in defensc of
tho military policy should support a program of military training
whother it is under trado union control or not., And that is exactly
what the Manifesto of tho Fourth Intcrnational on tho Imperialist War
and the Proletarian Revolution does. The Manifcsto at any rate 1s
consIstont.  But To opposc military training when it 1s directed by
the capitalist army licutcnants and to support it when it 1s directod
by the capitalists' labor licutenants -- such a policy simply docs

not makc sensce ,

‘“Mhe Qucstion of a Workors' Militila

The conscription program was presented to the country as a
plan for military training, but it was really a program of building
a capltalist army, Rovolutionarles should have answorcd this pro=-
gram not with an alternative schomo for military training, but with
the slogan of rcplacing the capitallst army by a workcrs! milltia,

It 1s somctimes claimed that our military policy is a step towards
the replacemont of the capltalist army By a2 workcrs' militia, but
this is clearly not the caso, Our military policy would have trade
union direction replacc thc regular army dircction only in tho
training camps, which are only a small part of the army organization,
To claim that this constitutes a step towards replacing the capital=-
ist army by a workers' militia is to confuse the ‘question of training
the workers with the question of arming them.

But suppose that the policy of milltary training under trade
union control did constitute a step towards the creatlon of a work-
ers' militia, Would it then be permissible to support military
appropriations for the purpose of putting that policy into effect?
The answer to this question may be found in the history of the
German Social Democrats, During the seventles and eightles, the
Social Democrats consistently opposed military appropriations of
any kind whatsoever, Only in 1891, when war between France and
Germany appeared imminent and Engels was of the opinicn that” such
a war would be progressive on the side of Germany, did the Social
Democrats adopt a policy of supporting milltary appropriations 1f
those appropriations were of such a sort. as to represent a move 1n
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the direction of the realization of the slogan of a workers' militia.
When the war estimates of the government turned out to be not of

such a nature, however, the Social Democrats opposed the war budget.
In other words, Engels was willing to support military appropriations

only if both of the following conditions wero realized? (1) that the
appropriations be of such a nature as to represont a step towards
and (2) that

replacing the capitalist army by a workors'! militia;
the appropriations be for use in a progressive war. We, on the other
hand, are willing to support military appropriations although neither

of these conditions 1is satisfied.

It should be noted, in hddition, that Engels took a somewhat
rightist position on these quostions and that revolutionists since
his time have not posed the question of the workers' militla, that
is to say, the question of arming the workers, as a legislatIVO pro-

posal to bc made to the capitalist governmente

There remains to consider the quéstion of work in the arnye.

Here we must devise & program which will channelize tho discontent
-and grievances of thec workers in the army so as to dircct thom against
thc very basos of the army regime., It 1s clear that the military
policy is inadequate for this purpose, as if proposes & change in the
rcgime only of the training camps, not of the army organization as a
whole. Furthermore the military pollcy stands in the way of raising
demands which correspond more closely to the needs and wishes of the
soldiers and at the same time come much closer to the basie slogan of
replacing the capitalist army by a workers' militia., Thus the work
of a Trotskyist in the army in agitating for the election of officers
by the ranks will be hindered rather than helped by the neeessity of
defending a policy which would place the control of training camps

in the hands of Lewis, Tobin, et al.

To summarizes ' '
~ The military policy of our party constitutes left-handed sup-
port of the imperialist war. The arguments presented in its defense

are all fallaciouse The coming convention of the Socialist Workers
Party should repudiate this policy and reafflrm in its stead the
truly proletarian military policy outlined in the following slogansg

No conscriptionl No military appropriations of any kindl
Disarm the bourgeois officers -- arm the workersl
For a democratic workers' militlal

In addition, the following more immediate demands should be raised,

especlally in the armys
Full civil rights for the soldiersl
For the formation and recognition of soldiers councilst

Election of all officers by the rankst

ITI. REVISIONS ON THE WAR QUESTION PRIOR TO PEARL HARBOR

1 be considered the substitution for the
1ist war into a civil warl" of
r into a war against faselsmi"
Jications (I belleve) in an

Under this head wil
Leninist slogan: "Turn the lmperia
the slogan: "Turn the imperialist wa
This slogsn first appeared in our pub
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editorial in_the Militant for March 15, 1941, Since then 1t has
been repeated in DYE TOTM or another very frequently. We shall take

Goldman's presentation of it in his column "Where We Stand" in the
Militant for March 29, 1941, as typical. As this column was one of
The chief pleces of evidence submitted by the defense in the Minnea-
polis trial, it assumes a programmatic significances

If the slogan "Turn the imperialist war into a war against
fascism™ is a correct one, the question naturally arises, why was no
such slogan raised by revolutionaries during the last war, Liebknecht
and Luxemburg did not say, "Turn the imperialist war into a war against
Czarisme" Debs did not say, "Purn the imperialist war into a war a-
gainst Prussian militarisme® The reason why they did not raise such
slogans is quite clear. It is not that these revolutionists did not
recognize the differences exlsting between the various forms of capi-
telist governments, but rather that they realized these differences
to have no bearing whatsoever on the war situations The capitalists
-won the support of the workers to the war by telling them that 1t
was a war to defend democracy against the Kaiser (or alternately) to-
defend the workers! social gains agalnst the Czar); the revolutilon-

ists exposed these lylng pretexts.

In this war the situation is the same. The distinction be-~
Wﬂiﬁmci m has no bea¥Ping O THe WAy Bit~
uation, It is wrong, therofore, to 18 8 4mYegard to the
¥aTvEsed on this distinction. If a German revolutlonary were to
raise the slogan: ™urn the imperialist war into a real war against
pluto-democracy$ we should accuse him of taking Goebbels at his face
value; we should point out that such a slogan did not educate the
German workers properly, but left them open to some demagogue who
by instituting a few changes in tho German government would claim
to be conducting a "real"™ war against pluto-democracy; weo should say
that such a revolutionary was not cxposing the lying pretexts under
which the war was being waged as a mere mask for German capitalism's
imperialist ambitions, but rather raising the value of these pretexts
in the ostimate of such workcrs as he was able to influence. And we
should be quite correct in so condemning hime But change the names
and every word applies equally wcll to those who in this country
raise the slogans "Turn the imperialist war into a war against

fascismi"

If we insist on making the distinction between bourgeols demo-
cracy and fascism in relation to the war situation, the question
‘arises of whether there would be any important difforence from the
revolutionary point of view bctwecon the results of an Axis and an
Allied victory. Thus in Goldman's column wc read, "Questions When
you say that this is an imperialict war both on the sidec of Britain
and Germany do you mean to say that you don't care who wins and that
you contemplatc a victory of Hitler without bcing disturbed by ite

Answer: It mcans nothing of the kind."

Before commenting on this passage 1t should be noted that
Goldman has his questioner ask two scparate questions in one. If
Goldman had reelly wantcd to clarify tho revolutionary position on
war ho would have asked and enswerod these two qucstions ecparatelye
As his column stands 1t is not clcar whether the answer "Nothing of
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the kind,"™ is meant to apply to hoth questions or to the sccond
qucstion alonce In either case, however, Goldman refuses to accept
the revolutionary position that as between the two rival imperialist
camps Marxists "don't care who wins." But if this position is rejec-
ted why is it "impermissible for us as revolutionaries to support
either side?"™ Either as between the imperlalist rivals we don't care
who wins, in which case we naturally support neither side; or else we
do care who wins, in which case we should do something about it

It is sometimes stated in our literature that our attituds
towards a war is determined solely by the character of the state
powers involved (Cannon, A 8tatement on the War)e This 1s not a
Marxist position and would not explain, for example, Marx's support
of the Allies in the Crimean War, If the victory of one side in a
war was distinctly more advantageous for the proletarian revolution
than that of the other, Marx did not hesitate to support that side,
despite the reactionary character of the states composing 1t., In
the case of an imperialist war, however, the victory of either side
would be equally -- i.e. approximately equally -- disadvantageous.
Revolutionaries, therefore, work for the defeat of both sides in.

such a ware

In the present situation our party should clearly declare and
explain to the workers that between the two capitalist alternatives
-— an Allied victory and an Axis victory -- there is no appreciable
difference as far as the workers are concerned, This 1s the only
possible basis for a program of revolutionary defeatism.

The revolutionary program in the imperiallst war is a program

of stogaing the ware "Turn the imperialist war into a war against
fascism" 1s a program for continuing the wars It is incompatible
with the slogan of peace, which the party leaders have rejected

despite the fact that in War and the Fourth International Trots

writes of the "tremendous revolutionary Torce" of this slogan.
ection C)e.

(This point will be developed below in part v, s

 Although the revolutionary program for stopping the war 1is
a program for revolution in all the warring nations, it by no means
precludes, in the case that the revolution is delayed abpdad, a
separate peace. Thus on the best interpretation the slogan, "Turn
the imperialist war into a war against fascismi" 1s incorrect. But
the potential dangerswof this slogan go far deeper than simply denying
the possibility of a seParate peace. For example, in the same column
of Goldman's we reads "The conduct of the war agalnst Hitler is in
the hands of Roosevelt and Churchill representing the American and
British capitalists. That is unfortunate (1), and we are trying t
convince the majority of the working class that they should take the
power of government and the conduct of the war into their own handse"

This is not the language of opposition to warse One does not
oppose a war simply because 1ts conduct is in the wrong handse It 1s
clear that the acceptance of such formulations can only pave the way
fcr passing from opposition to the war itself to criticism of the

conduct of the ware (See part IV, section B below.)
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Goldman writes of "transforming this war into a real war for
democracy." But Marxists do not speak of "democracy" abstractly,
apart from its class content. Is bourgeols democracy or workers!
democracy meant here? In the Militant for March 15 we read, "As
horrible as war is, we would not hesitate to urge Roosevelt to enter
the war, i1f it were really to be a war for democracy against fascism,"
"Democracy™ here can refer only to bourgeols democracy. But the only
way to fight fascism 1s to fight bourgeois democracy as well; the
struggle to defend workers' rights today and to prepare for the
workers! soviet democracy of tomorrow is the struggle against decadent

bourgeois democracy as well as against fascism
eaking of a war for democracty a8

t from its class content? What
t attitude we should adopt "if"

What purpose 1s served by sp
if "democracy" had any meaning apar

purpose is served by discussing wha
Roosevelt were to conduct-a real war against fascism? This sort of

propaganda does not expose bourgeols democracy to the workers; it
does not educate them for the struggle against bourgeols democracy.
Its only effect can be to prepare the workers to support the imper-
1alist war once the open representatives of capitalism are removed
from loadership, e.ge. under a labor party government. Goldman's
column -- and in this respect it resembles a great deal of our pro-
paganda -- speaks of the workers! taking "the power of government
and the conduct of the war into thelr own hands," but it does not
mention soviets or sociallsm; it does not even refer to a ™Workers!'

and Farmers! Government."

' Lenin said, "furn the imperialist war into a civil war." We
say, "Turn the imperialist war into a war against fascism." Theso
slogans are not compatible. A civil war 1is a war against our ‘own ‘
overnment. But our own government is not fasciste The slogan
urn the imperialist war into a war against fascism!{™ might be ac-
ceptable in Gormany; in the Unitod States the corresponding slogan

would be: "Turn the imperialist war lInto a war against bourgeois
democracyi" a '

Loenin's slogan means that the main enemy is at home. Our
slogan mcans that the maln enemy of the American working class 1is
Hitler. (The equation of fasclism and Hitler may be objected to.

Do we not somctimes speak of fighting fascism "both foreign and do-
mestic?" But the domestic fascists are at present very weak, not an
important political factor, It is true that Roosevelt is paving the
way for fascism; civil war -- war against bourgeois democracy =--
includes, therefore, war against fascism, But the converse is not

truo. Our slogan does not imply civil war).

That Cannon, Goldman, etce consider Hitler to be the main
enemy can be shown from an examination of recent partY literature on
the war, most of which is devoted to the question of "how to defeat
Hitler" (see Cannon's A Statement on the War, for example)e. Goldman
in the eolumn quoted ebove and Cannon in his testimony in the Minnea-~
polis trial state in so many words that Hitler is "the greatest eneny
of the working class." Devold as this statement 1is of scientific )
meaning -- what scientific basis can there be for determining whethep
German or Americen capltelism is a "greater" enemy of the working
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would be acceptable as an agitational slogan in Germany,
where it would be taken to mean that the main enemy of the German
workers is their own capitalist class. For exactly the same reason
the statement is altogether unacceptable when put forward by an
American revolutionary, for it implies that the main enemy of the
American workers is not their own exploiters, but tho imperialist

Yenemye"

from the thesis that the main enemy is at home follows the

program of revolutionary defeatism; from the thesls that the main
tler, follows only one form

enemy is tho imporialist rival, i.e. Hi )
or another of social-patriotisme These twoO theses aro absolutel

$rrgconcilable, and our party must choose betwoen them. | .

To summarizes The coming convention of the party should’
resolvecs The distinction between bourgeols democracy and fasclsm
has no bcaring on the war situation. The Socialist Workers Party,
thercfore, rejocts the formula: "Turn tho imperialist war into a
war against fascisml™ and rcaffirms the Leninist formula: "Turn the
imperialist war into a civil wari" All the future propaganda and
sctions of thc party must be guided by the thesiss The Main Encmy is

at Homce _
III. BEVISIONS INTRODUCED AT THE MINNEAPOLIS TRIAL

class? =~ it

The coming convention of our Party will necessarily adopt an
official stand towards the defense presented at the Minneapolls trial,
It is the position of this paper that tq take a stand of unqualifieq
support would mean to approve of serious revisions of Marxist theory.
No one, naturally, would suggest that the party condemn the defense
in whoie or even in main. The defendants quite correctly attempted
to use the courtroom as a forum for the presentation of their ideas.
Most of what they said was sound and some of it very well put. Had
Oshler, Shachtman, or the leader of any other party calling itself
revolutionary testified as well we should have nothing but praise
for him. But we are not any other party. We are the party of the
socialist revolution. The standards we must set for ourselves are
quite different from those by which we judge others,

The case for the defense in the Minneapolis trial -~ Cannon's
testimony. and Goldman's closing speech in particular are referred to --
must be considered as programmatic in nature when the party votes in
convention on the question of what stand to take towards that defensoc.
There are threc reasons for this: (1) these documents arc in many
respccts typical of our past and prescnt propaganda material, and,
1f unresorvedly accepted, will naturally become a modcl for future
publicity; (2) the exposition of political theories given in the
course of a political trial is programmatlic per se; (3) Cannon's
testimony and Goldman's speech have been advertised by the party
pross as "masterly expositlions of Marxism," "textbooks to train new

generations of revolutionaries," and so on ad nauseam.

Some comrades have argued (unofficlally) that the testimony
and arguments for the defense in tihe trial should not be considered
as programmatic, because they include certain statements which,
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while not exactly correct ctatements of the party policy, are expe-
ditious for the purpoue of avoilding being sent to jaile. If this is
true, then it follows at the very least that the documents of the
defense should not be publicized in the manner in which they have

heen. But the leadership of our party has quite principledly refused
to admit that this is true. In a political trial of the sort of the
Minneapolis trial it is better to go to jall for 100 years than to
water down your position on any basic point of political theory.
Whoever denles this is not only not a Marxist, but is not a revolu-
tionary of any sort whatsoevers He has no place in our movemeont .

It is possible to have in addition, but not in contradiction
to the legal program of the party, an illegal program. Such a policy,
however, cannot be adopted en the spur of the moment on the eve of
a political trial, If you have already published numerous public
documents expounding your full program, there is nothing for it but
to defond that full program in court, whatever your private opinion

of 1ts "legality."

If this policy =~ of a legnl and an 1llegal program -- had
been adopted in the Minneapolis trial Goldman would have refrained
from acking Cannon those questions the answer to which was part of
the 1llegal program. This was not the procedurc of the defense.
Goldman did ask just thosc questions and Cannon replied denying the
Marxist teachings on thesc points, The defense is criticized not

. for failing to present a complcte Marxist program, but for prescnting

an anti-Marxist program.

It will bc well to make a note in advancc of some ¢f the
mcthods to be employed in the criticism which will follow:

1) The défense will be criticized only from a programmatic
point of view., Questions of effectiveness of presentation, legal
competence and good taste (cege Goldman's painful references to
Jesus) will not be considered.

2) A false statement of Marxist theory will be criticized
even if elsewhere in the defense (especlally if under cross-examina-
tion) the theory 1s correctly statede The reason for this is that
all centrists and even many out-and-out reformists will approve an
apstract statement of revolutionary theory at the same time that
Lhey deny the concrete application:-of the theory. Thus even a
Stalinist writing in their theoretical orggn on the need for nationsl
unity may begin his article with a correct abstract statement of the
Marxist theory of the states Furthermore if a false statement of
Marxlst 'theory is given in direct examination and a correct one in
cross-gxamination, it is clear that the intention of the defense was
to mako only the first statoment. {(For example: under direct examin-
ation Cannon testified that political opposition to war meant purely
verbal opposition. Under cross-ocxamination he was forced to endorsc
& section from tho Manifcsto of the Fourth International calling for
fraternization of the soldlers. In this case one 1s obviously justi-
fied in criticizing the defense on the basls of the first statement

aione) e

If the convention agreccs with the c¢ritieisms {0 be wmde pelow
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it should adopt a resolution on the question of the defense at the
Minneapolis trial along the following linest

The Socialist Workers Party endorses in the main the defense
put up by the defendants in the Minncapolis trial, although it does

not seres in full with everything said there. In particular the

Paruymcannot accept as a correct prasentation of its program the
testirony and argument on the following points: -- here will follow

a summary of tho criticism to be expounded beiowe

A. The Question of Lecgallty

The question of legality is identical with the question of
nyiolence® as the latter is discussed in the Minneapolis trial. "Vio-
lence™ in the sense in which the defendants were accused of advocating
it is not synonymous with bloodshed, but means ths use of violent
msans, A "psaceful and legal® chango is being contrasted with a
"yiolent and illegal' one. Thus although the Bolshevik seizure of
power in Russia involved less blooashed than the average presidential
slection in Mexico, the iatter is a "peaceful" change of government,
the former a "wiolent" change. Hitler may have taken Austria without
firing a shot, but he took it by force of arms -- that is by violence--

all the same.

The revision of Marxism on the question of legality -- or of
violence -- is summarized in the following bit of dialogue between

(‘oldman and Cannon:

"Goldman: What role does the rise and existence of fasclsm
play with referance to the possibility of violence?

"Cannon: Well, that is really the nub of the whole question,"

Violence against the workers is identified primarily with
fascism, but also with the abrogation of elections, the outlawing
of political parties, etc. The defense makes clear that it identi-

‘fies violernce of the capitalists against the workoers with tho supprog-

~ sion of democratic institutions. If there 1s fascism, says Cannon,
the workers will not "have a chance o any kind of a fair votc on

whether they want Socialism or not." Under bourgcolis democracy

Carnon apparcntly considers such a vote possible. Goldman makes

much of the fact that we want to win a numerical majority of the

population to our side, and he gives this as proof in itsclf that

we could not "advocate violence." This argument tsken by itself 1s

valid only if bourgeois democracy sllows the pecaceful recgistration

nof tho will of the majority.

, It should bo noted that there arc two points of truth in
Cannon's and Goldman's cxposition: (1) At the prescrit time 1t is truo
that all capitalist states are tcnding away from bourgcols democracy
towards somo form of moro open dictatorship; (2) It is truc that
beurgeois democracy 1s the form of capltalist dictatorship most
favorable to recvolutionary worke.

Nevertheless on the basic question Cannon and Goldman are in
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direct contradiction to Marxist teachinge Bourgeois democracy 1is

not an arena for the free play of the class strugglee Bourgeols
democratic institutions, just as much as fascist institutlions are
instruments of capitalist domination; they are instruments for the
suppression == that means vioclent suppression == of the working class.
The proletariat must, therafcre, “destroy the machinery of the cap-
jtolist state™ =~ which means in a bourgeols democracy smashing
democratic institutions, Smashing the machinery of the capitalist

state does not mean as Cannon suggests Pcetiing up a goverrment pro-

foundly different. « » 8 new apparatus from tcp to bottom” etce; 1t
mosns what it sayse Lenin writes in Stata end Revolution, "The re-
placement of the bourgeois by the proletarian state 1s impossibie
without a violent revolution." He makes no esception of the bourgeois

democratic state.#

There is no need to develop this point at any greater length.
The whole subject 1s fully treated in State and Revolutions It only
remains for Cannon, Goldman and the rest of the defenaants to state

whether they agree with the opinions expressed in that work or note
lves said at the

If they do, they cannot agree with what they themse
Minneapolis trial. ~

: Marx and Engels wrote in the Communist Manifesto, "The Com-~
munists. » o openly declare that theIr ends can be a ained only by
" the forcible overthrow of all exlisting social conditionse" Under
cross-examination on this quotation, Cannon says that the Communigt

# Cannon suggests in Defense Polic in the Minneapoliis Trial that '
we should play down THIS aspeﬁf“%f"ﬂﬁ?i!§ﬁ‘f6?‘§?3ﬁ§géhaa purposese

Lenin is explicit on this points

from which every one remembers

his argument on the "withering gway® of the state, thero is also
a disquisition on the significance of a violent revolutione

The historical analysis of its role becomes, with Engels, a
veritable panegyric on violent revolutione This, of course,

10 one romembers's to talk or even to think of the importance

of this 1dea is not considered good form by contcmporary
Socialist parties, and in the daily propaganda and agitation
among the masses 1t plays no part whatevers Yete o o the bour-
gcols statee o o cannot be replaced by tho proletarian statee o o
through 'withering away', but, as & general rule, only through.

a violent revolution. The panogyric sung in its honour by Engels
and fully corresponding to tho repeatcd dcclarations of Marx
(romember » o o the Communlst Manifecsto, with its proud and open
declaration of the incvitabillty of a violent revolution. « o) ==
this praise is by no means a more Vimpulse!, a mere declamation,
or a polemical sally. The necessity of sys%ematically fostering
among the masses this and just this point of view about violent
revolution lies at the root of the whole of Marx's and Engcl's
teachinge - The neglecct of such propaganda and agitation by both
the presont prodominant social-chauvinist and the Kautskyist
currents brings their botrayal of Marx's and Engels' teaching
into prominent relief." {Stato and Rovolution, pps 18-20).

"In the same work of Engels,
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Manifssto has the status in our party of "a historical document, 93
yeors GTE," and that the particular sontence quoted should be taken
in ccancction with Engele: statement in his preface to ths first
English translation of Capi*ol -~ a statemsnt which Cannon nisinter-
prects, by the bye: Cannon bas Engels single Englend out because of
the oxistence of democratiz institutione thore, although at the time
of Engels' writing, France had bcea a democratic republiic for fiftecn
years -~ that in Erngland "the inovitadble social rovolution might bo
cffeeted entirely by peaccful and lcgal means,” Surcly Cannon must
‘wnow that the revorse of what hc imolice is true: that 1t is the
Cormunist Manifesto which is timely, while the statement in Engols!
Proface to Capitax has tho status only of an "historic documcnt'.,
Sural must know-that all rcputablo Marxists since before tho
first World War have eonsidorod Engels' statcment about England ob-
s0lctc. Lonin writes in Statc and Revolution: “"Today, in 1917, in
the opoch of the first great impcriaiist war, this cxception made by
Marx is no longer valide » o Today both in England and in Amecrica the
iprocondition of any rcal peoplc's rcvolution' is the break-up, the

skattoring of the 'rcady-made state machinery.'"

In 1917 Engels' cxcoption was no longer valid. Yet twonty-
f1ve years later we have Cannon accepting Engecls' statement at its
frce value as if it had boon mado only yestorday and "developing" it
in rclation to the Unitod States thus:

"If the domocratic proccsscs arc maintalned herc, if they are
not disruptcd by the introduction of fasclist mcthods by the government,
and thc majority of thc people supporting the ideas of Socialism can
sccurc a victory by the domocratic processes, I don't sco any rcason
why they cannot procced, by the democratlic method of amending the
Constitution to fit the new rcgimc."

According to Marx, tho proletarlat cannot lay hold of the
rcady-madc statc machinery, but must smash it. According to Cannon,
thc proletariat can lay hold of the rcady-madec state machincry, "if
the democratic processcs are maintained.”

In Cannon's vicecw no violence will necessarily be rcquired to
smash the machlnery of thc capitalist state, but violence will be
conr’ined to a "pro-slavery rebollion" after the workers have taken
state powcr, It is truc that in thc Russian Revolution most -~ not
2ll =~ of the violcncc was of this character, but 1t docs not follow
tbgt onc can generalize from this cxpericnce, On the contrary, Lenin
and Trotsky werc at somo palns to point out the subscquoent revolutions
wiil almost certainly not resemble tho Russian Revolution in this rc-

spcctoe :

What part do soviets play in Cannon's schemc? According to
Connon thoy will be legislated into cxistence aftor the workcrs have
talen powcrs No other possible origin of sovlcts in the United States
1¢ suggested by the defensc in the triale But this is the cxact op-
posite of Lenin's and Trotsky's tcachings and of what has bcon proven
Ey the cxpericnce of tho working class sinco thc Russian Revolution.
1hc.sovicts as organs of workcrs' powcr arc forged in the strugglo
against the capitalist statc -~ be 1t doemocratic or dictatorial.
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In the situation of political crisis the soviets arilse spontaneously
side by side with the capitalist state (the original Deciaration of
Principles suggests the possibility that in America they might arise
fromn goneral strike committees; this 1s correct in principls). For
a time the two rivals for power =- the embrycnic workers' state and
the "legal", possibly "democratic® capitalist state ~- exist side by
side, This is the regime of dual powsr, an essenilal stage 1n. every
real vevolution. But thore is no account of the dual power givasn by
the defendants in the Mirneapolis trial ~~ either in their account of
the Russian or of the coming American revolution, Perhags it 1s
thought that the subject of dual power is too "difficult’ a one to
explain before a capitalist court. Trotgky was not of that opinion;
he gave a dotailed account of tho subject in his speech before tho
Czarist court reprinted in a recont Fourth International.

Undor tho conditions of dual power the soviets gradually
appropriate authority to themselves, Insofar as this appropriation
of authority is not rosisted by the capitallst government, the revo-
lution is accomplishod peacofully, - Thus Trotsky spoaks of the rovo-
lution's being ™nine-tonths™ accomplished beforc the October insurrcc-
tion. If tho capitalist govermmont werc not to resist at all --a
very unlikely supposition, of course == thore would in fact be a
peaceful transition from the bourgoois to the workers' statc. But
in what scnse could ono call suech a transition "legal?" Clearly not
in the scnsc that it wduld bo accomplishcd by constitutional mcanse
All that can be mcant by "legality" horc is that undor the oconditions
of dual power thc soviets obtain a status which cven the bourgeois
governmont is forced to rccognizce Tho "logality™ of the old regimo
ceases to have authority; side by side with the old regime the sov-
iets arc creating a now legallty. '

It 13 obvious from tho abovo that tho rclationship of tho
October insurrecction to Soviot "lcggality" can . be undorstood only in
tcrms of tho basic concepts of dual powcre To attempt to oxplain tho
one without oxplaining the othor, as Cannon did at the Minncapolis
trial, can only mcan to confusc revolutionary principles with 1dcas
ot bourgecols logality. Cannon's testimony on this point will bc eon-
sidercd in detail below, o

The Lossons of Spain

. From tho oxporiencc of the Spanish rcvolution rcvolutionarics
cen lecarn some important lessonse Thc defendants at the Minncapolils
trial cited tho cxample of Spain in rclation to the question of legal-
ity and of violcnce, but thoy consplcuously rcfrained from drawing
from 1t thc conclusions which actually have a boaring on that question.

Spain is citcd by Cannon as an oxamplo "whero a reactionary
minority recvoltcd against a majority in office™ and by Goldman as an
“esxamplc of a peaceful asccession to power and tho usc of violonco by
a minority to overthrow the majority." Goldman expandss ™Tho Loy~
alist government had the support of thce vast majority of the people
and camo to power beceausc of tho support of the peoplece. Tho fascists
thercupon organized their minority, and bogan a violent counter-rcvo-
lution and succeoded in defeating the majority."
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In the first place, the Popular Front government was not a
government of the majority, i1t was not an example of "a majority in
office." The Popular Front government was a capitalist government,

that is to say a government of a small minority, In citing Spain in
his argument Goldman changes the subject of discussion, for what he
“accession to power" of

had been discussing was the question of the
a new ruling class. The election of the Popular Front government in

Spain was the same sort of change of government that occurred in the
United States when Harding was elected in 1920 or when Roosevelt was
elected in 1932. Naturally no one has ever doubted the possibility

of this sort of "peaceful accession to power,"

In the second place, it was not the fascists alone who defeat~
ed the workers, - It was not the fascists who disarmed the workers,
violently smashed their organizations, and shot them down in the
streets of Barcolona. This was done by the "legal® "peaceful" "demo-

cratic" ™majority"™ Popular Front government.

The experience of the Spanish revolution completely confirms
the Marxist theory of the state. It demonstrates that cven in the
most Left of bourgeois democracies the state is an Instrument for the
violent suppression of the working class; that even in the most Loft
of bourgecois democracios tho working class cannot takeo power by the
poaceful and legal process of laying hold of the ready-made state .
machinory, but that on tho contrary they must smash that machinery ==

. or it will smash thom.

Cannon distorts the history of tho Russian Rovolution

In the course of his testimony Cannon gave a bricf account of
the history of the Russian Rovolution. Naturally much of what ho
said on this subjoct was corroct; evon more instructive from our
present standpoint were . hls omissions and orrors,

- In describing tho propaganda of the Bolsheviks, Cannon dcvele
ops at some longth the significance of the slogan: "Down with the
Capitalist Ministorsl™ but he doos not so much as mention thc slogan
which Lonin raiscd upon first returning to Russia and which played an
infinitoly morc important part in the Revolution: "All power to tho
Sovietsy"™ Tho rcason for this omission 1s that any onc reading
Cannon's account and not familiar with the subject would supposc that
the Soviets alrecady had Mall power" beforc the October Revolution,
Discussion of this basic slogan would require an explanation of tho
rcgime of dual powcr, and it is oxactly this which Cannon is at pains

to avoid.
- That tho Octobor insurrection played a dccisive role in the

Revolution is a widely hold opinion, and onc shared by Lonin and

Trotskye Thus in The Casc of Leon Trotsky the following dialoguec

occurss
"Stolborg: Mr, Trotsky, the first mistake which Zinoviev

there spcaks of, you characterizc as his oppositlion to the October
Revolution, Wasn't it rather an opposition to the October insurrcc-

tion?
"Trotskys To thc October Revolution, beccause without tho
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October insurrection, it could not become the October Revolution,"

But Cannon achieves the seemingly impossible; he gives an
account of the October Revolution without describing, without so
much as mentioning the insurrection, To be exact hls account cone

tains one indirect reference to 1t:

' "Goldman: And was there any violence connected with the gain-
ing of the majority (1 -- gaining of state power must be meant, S.J.)

by the Bolsheviks? '
: "Cannon: Very little -- just a scuffling, that's all."

Naturally Schweinhaut cross-examined Cannon on the subject of
the insurrection, basing his crosg-examinagtonagn Trotskg'ﬁwL§s§§£g'
of October, Morrow, writing in the Militant, scusses Schweinhaut's
unfalr use of quota%ions frgm "forgotten pamphlets." Judging from
Cannon's testimony, Lessons of October belongs in that category.
Goldman, who had introduced into direct examination over the objection
of the prosecution the subject of the Stalin-Trotsky debates of 1924-
£7, objected violently when the prosecution proposed to cross-cxamine
the witness on the pamphlet whigh actually set off that controversy,
Ths reason for this objection is clear to any one who takes the

trouble to compare Lessons of October with Cannon's testimony; the
.one is in direct contradiction to the other., _
(By the bye, an interesting contradiction exists between
Morrow's and Goldman's criticisms of Schweinhaut., The former objects
to his questioning Cannon on "sentences and half-sentences"; the

lattor objects to his questioning him on more than "one or two or
perhaps three sentcnces," Some people are hard to pleases)

Schweinhaut asks Cannon whether it is not true that the insur-
rection was planned and started before the meeting of the Congress of
Soviets, in other words whether it is not false to state that the

Bolsheviks "waited for the Congross of Soviets." The question 1is

vne of facts, and facts are stubborn things, The facts are as follows:
The insurrcction was begun on the 24the The Congress was scheduled
to meet on the 25th, but the greater part of thec day was taken up in
caucus meeting. Tho Bolsheviks hoped to delay the opening of the
Congross until the conclusion of the insurrection, but this proved
impossible duo to the delay in capturing the Winter Palace. Shortly
after the opening of the Congross, Trotsky addressed it, stating (a
few hours prematurely) that the insurroction had already becn accom=x
plished. Thc Congross did not take any formal action until after the
storming of the Wintcr Palace and thc arrest of the Provisional

Government e :

It may be objoected that this amounted to the same thing as
waiting for the Congress of Sovictse. After all, it was only a dif-
ference of twenty-four hours, But as Trotsky writes in Lecssons of
October, "™Is it rcally true that such a historic event can hingo upon
an intorval of twonty-four hours? Yes, it can," A dolay of twonty~
four hours in tho October insurrection would probably not havc pro=-
vented its succoss, but it would cortalnly have made 1t more difficult..

Twenty-four hours mado no difforonce in the "synchronizing




the seizure of power with the ovening of the Second Soviet Congress"
in Trotsky's sense; it made all ths difference in the world in regard
to "tho legal sanctilon of the action by the Soviets" so all-important
4.0 Cannon, so absurdly foraalistic to Lenin and Trotskye. (0f course,
11 an ex rost facto sanction is considered equally %legal,™ then the
question of the date of the insurrection does not arise in this con-
nection at alle. In this sense, Lenin’s plan of insurrection was
oqually as "legal" as that actually adopted.) :

there was a difference between Lenin and

the Bolshevik Central Committee on the question of the date of insur-
vection, and Lenin was over:zuled on tnls polnt, Cannon testifies
corrsectly on this point, but he fails to say what sort of difference
was involved, 1eavin§ tﬁe impression that it was a principled ones

In Trotsky's words, ."This‘’question pertesins not to.principle but
rather to a tecanical issue," In othor words: between Lonin and
Zinoviev and Kamenev there was a difference of principle on the ques-
tion of legality; between.Lenin anad (say) Trotsky there was no dif~
feronce on the question of legality, but onlz & technical difference,

although one of "great practical importancee.

As everyone knows,

Why does Cannon suppose Trotsky devotes so much space to dis~
on? In order to

cussing Lenin's opinjor on the date of insurrecti

show how wrong Lenin could be? ©On the contrary, it 1is because Lenin
was right on the principled question involved: that insurrection 1is
an art, that it cannét stoop to formal constitutional considerations

of legalitye.

On the question of the date of insurrection: "Cannon: o e o
Loenin was overruled. _

"Schweinhaut: And who won?

"Cannpn: Trotsky wone"

Is "Trotsky” used hore as a pseudonym for the Central Commit-
tee? or, following in the footsteps of the Stalinist slanderers,
does Cannon impute a special opinion on this subject to Trotsky?

"Trotsky," says Cannon, "commented on the - legal sanction of
the .action by the Soviets." Whore and when did Trotsky make any
such comment? Not in Lessons of October and not in The History of

the Russian Revolutioﬁi‘*"fﬁhf was why 1t was delayed to November 7th}
according to Cannone Irotsky replies, "That the uprising must not '
occur except upon the decision of the Congress of,goviets -= there
could be no talk of such childish formalism,™ Did Trotsky insist
upon the date October 25th? "It was a question of the outside date,
of the impossibility of deferring it (the insurrection) to an indef-
infte time after the congress." That it was an outside date is made
clear by the fact that the insurrection beﬁan the day before the
nseting of the congress. Cannon asserts, "The question was submitted
to the All-Russian Congress of the Sovietse"™ Just how this was
possible, seeing that the ifsurrection had bsen planned days in
advance and was already under way before the Congress met, is not

explained.

The above 3uotdtions are taken from a chapter of Trotsky's
History entitled "Some Legends of the Bureaucracy." The legend he 1s
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refuting is that Trotsky insisted that the insurrection be accommo-
dated to the meeting of the Congress of Sovietss Trotsky's state-
ment on this question admits of no misirterpretation: "™e should
search in vain among the minutes, or among aLy memoirs whatever,

for any indication of a proposal of Trotsky to ‘accommodate the in-
surrection necessarily to the Second Congress of Soviets.' The
ground of this assertion. . - is a slightly conventionalized misun~
derstanding long ago o¢xplained away by none other than Lenin himself?

It remained for Cannon to disinter this legend,

Cannon indignantly denies Schweinhaut's assertion that Trot-
sky "lulled Kerensky into inaction by pretending to wait until the
Congress met, so that 1t could be decided legally who was to take
power," How does Cannon explain Trotsky's publiic address on the
24th of October in which he said, "An armed conflict today or to-
morrow is not included in our plan =-- on the threshold of tho All~-
Russian Congress of Soviets. We think that tho Congress will carry
cuc our slogan with groatcr pgwer and authority." Trotsky character-
1zes this statomont as a "ruse"™ having for its "purpose to lull at
tne last moment before the blow the none too lively vigilance of the
enemy." How does Cannon explain Trotsky's frcguent statements that
the insurrcction was prepared "under the cover" of Sovict "legality?"
Tho statcment "Wo succecded in luring our cnomics into the trap of
Soviet legality?™ and again "The Conciliationists (i,0. Kerensky and
Co.) wore complotoly hooked with the bailt of Sovict legality?"

Why was the insurrcction deferrcd nearly until the opening
of the Sccond Congress of Soviets? What rclationshig was there be-
tweon the October insurrcction and Sovict "legality?" Thesc ques-
tions aro clcarly answered in the scction of Lessons of October
which Goldman tried to prevent Schwceinhaut from reading to c court,
It is not possiblc oven to summarize Trotsky's argumont herc, but
one or two salicnt points must be noted., Trotsky explains that by
"legality" is meant "the 'normal' conditions of dual power."™ The
insurrection was prepared under the cover of Soviet "egality” in
this ways: the Bolsheviks constantly accused the Government of plan-
ning to disband the Second Congress of Soviets, which had a " egal®
statuss; they (the Bolsheviks) were preparing to defend the Congress
Ly any means necessary,,thex "appealed to the Second Congress as the
real master of the country.”" "™Waging an offensive all along the line,
wo kept up the appearance of being on the defensive." This tactic '
had two great advantages: 1t won far greater mass support than would
have been possible under Lenin's plan "to prepare an armed insurrece
tion under the naked slogan of the seizure of power by the party,"
and it deceived the enemy. At the same time 1t is clear that Sovict
legality was only a ®cover® for the insurrcction, sinco the aim of
the insurrcction was to terminate, not to perpctuate ®the 'normal!

conditions of dual power,"

"he adaptation of the question of the scizurc of power to
the Second Sovict Congress did not involve any naive hopes that the
Congress itsclf could settle the qucstion of powcres™ The qucstion
cf powecr was scttled by the insurrcction. When Cannon statcs, "Tho
power was in the Congrcss, and thc Congress was the rcal power," he
doscribes the state of affairs which obtained only aftcr the success

of the insurrcction,
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What are the lessons of October? That revolutions in the future
will be able to be prepared under the same sort of "legal cover" as
was the October insurrection? "Yn the contrary," writes Trotsky,
nye can state with certainty that this experlence will never be re=
peated anywhere in such a forme .« . Our basic and, we believe, incon-
testable postulate that the actual process of the conquest of power
will encounter in Europe and America a much more serlous, obstinate,
ané prepared resistance from the ruling classesS. .« makes it all the
more incumbent upon us to view the armed insurrection. . . as an art,"
This means that in the classic bourgeois democracies the machinery
of the state will offer mopre”violent resistance to the proletariat
than it did in Russia. Or ‘the other hand, in these countries there
will be much less chance of a secrious "pro-slavery rebellion": "after
the seizure of power they (the proletariat) will have a much freer

hand."

Cannon states that the party will "exhapst all possibilitles
for a peaceful change." This is not an accidental phrase, for it is
repeated scveral timts by both Cannon and Goldman. In Russia "to
exhaust all possibilitics for a peaccful change" meant to wait for
the Constituent Assembly. Had Lenin not sounded the alarm, had he
not persistently fought these and similar "eonstitutional illusions,"
it very likely Ycould not have become the October Revolution." There
was no Lenin to combat the constitutional i1llusions of the POUM.

They pursued to the bitter end the policy of "exhausting all peaceful
possibilities." Naturally there were other deviations on the part of
7inoviev and Kamenev and the POUM from Bolsheviam, but on this ques-

tion Cannon stands with them against Lenin. On one hand Cannon char-

acterizes the Russian Revolution as "the greatest event in the history
of mankind™; on the other hand he pledges our party to a pollicy which,
1f followed by the Bolsheviks, would have prevented that event from ‘

occurringe.

To conclude: The Coming convention of the party should in 1ts
resolution commending the defense made at the Minneapolis trial speci-
fically state the following reservation: '

"The Socialist Workers Party camnot agree with Cannon's state-
ment that fascism i1s the nub of the question of violence, and that so
long as bourgeois democratic ‘Institutions are preserved the possibil~-
ity for a peaceful transition to workers' power exists. On the con-
trary, we regard bourgeois democratic institutions as much as fascist
ones as instruments for the violent suppression of the working classe
We reaffirm the Marxist thesis that the proletariat can come to power
not by laying hold of the ready-made state machinery, but only by
smashing it. We cannot agree with the defendants! pledge to exhaust
all possibilitiecs for a peaceful change before initiating violence,
Ws accept the principle embodied in the third condition of admission
into the Comintern that YCommunistse. . « must everywhere create a
parallel illegal apparatus, which at the decislve moment could assist
the Party in performing its duty to the revolution.'"

B. _The Nature of Revolutionary Defeatism
Or of Political Opposition to War)

lannon correctly testified that we, as revolutionists, oppose
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tho imperialist ware. It 1is on the question of the naturc of this
opposition that tho defense watcred down the Marxist position.

The answers given tothe question of what our opposition to
war consists of are either irrclcvant or inadequate. The statcment
cf what our delegation in Congress should do in time of war 1s irrc-
levant, bccausc we have nonce The statement that "we do not assume
responsibility for the war" is irrolcvant, bccause no one is asking
us to assumo rosponsibility for it. In addition, Cannon testifice,
"Insofar as we arc permittcd our rights, we would spcak against the
war as a false poliey that should bc changede. o « just as Lloyd
Georgc, for cxample, opposed the Bocr War in public addrcsscs and
speeches. Ramscy McDonald. « « opposcd the war policy of England
during the World War. « « S0 far as we arc permittcd to cxercisc our
right, wec would continuc to writc and speak for a diffcrent foreign

policy for America."

Revolutionaries must speak and write against the ware That
is absolutely correct, but it is not enoughe. All political experience
shows that talking in a vacuum has little effect; words must be accom-
panied by deeds. But Cannon specifically denies that we will do any-
thing against the war but talk against it. The reason given is that
we must "abide by the decision.of the majority." "If the majority. of
the people declde on war. + « our peoplees « o Will also participate
in the ware" In what country do the majority decide on questions of
war and peace? The phrase "abide by the decision_ of the majority"
conceals the fact that what is involved is capitulating to the deci-
sion of the capitallist minority, : '

A summary of the theory put forward by the defense is given
in Cannon's Statement on the War: "The great majority actively or
passively supports the war program of the Roosevelt administration.
As a minority we must submit to that majority in action. We do not
cabotage the war or obstruct the mllitary forces in any waye. « « Wo
abide by the decisions of the majority." .

In the same sense the majority accepts the program of civil
peace, of national unity. Do we, then, "suhmit to the majority in
action?" It is clear that we abide by thils decision of the majority
in action no more than we do in words.

It will be argued that all that i1s meant by the phrase "ab
by the decision of the majority"™, is that we rejezt 1nd§vidu:1 2aégf
tages But if the United States went to war against the Soviet Union
we would sabotage the war and that quite regardless of the "decisions
of the majority." :

The whole concept of abiding by the decision of the ma jority

1s a faise one. At the present time the majority of the workers are
hoodwinked. Naturally we must adapt our work to that fact. but that
does not mean that we "submit™ to.the illusions of the majérity.
ReYolutionists act in the interests of the majority, even when the ;
majorlty are deceived as t o thoir own interests, "Against the streami’
is a brave slogan, but 1t 1s rendered moaninglcss by the proviso that
we submlt to the majority in action. '
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Tt is hard to say how seriously this argument 1is taken by
those who put it forward. At the trial Cannon several times rejected
obstruction of the war effort or insubordination regardless of weether
we should be in a minority or a majority. If the reservation: S0
long as we are in a minority" can be stated or omitted at will, it

cannot be considered of essential importance.

To return to Cannon's account of political opposition to wars
1t 1s a poor sort of definition which places us in the same category
as Lloyd George and Ramsey McDonald. Such a confusion results from
divorcing the question of opposition to war from the question of re-
volutionary defeatism. It is qulte possible to "speak against the
war as a false policy that should be changed" and at the same time
reject the program of working for the defeat of one's government.
Such was the nature of McDonald's and Kautsky's opposition to the
Viorld War, and of our opposition to the Russian war against Finland,
In the case of an imperialist war the only Bolshevik program is the
program of revolutionary defeatism. But this program was not only
not put forward by the defense at the Minneapolls trial -- 1t was

denied outright,

Goldman says in his closing speech, "t Revolutionary defeatism!
» o o 8imply means that we continue to advocate the class struggle
during the war." According to this definition we are revolutionary
defeatists not only in the United States, where we oppose the war,
but also in China, where we support it, Goldman's definition is,
therefore, inadequate. '

The essence of the revision on the question of defeatism is
Cannon's categorical assertion that we oppose obstruction of the war
efforts It is quite correct to say that we reject individual sabo-
tage, but that 1s only one aspect of the question. Our whole program
nas the aim of total obstruction of the war effort, total sabotage
of the war plans, total insubordination, not through the acts of a
few individuals, but by the mass action of the workers, and of the
soldiers in the first instance. Not only must we "speak against the
war as a false pollcy that should be changed," but we must call upon
the workers and soldiers to stop 1it.

It should be noted that the difference between individual and
mass action is not the same as Cannon's distinction betwecn minority
and majority. Mass action can still be the action of a minority,
In fact 1t can be stated with certainty that if we refuse to act
while we are still in a minority, we shall never be in a majority,
The majorlty cahnot be won by talk alone.

Furthermore the entire context of Cannon's testimony makeos it
clear that when he speaks of "winning a majority™ he does not mean
that when a majority of the workers have been won to opposition to
the war that we shall proceed to stop it by direct action. Lenin,
when asked if the Russian soldiers had becen allowed to vote on the
question of continuing the war, replied, "They.voted with their feet;"
pat Cannon does not approve of this method of voting. He means that
waen we heve won a majority we shall be able to take over the gov-
ernment == peacefully, 1f democratic processes are not interfered
with -+ and the rew government will "c¢hange the false policy." The
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tactic of revolutionary defeatism plays no part whatsoever in this
scheme .

Revolutionary defeatism is sometimes taken to mean that we
want the capitalist government to bLe defeated by the proletariat.
To pose the question in this manner is to confuse two distinct
stages of the class struggle. In the coming civil war all revolu-
tionilsts naturally want the proletariat to defeat the capitalist
government. But we are not yet in that stage. Our present task 1is
to turn the imperialist war into a civil war; and revolutionary de=-
featism is the basic tactic for accomplishing this first task.
Revolutionary defeatism means that we must work now for the military
defeat of our government -- that is, for the destruction, disorgani=-
zation, disintegration of its military machine -- as a prerequisite
for the soclal revolution.

Asked whether revolutionary work in the army would "obstruct
the military efforts,® Cannon answerss "Not in the sense of opening
up the front for the advantage of opposing armies.," Revolutionists
cannot make such a categorical assertion. "We are offering this so-
lution,” Cannon explains, "to the soldiers of all the lmperialist
armies." That 1s true, but it does not follow that we can guarantee
that there will be simultaneous revolutions on both sides of the
fronte This is the most desirable, but clearly the least probable

alternativee ’

Revolutionary Marxists are for the intensification of the
class struggle, regardless of its effect on the military front; they
are for the military defeat of their government, even if this means
the temporary victory of the opposing army. As Lenin pointed out,
"Such defeats facilitate the struggle of the masses to take power and
put an end to the slaughter,”

This question is clearly explained in War and the Fourth In-
ternational; "A military defeat resulting from the growth of the re-
volutionary movement is infinitely more beneficial to the proletariat
and to the whole people than military victory assured by 'civil
peace.! Karl Liebknecht gave an unsurpassed formula of proletarian
policy in time of wars 'The chief enemy of the people is in its own
country.! The victorious proletarian revolution will not only rocti-
fy the evils caused by defeat but will also create the final guaran-
tec agalnst future wars and defeatse This dialectic attitude toward
war 1s the most important element of revolutionary training and therep
fore also of the struggle against war."

Trotsky doos not write, "Revolutionary defeatism is a diffi-
cult and obscure minor point of Marxist theory, which there is no
necd to explain to the workers;" he insists that it is "tho most
important elemen{ of revolutionary training." To speak of opposition
to the war and at the same time to reject revolutionary defeatlism 1s
to emasculate Leninism, :

, To concludes The resolution of the coming party convention
commending the defensc at the Minneapolls trial should incdlude the
followling spezific reservations
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"he Socialist Workers Party cannot accept the account of po-
1itical opposition to war given by the defense, which would confine
our opposition to verbal opposition, but would 'submit to the major-
1ty in action.! As revolutionists we do not abide by the decisions
of the majority, but we act in the interests of the ma jority, even
when they are in error concerning where thelr interests lie,

"Je cannot accept the defense's unqualified rejection of ob-
struction of the war effort, insuhordination in the armed forces,
étc. We reject. individvel sabotage, but our entire program 1is d4di-
rected towards the total sabotage of the war plans by the mass action
of the workers, and of the soldiers in the first instance.

"™We cannot agree with the defendants' pledge that our program
will not open up the front to the advantage of the opposing army, as
1t 1s impossible to guarantee that there will be simultaneous revo-
iutions on both sides of the front, We reaffirm the position of
Wer and the Fourth International: '"Defeat 1s the lesser evil™s o o
K miTitary defeat resulting frem the growth of the revolutionary
movement is infiniteiy more beneficial to the proletariat and to
the whole people than military victory assured by "civil peace”. o
Ths victorious proletarian revolution will not only rectify the
evils caused by defeat but will also create the final guarantee

against future wars and defeats.'"™

Footrote to Section III: This section was completed before the

‘ receipt of the pamphlet Defense Policg in
the Minneapolis Triale In the light of that pamphTet 1t wou e
possibie and desirable to formulate more exactly some of the polnts
made aboves The section on "submitting to the majority" and the
section on the October insurrection in particular stand in need of
elaboration. But then Cannon's essay requires a detalled discussion,
and that cannot be attempted heree. All in all, it seems best to let’

the soction stand as written.

IV, REVISIONS ON THE WAR QUESTION AFTER PEARL HARBOR

It is not claimed that the revisions to be considered below

abpeared in our party only after the doclaration of war by the
United States, If their bases existed before then, after that event
they became at the same time more pronounced and of greater importanceg

war being, as we have so oftcn stated, the true test of a revolution«
ary groupe. ’ :

A, On the Necessity of Anti-War Agltatlon

In his testimony at the Minneapolis trial Cannon limited our
opposition to the war to anti-war agitation. It has been shown above
that such a definition is inadequate, but it 1s correct as far as 1t
goess a revolutionary party must carry out anti-war agitation. After
Pearl Harbor, howover, even this was denied -~ not in theory, but 1n
practices For three months following the attack on Pearl Harbor the
Milltant contained no agitational anti-war material; the party lssued
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no statement on the war (nor has it to this day); no agitational
anti-war material was published by Pioneer Publishers, by the party,
or by any of the leading comrades on their own; no speeches against
the war were delivered by any of the leading comradese

To the best of my knowledge, not a single party member, out-
side of the national leadership, was prepared for such an about-face,
This in itself i1s an indictment of the national leadership, for the
entire work of our party, since its formation,has had as its aim to
prepare us for the imperialist ware. There are two alternatives:
either the tactic adopted by the leadership was correct, in which
case criminal negligence was shown in not educating the party as to
the correct tactics to be employed upon the outbreak of war which
we have so long expected; or -- what will be argued in this paper =--
the tactic pursued following the outbreak of war was politically

falsee

The argumonts given in favor of the tactic adopted have on
the whole no bearing on the real question: whether it is the duty of
revolutionaries to agitate againgt the war. Thus it is stated that
the Militant has been taken out of party control so that 1t may con=
tinue 1ts work regardless of the legality of the party. Then why
doesn't the party publish agitational anti-war material in its own
name? It is claimed that there is some doubt as to how outspokenly
it will be permitted to speak logally against the war, and the
party's legality should not be risked. Then why don'é some of the
already convicted leaders, as revolutionists, publish in their own
name agltational anti-war material; to be distributed through chan-
acls aother than the officlal party organization? .

To raise the question in this way i1s not corrects First cone
siderations must bé considered firsy, and the first considoration in
this case 1s not the specific.conditions of legality to which our
work must be adapted, but the nature of the work which must be done.
Before considering specific proposals, we must formulate in a goner-
al way our tasks in the coming poriod. Considering the matter from
this point of view it cannot be denied that one of our main tasks in
the next period is to agitate against the war. This being decided,
we can proceed to consider what means can be found to accomplish
this taske If it camnot be done by one means, 1t must be done by
another; if it cannot be done legally, 1t must be done illegally.

The real question of legality is not how to avoid provoking
the capitalist governmment into suppressing us ("appeasement"), but
how to make the most of the short span of legality remaining to us.,
The most important advantage of legality is that it permits us openly
to carry out our agitation and propaganda. To sacrifice agitation
against the war in order to maintain legality, 1s to make a fetish
of legality. Under conditions where legallty can be maintalned only
at such a cost, serious revolutionary work can be done only by an

illegal organization,

Some individuals have denied that anti-war agitation is a
basic task at this time, basing their argument not on considerations
of legality, but on the "temper of the times" or the "mood of the
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masses." Naturally these factors make our work more difficult, but
they do not make it impossiblce What other meaning can be given to
the slogan "Against the streami™ which we have adopted for the pre-

sent period? y

At the present time; we are going through a recession of the
working class movemont. Under such conditions restrictions of our
mass work 18 necessarye. It i1s clear that revolutioniats in trade
unions, for oxample, should take no steps which serve only to 1solate
and expose them. It 1s exactly under these conditions that anti-war
agitation becomes a basic, if not the basic, form of our work. Those
comrades who speak of "the times" do not suggest an alternative form
of work to concentrate on, but a total restriction of activity. The
Russian Bolsheviks in 1914 were faced with an even greater recession
of working class movement than we have in America today, but they,
to the best of their ability, agitated against the war; nor wero
they discouraged by the apparent moagerness of the first results of
their work. If we have the courage to emulate them, we shall be
more than repaid tomorrow for the work we do today.

Finally, it should be asked, if wo do not take any "practical”
steps against the war, and if wo do not agitate against the war, in
what oxactly docs our opposition to tho war consist?

It may scem unnececssary to raiso this quecstion now, since the
National Committece of the ﬂarty, under pressure from the rank-and-
file, reversed 1tself on this question a fow months after Pearl Hare«
bor. There aro two reasons, however, why the discussion is still

pertinents.

First, the National Cormittce, although rcversing itsclf, ro-
fused to admit that any principled orror had beooen mado., Thec prcsont
party position secoms to bc: We shall ongagc . in anti-war jagitation
for a while, but it would bo just as consistent with revolutionary
principles not to 4o so0. : :

Sccond, and more important, the anti-war agitationm that the
party has carried on since the chango of lin¢ has not been satisfac-
torye It has not borne a truly agitational anti-war character (this
point will be d¢veloped in sections B and C below), and thero has
not becen enough of it. There have boen no popular leaflets or pamw
phlets of the sort which the party used to put out before thc war
(eege Hansen's Wall Streot's War -- Not Ours), there has been no litn
erature addressed to speclal groups whom it is especially important
to reach in connection with the war, there have been few -- if any -n
outdoor meetings. Our anti-war agitation compares poorly with what
we ourselves used to accomplish before the war startede Thls shows
that the leadership of our party does not seriously believe antl-war
agltation to be a basic task at the present time.

(A subject pertinent to the above discussion, but which there
is not space to discuss here, 1s the question of the actual "mood of
the masses," There is good reason to suppose that the leadershi
has exaggerated the patriotism and unanimity of the workerse Acgual
experience, as opposed to a priori reasoning, has shown the existence
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of a great deal of discontent and bewilderment as to what the war is
aboute It 1s clear, at any rate, that the fasclsts and "i{solation-
1sts" do not share our estimate of the situation). :

To conclude: The coming convention of the Soclalist Workers
Party should resolves Anti-war agitation is a baslc task of the
party in the present period. ‘

B.__ Opposition or Criticism

During the period immediately following Pearl Harbor it was
claimed that the party propaganda switched over from a direct to an
"oblique™ attack upon the war, It is the contention of"this paper
that during this period the party moved instead toward obligue
support of the ware For the policy of opposition to the war was
substituted a policy of criticlsm, that 1s to say of critical support.
Instead of opposing the war itself, we opposed the way in which 1t
was being conducteds Our main political line as far as our propa-

anda was concerned was not that the war was reactionary per se,
but that it was not being fought well enough.

That opposition to the war and criticism of its conduct are
incompatible should be perfectly cleare If we are really against
the war, we oppose the ruling class, not for waging it badly, but
for waging it at all. Conversely whoever criticizes the conduct of
the war from the stendpoint of effectiveness, whoever makes sugges-
tions for conducting it better ipso signo indicates his support of
the war, If one wants the war fought better, if one criticizes those
in charge for not doing well enouﬁh, it can only be because one is
for the war, If a war is "unjust" to start with, no one surely can
suppose that fighting 1t well will make it just. (Nietzsche does
suggest something of the kind: "Ye say it 1is the good cause which
halloweth even war? I aay unto youf it is the good war which hal-
howeth every cause.™) ' ' :

That revolutionaries cannot criticize the conduct of the war:
does not, of course, mean that they can oppose the war only in gon-
eral, but cannot oppose specific measures taken in connection with
“he ware We can and must oppose all specific measuros taken by the
bourgeoisie which hurt the working class, Two cases must be distine
guisheds ' :

‘1) Sometimes (eege the Smith Act) the "war"™ measures areo not
required by military considerationse. 'In such cases we have every
right to explain to the workers that the bourgeolsie are using the
war as a pretext to put through measures which they want anyway, but
which it would be difficult to force down the masses' throats in
peace time. , :

2) More frequently the measures will have a direct bearing on
the military effort (e.ge stopping the production of durable consume
ers' goods). In such cases we do not lle to the workers by telling
them that these measures are not needed to win the war; much less do
we suggost less painful ways of winning ite, On the contrary wec ex-
plain that these measures are requirocd by war, explein how. thay. burg
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the working class, and use this as the basis for anti-war agltation.

Such "criticism® of the war has nothing in common with critin
cism of the conduct of the war from the standpoint of effectiveness7
It is only the latter which 1s being considered here.

Criticism of the conduct of the war may take many different
forms. 1t may range from criticism of particular personnel and parsy
ticular policies to calling for a political or even a social revolu=x
tion. A classic example of such a policy, cited by Trotsky in ex-
plaining the stand the Left Opposition would take in the case of a
war against the Soviet Union, is that of Clemenceau during the
first World War, Clemenceau opposed the French government for 1ts
botching of the war, and, as the result of his constant criticism
and the failures of the government, he finally headed the govern-
ment which won the war. Was Clemenceau a bad French patriot compared
‘to those who complacently allowed the government to blunder? Trotsky
asked, Obviously Clemenceau was a better French patriot. And thus
the Left Opposition, adopting a "Clemenceau policy" during the coming
war, will be better patriots than the blundering Stalin bureaucracy,

The Clemenceau policy outlined by Trotsky is the present poli~
cy of our party in Russia, It is not changed 1in essence by the fact
that we now realize that the bureaucracy can be overthrown only by
a violent political revolution. '~

, Similarly in Spain our party adopted a policy of criticism of
the conduct of the war. We showed how wretchedly the bourgeoisie
was conducting the war against Franco and advocated that the working
class take power and take the conduct of the war into its own hands
as. the only way of defeating fascism. Our party in China today takes
the same position. In all such cases the political line is the samej
For the war, ageinst the govermment which 1s conducting 1it.

In regard to the present imperialist war good examples of tho
policy of criticism are afforded by the Nation, New Republic.and PM.
More thoroughgoing critics are the Technocrats 'IT EHe§r~propagad53‘
is to be taken at its face value). In England there are the new
Left" groups which are calling for a second front, nationalization
of all war industry, a Labour Party government, etc.

Dospite the grave political differencos between the varilous
groups and individuals mentioned, the attitude towards the war is in
cach case the same. It is a position of being for the war and for .
that roason being dissatisficd with the way it 1s being conducted
wanting it fought better. This position (criticism of the conduc
of the war) is tho diametrical opposite of the revolutionary position.
Rovolutionaries arc not for the war, they are against it. They arc
for the defcat of their own government. Only a hopeloss muddlehead
could attempt to combine these two contradictory princlpled position
on war, Few examples of such confuslion are provided by history,
but the Vichy blockheads have provided us with one: having arrested
Blum, Daladier, etc. obviousiy because they had the termerity to
fight Germeny at all, they proceeded to try them for having lost the
ware : : ’
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No one in our party has openly suggested that we abandon our
program. of opposition of the war for one of criticism, or even that
we combine the two, Such a pollcy, when formulated in a general way,
stands in too clear an opposition to our party programs Nevertneless.
there are many ‘ambiguons statemonts in our propaganda which admit of

ust such an interpretation, Goldman's column in the Militant of
March 29, 1941 -- which has been quoted above (part II) -~ is a good
example: : :
: "1f the workers take over power, Hitler is sure to be defeated,
while if we let the capitalists stay in power, Hitler's chances of
a victory are much greater, Look what happened to France. The cap-
jtalists were in contrel. And they led the war in a miserable manner
and capitulated in a miserable manner's « . A workers' government has
a thousand times better chance to win the war agalnst Hitler,"

The French bourgeoisie led the war in a miserable mannor; the
German bourgeoisie led it in an exemplary manners So what? As re-.
volutionists we are mgainst boti sides; as between the two we have
rio preferencess Only & supportés of the war can criticize those
in charge for the mieerable mannegr ln which they conduct it. Goldman
proposes in relation to the imperialist war the political line which
revolutionists adopted towards the Spanish civil wars critical sup-

porte
Other examples of the same sort can be found in our literature,

More serious, however, than general formulations of this kind
are specific criticisma of the conduct of the war from the standpoint
of effectiveness. Tho nature of the criticism we give to indlvidual
moasurcs adopted by the bourgeoisie is of the utmost importance, as
1t determines the nature of our day~to-day work., Unfortunately since
Pearl Harbon this criticism has more and more taken the form of crit-
icizing the conduct =- military and gconomic -~ of the war as not
being effective enough. B

Shortlg after the attack on Pearl Harbor Cannon stated (ver-
o

bally) that t gilit%nt would criticize the negligence of the admir
als in charge at Pear rbor, Nothing so pategtlg patriotic has )

appeared either in the Militant or in party publications, but the
fact that such a thing could be suggested is significant.

It might be argued that the admirals' negligence should be
criticized because it cost many American soldiers their lives. But
it saved as many Japanese lives. Besides each and every war measure
could be defended as protecting Americean lives. It is the duty of
revolutionaries to explain that the loss of 1life 1s due not to the
binnderings and shortcomings in the conduct of the war, but to the
policy of the government which has involved the country in war in

the first places ‘

In the Militant of December 27 there appeared a soclal-patrio-
tic editorial entitied "The Negro Mess Attendant on the 'Arizona.'"

A condensation follows:

« o o The New York Times tells how %a Negr6 mess attendant
who never before hn@ fTred a gun manned & machine gun on the bridge
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e o o Until his ammunition was exhausted."

We cite this story not simply to show that Negroes have
heroic fighting qualitiese o e :

Rather we point to this incident as an example Of o o o

discriminatione. « o '

This unnamed Negro sallor gave an example of bravery and
resourcefulness under fire that would do credit to any member
of the Navys. « o : :

This picture of ,the Negro mess attendant -- segregated,

 discriminated against, denied his elementary right of an equal
opportunity for training and position in the nationts fighting
forces, yet turning with cool courage to fight in defense even
of those who might have discriminated againat hime « o must
cause the blood to boil in the veins of decent, democratic men
and womene ¢ e
The Navy is crying for men, for fighters, Yet 1t bars
the Negro peoples o o With o o @ fighting capacities second
to nonee. " '

The Negro people. » o have wondered what kind of war for
democracy it is that must be fought by a Jim Crow Navye o o
Perhaps wider sections of the population will begin to wonder

_after reading about the Negro mess attendant on the Arizona.
" The American peaple must demand an end to the Jim Crow
system in the armed forcese « o 88 well as everywhere else.

The language, the tone of this article are remarkable, ap-
~pearing in a publication.purporting to. be revolutionary and anti-
ware. We are interested here, however, in fts pelitical content.

In the first place, despite the statement "we are not citing
this as an example of heroism", that is exactly what the article
‘does -~ and in hyperbolic languages Surely it is not the task of .
the anti-war press to "blow up" war heroes, be they black or whitee
The Militant praises the Negro for defending gyen those who might
have discriminated against .him." The bopr%eois philistines also
nave praised this supposed willingness of the Negro to fight for
his oppressors; one expects revolutionaries to find this alleged
quality not altogether commendable, Furthermore it is not a case
of defending even those who might have di scriminated against him;
it is a case of defending Amerﬁcan capltalism which has oppressed
him doubly =-= as a worker and as & Negro. If we cannot openly
state that it would have been better for the Negro mess attendant
to turn his gun in the other direction, at least we do not have to
praise his zeal in fighting for Wall Street. .~

It is perfectly correct to demand an end to Jim Crow. 1In
this as in other cases the objection is to the reasons given for
this demands The Militant wants Jim Grow abolished to strengthen
the Navy. Had the mess aLttondant had an equal chance for training,
it would have facilitated the defense of the Arizona, "The Navy
is crying for men, for fighters.," This cannot be interpreted two .
wayse It means that the Navy's gystem of barring the Negroes, who
have demonstrated their eagerness to die for American imperialism
("position in the nation's fighting forces™.), interferes with the )
building of the Navy. o
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The Militant also wants Jim Crow abolished to improve
moraloe It states that Negrocs and othcre are beginning to "won-
der" whother this is a war for democracy; but the Militant does
not say that 1t is not a war for democracy. The implication is ==~
whether the writer meant this or not -- that Jim Crow should be
abolished so that pecople will stop "wondering".

Mhe Negro Mess Attendant" might have been taken word for
word from PM, which has conducted a campaign along similar lines,
To call it Woblique™ opposition to the war 1s to accuse the entire
liberal press of eopposing the war.

On January 3 another social-patriotic editorial, "AFL
Workers and our Military Policy", appeared in the Militant.,

e o o Hundreds of « « o bullding trades workers at Guam,
Midway and Wake Islands participated in actual fighting along-
side of the regular armed forces « « o

If there ever was a verification of the scorrectness of
(the Trotskyist military) policy, it is the case of the AFL
worker who came to erect bnildings and found themselves fight-
ing for their lives in the mid-Pacific.

e o o o are opposed to exposing workers , » » to conditions
of warfare for which they are totally unprepared.

Our answer iss Train the workers in the military arts « +
under the « « « control of o « « the trade unionsa.

_ The workers and soldiers oh the Pacific Islands are not
defending outposts of American imperialism, they are quite simply
"righting for their 'lives". Surely the unqualified use of this
phrase suggests that they are fighting for thelr interests.

‘Revolutionary opponents of the war insist that they are fighting
against their interests, v

The Militant wants the workers trained so that they will be
better able to fight "for their lives", i.ee for American imperial-
1sm, It is against "exposing workers to conditions of warfare for
which they are untrained", but it does not suggest the obvilous
answer that they should not be sent to Guam in the first place.

On the contrary, "our answer iss train the workers, etc." In
other words the Mi%itagt is not objecting to the defense of these
imperialist outposts, 1s criticising the bourgeoisie for not
defending them well enough. :

(See critigque of the military policy Part I, Section B.
Even those who do not agree, however, must realize the social-
patriotie character of the article cited above,)

Frequently in our propaganda we have spoken of the
capitulation of the French army officers, and stated that a trade-
union controlled army would not have capltulateds No one has
claimed that putting trade union officials in charge of the army
would change tho character of the ware It is clear, therefore, that
such propaganda is criticism of the conduct of tho war, and pro-
posals for fighting tho imperlalist war more effectively.
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Examples could be multipiied, but those cited are enough to
make the point.

More prominent in our propaganda have been criticisms of
the economic conduct of tho war. Morrow's War and the Monopolies
in the February Fourth International is fairly typical. The
charges are that American capitalism because of anarchy, monopolies,
profiteering, etc., has sabotaged war production. Examples of how
the auto industry refused to convert until forced to, of how the
steel industry refused to increase productive capacity, etc. are
citede The facts, generally taken from Government reports, aro
corroct enough; 1t is the political line which is at fault,

Revolutionaries are not for the war effort; they arec against
ite What is it to us whether war production is done efficiently
enough? Whether 60,000 or 600 planes are produced? There is no
political difference between criticising the bourgeoisle for not
producing enough war goods und criticising them for not sending
enough planes over Tokio,

Nationalisation of industry and its operation under work-
ers' control is our basie transitional slogane It is social-
patriotiam, however, to raise this slogan as a means of conducting
the war better; and that is exactly the connection in which it is
now ralsed in our propaganda, Morrow calls this slogan "the
transitional demand around which the groat masses can be rallied
against monopoly capitalism, even while the masses are still
imbued with patriotic 1llusions."™ The masses are imbued with
patriotic illusions, that i1s true. Therefore do we attempt to
dispel these illusions? Do we explain that 1% is a capitalist war?
On the contrary, we strengthen them by explaining to the workers
how the capitalists are "sabotaging" the war effort and by demand-
ing that the capitalist government conduct the war more efficicntly
by naticnalizing industry., Morrow's formula is a formula of sup-
porting the war, o ‘ o

It might be claimed that our literature on the subject of
war production is not criticism of the conduct of the war, but a
scientific analysis of capitalist war economy. But a scientific
analysis would not give such a onc-sided picture; it would show the
achievements as well as ‘the shortcomings, the planning as well as
the "anarchy". There can only be one reason for picking out the
failings of the war production drive and emphasizing them -- oven
though they are not the main aspect of the economic situation --
and that 1s beocause one is dissatisfied with war production and
wants to sece it Improved. Revolutionists oppose the dislocation
of the oconomy caused by the war and the resulting social sabotago.
They demand production for use under workers' control, not an
improved method of conducting the slaughter,

To conclude: The coming conventlon would resolve:
Revolutionary opposition to war is incompatible with

ériticism of the conduct of the war from the standpoint of effective-
ness., The,Boclalist Workers Party will reject and expose all
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propaganda which poses as Socialist and yet makos such criticism,
(as distinguished from a scientific analysis of the wcaknesscs
of capitalism), offors suggestions for conducting the war, or
"demands" that it be conducted more effectively. :

Ce Anti;War Propaganda and the Peace Slogan

The slogan of "Peace!" or of "Stop the warl" 1s the natural
center of propaganda and agitation of an anti-war party., Thus the
slogan under which the Bolsheviks took power in 1917 was "Peaco,
Bread, and Landl" -- and peace was not accidentally first on the
1ist. Our party on the other hand rejects this slogan; it can be
found no where in the party literature or agitation -- nor, I
believe, in that of other sections of the Fourth International.
The result is that our propaganda 1is robbed of any possible agil-

tational value or effectlvcness.

(It has been shown in section B above how the party propa-
ganda has assumed a semi-patriotic character especially since
Pcarl Harbor, This inevitably results from the rejection of the
peace, slogan., There are two principled positions governing
agitation on the war question: one is for the war, in which case
one criticises the conduct of the war and demands that it be
conducted more effectively; or one is against the war, in which
case one agitates for its being stopped.)

Attempts have been made to justify the party position on
the basis of articles written by Zinoviev and Lenin during the
first World War (Joachim Brust, "Bolshevism and the Struggle for
Peace" in the Fourth International, July 1941), But the writings
of Lenin are not dogma for us. We accept his theories and pollcles
as authoritative only insofar as they can be shown to have con-
tributed to the success of the Russjan Revolution, If Lenin is in
contradiction with himself on this point, then we accept not his
writings of 1914-16, but his decisive use of the peace slogan as
the lever for turning the imperialist war into a civil war in

1917 .

Actually there is no contradiction in Lenin's writings and
practice. Lenin was against the peace slogan as employed by
Kautsky, against the peace slogan when it fostered pacifist and
Utopian illusions, when it was a question of deceiving thc workers
into thinking that a democratic peace was possible without a social
revolutions This criticism was entirely correct, and 1t applies
equally well to any one who raises any transitional slogan in
such a way as to suggest that it can be realised within the frame-
work of capitalism. But Lenin was for the peace slogan when 1t
was a question of calling upon the workers and soldiers to stop
the war by their own revolutionary action, when it was a question
of pcace through socialism, (In the same way Lenin can be quoted
"for and against™ the United States of Europe slogan.)

In his polemic against Kautsky Lenin wrote, "The proletarian
slogan must be c¢ivil war." In other words, Lenin rejected the
peace slogan only insofar as it glossed over the necessity of civil
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war. But our leadership have rejected not only the peace slogan,

but that of civil war as well., Instead of either of these they

have put forward the false slogan: "Purn the imperialist war into

a war against fascisml" Lenin's (conditional) rejection of the peace
slogan bore a revolutionary character; our rejection of it bears a
social-patriotic character. (See the analysis of the new slogan in
part II above.)

The Bolshevik position on the peace slogan is summarized in
War and the Fourth International:

The experience of the years 1914-18 demonstratess « e
that the slogan of peace is in no wise contradictory to the
strategic formula o% "defeatism", on the contrary, 1t develops
a tremendous revolutionary force, especially in case of a pro-

tracted war. The slogan of peace has a pacifist, that is lying,
stupefying, enfeebling character only when democratic and other

politicians juggle with it; when priests offer up prayers for
the speediest cessation of the slaughter; when "lovers of
humanity", among them also social-patriots, tearfully urge the
governments to make peace quickly on "the basis of justicee"
But the slogan of peace has nothing in common with paclifism
when it emanates  from working class quarters and trenches,
intertwining itself with the slogan of fratermization of the
soldiers of the hostile armies and uniting the oppressed against
the oppressorse The revolutionary struggle for peace which
takes on ever wider and bolder forms is the surest means of
"turning the imperialist war into a civil war,"

To conclude, the coming convention of the party should resolves
The slogan of peace, or of stopping the war must play a central role
in the agitation and propaganda of the Party.

D, The Economic Policy

By the economic policy of the party is meant the proposals
advanced for maintaining or improving the living standards of the
mass of the people, and of the workling class in particular.

The question to be discussed here is that of the propaganda
1ine of the Party, not the question of the relatlon of party
members to mass actions of the workers. Such actions arise as the
result not primarily of our propaganda, but of economic circumstances
beyond our control. Naturally no one would suggest that we 1isolate
ourself from such actions, or that we make as a condition for parti-
cipating in them the requirement that they be gulded by a program
which can actually improve the lot of the workers, But how we can
utilize such movements, into what channels we attempt to guide them-=-
that is determined by the propaganda line; that 18 the economic
policy.

Our propaganda in turn 1s determined by the factses We tell
the workers the truth, Before deciding upon an economic policy
we must have a clear picture of the present economic situation.

At the present time the standards of living of the masses are
sinking because of a shortage of consumers' goods. This shortage
is not yet general, but it is acute in regard to many sorts of




- 37 -

goods, and there is no doubt that with the protraction of the war
it will become much more serious.

The shortage of consumers' goods is caused by the requirements
of a war economy. The outstanding characteristic of war economy is
the shifting of the factors of production to the production of war
goods. It i1s estimated that the war production of the United States
has already rached the mark of $50-§60,000,000,000 annually; govern-
ment officials confidently expect to raise that figure to
- '$80,000,000,000, The latter figure is larger than the entire annual
hational income at the height of the prosperity of the 1920's. Mak-
ing due allowance for unused capacity at that time and increase in
productivity since, 80 billion dollars of war productlion still leaves
less for consumers‘ goods than was consumed at the worst of the de-
pression. When Henderson states that the war will require that
living standards drop below those of 1932, he 1s simply stating a fact,

Besides the shift of productive factors to war production
the war has caused a shortage of some of the factors of production
themselves. At least seven million men, who could be productive
workers, will be drafted into the Army. Our transportation facili-
ties are inadequate to take on the burdens of war in additlon to
those of peacetime production; a situation aggravated by the blockade
of the East coast and Japanese alr and sea supremacy in the Pacifice.
-A- number of essential raw materials usually imported are unavailable
(tin, rubber)., Finally, an ever-increasing proportion of the con-
sumers' goods which the United States does produce will have to be
‘exported to 1ts allles if they are to hold out,

In times of peace capitalism produces poverty in the midst of
plenty. Under the conditions of total war, however, there 1s plenty
only of war goods. In peacetime it is correct to say that the.econ=-
omic problem is one of distribution rather than production; that is
not true today. Maldistribution does exist; the capitalists rake
in huge profits, But only a small proportion of these profilts goes
into the purchase of consumption goods. If the entire consumption of
the capitalists was to be divided among the entire population, it
would not appreciably raise living standards.

The shortage of consumers! goods and the resulting decline
of the standard of living is caused by the war, not by the caplitalist
system (except, of course, in the sense that the war is caused by
capitalism)e. The same thing that is taking place in America today
is taking place in Russia in accentuated form. It would, if an im-
probable example be allowed, take place in a socialist world faced
with an unexpected Martian invasion.

Of course, 1f we had had a sociallst economy in the United
States for the last ten or fifteen years, the story might be quite
different, Likewlse 1f a socialist economy wore to be instated
today, the United States might in ten years be ready to fight a war
and at the *same time maintain its living standards., Both these sup=-
‘positions are irrelevant, The war requires that war goods be pro-
duced immediately. All the major United Nations fronts (Russia,
the Near East, India) are in a precarious position; before this paper
is read any one of them may have collapsed.
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. Any one who sincerely maintains that the United Statss can
successfully conduct this war and at tho same time maintain or
improve the living standards of the masses displays a wceful ignor-
ance of the actual situation. Yet this statement has been mace 1n
the Militant, it was made by Grace Carlson in her election campaign
in S%- Paul, and -- as will be shown below -- it is implied by the
present economic pclicy of the Party. Dozens of competent economists
have published analyses showing that this is impossible. No one in
‘our Party has made any efforts to refute these analysese The state-
ment that 1living standards can be maintained without interfering
with the war is made categorically; no facts or figures are put for-
ward to substantiate this assertion -- for the simple reason that

no such facts or figures exist.
}

The above argument will not be elaborated here; the burden of
proof lies with he who denies it.

Inflation

. Before proceeding to the consideration of the economic policy
of the Party,it is necessary to discuss the question of inflation.
Inflation may have many causes, but the present inflation insofar
as 1t affects the prices of consumers' goods is simply a reflection
of the shortage of those goods. The masses feel this shortage not
as a decline in their money income, but as a decline in the purchas-
ing power of each of the units of which that income is composed.

The purchasing power directed towards consumers! goods is greater
than the total value of the consumers' goods produced (at uninflated
prices, that is). This difference -- an estimated $17,000,000,000 -~
i1s the "inflationary gap." That is not capitalist propaganda =-- as

a recent Militant insinuates; it is an exact statement of the cause
of the present and future inflation in the prices of consumers'
goods., Nor does the "inflationary gap" exert pressure on prices

only under capitalism. Inflation and the "black market" are not
exactly unknown in the Soviet Union, '

'So long as the inflationary gap exists, inflation is inevitable.
There are only two ways of preventing inflation: either to increase
the production of consumers' goods, or to decrease the money income
directed towards the purchase of these goods. The former means giv=-
ing up the wapr effort; the latter -- by means of taxes and savings
(forced or voluntary) -- 1s what the government is trying to do.

"y Sliding Scale of Wages"

The peacetime transitional slogans "A sliding scale of wages
to meet the cost of living" has become the central point of the
Party's wartime economic policy.

In Marx's time a member of the International objected to the
struggle for general wage increases on the grounds that these would
lead only to a proportional. rise in the prices of consumems' goods
and hence would not benefit the workerse Marx's answer (Value, Price
and Prqfit) is instructives The steps of the argument are as followss

1) A general increase in.ﬁages would at the same time be a
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general decrease in profits,

2) The increase in wages would increase the demand for con-
esumers' goods. The immediate effect of this increase in demand
would be a proportionate rise in the prices of consumers'! goods.

3) The decrease in profits would decrease the demand for
producers' goods. The immediate effect of this decrease in demand
would be a proportionate fall in the prices of producers! goods.

4) As a result of these price changes the rate of profit in
the consumers' goode industry would be higher than in the producers!'
goods industry., Capital would then flow from the latter to the
former until a uniform rate of profit was established, which would
be when prices returned to "normal."

_ It should be noted that Marx does net think of denying that

e rise 1n wages unaccomparied by an incredse in the production of
consumers'! goods will lead to a proportionate rise in their prices.
His point is that it will not be unaccompanied by an increased pro-
duction of consumers! goods, because of the flow of capital from
low=-profit to high-progit enterprises. Under the present conditions
Marx's argument does not hold good, A general rise in wages will
not cause a flow of capital into consumers! goods industry. Capital
is flowing from consumers' goods industries and it will continue to
do so., Government intervention prevents the effective demand for
automobiles, refrigerators, radios, etc. from creating a supply of
these commo&ities; Under Ehese conditions a general rise in wages
will lead only to a general rise in the prices of consumers! goods,
It will not improve the general living standards.

Our slogan does not meet the real problem at all, It does
not provide in any way for an increase -- or even maintenance =-- of
the production of consumers! goods. It implies that living standards
can be maintained if only money income is increased sufficiently,
But consumers' goods cannot be created by sleight-of-hand, but-only
b¥fthg material factors of production which are required for the war
ellorv.

Increasing the money incomc to be directed towards the pur-
chase of consumers' goods in the same proportion as prices rise will
not, as the Fourth International states, eliminate "inflation for
the great masses o people." The proposed pouring of new bil-
lions into the inflationary gep could result only.in inflationary
rises in the price of consumers' goods proceeding in a geometrical
progression. A '

It has been assumed above that our proposal is one for in-
creasing the money income not only of the proletariat, but of the
me 8868 generally. There 1s, however, one large section of the
consuming public whose income is by no means determined by wages ==
the middle class farmers, Several responsible Party members have
told the present writer that tho Party supports the demands of tho
farmers for rising farm pricecs in proportion to the rise in the
general price lovel; and the Fourth International speaks of the
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farmer and worker." If money wages are.to rise while farm prices
are stablized the workers will be able to improve their living
standards somewhat -~ at the expense of the farmers. Of course,
there are limitations. Of those goods of which there 1s enough for
(say) only 10% of the population, the workers will not be able to
get enough even if the farmers have none., Contrariwise, it will
not benefit the workers to deprive the farmers of those goods of
which there i1s enough for everyone. But under conditions of de-
creasing available consumers' goods, it would be possible to give
the workers more by giving the farmers lesse. If that is what we
want we should say so.

Our economic policy is never presented as a way of distri-
buting an cver-decreasing supply of consumers' goods in favor of the
workers -- although that 1is all that it could accomplish, It is
presented as if it were a program to prevent the threatened general
decline in living standards. On-this point, therefore, our propagan-
da line does not correspond to the .facts,

"Make the Rich Pay for the War"

The slogan "Make the rich pay for the warl" 1s a correct one
if it is meant as a proposal for a 100% tax on proflts, In our pro-
paganda, however, this slogan is used in a connectlion which is very
miSlead{nga- Our propaganda suggests that there are two ways of
paying for the war: either the masses pay, which 1s what the gov~
ernment and the capitalists want; or else the rich pay, whioch is
what we want, Only in the former case, it is implied, will the
living standards of the masses be impaired,

The term “pay for the war™ has two meanings. The first is a
fiscal onej 1t means "financing the ware"™ The war can be financed
by taxation, borrowing, or printing-press money. Insofar as the
former method is employed one can speak of the alternatives of the
rich paying or the poor paying. There is, however, another and more
important sense in which the war must be paid for, The war requires
a sharp decrease in the production of consumers!' goods, which means
a decline in the total consumption of the nation. In this sense
one "pays for the war" insofar as one's standard of living is lower-
ed by ite In this most important sense the war can be paid for only
by the masses, If the capitalists and upper middle classes were to
stop consuming altogether, the resulting decline in demand for con-
sumers' goods would not begin to cover the decline in supply which
the war will necessarily bring about. Taxing the rich, an excellent
measure in itself, will not increase the supply of consumers' goods
and will not, therefore, appreciably raise the living standards of
the massess, ' :

As used in our propaganda the slogan "Make the rich pay for
the warl" means that we do not consider that the war itself requires
that the living standards of the masses be slashed, Used in this
sense -the slogan 1s false and misleadinge. -

It 1s not necessary to discuss here the other economis slogans
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of the party =-- none of which 1is objectionable. None of them

. touches on the main problem -- the shortage of consumers' goods

caused by the war.

The deficiencies of the Party's oconomic policy flow from
the same basic error which psrmitted the Party to abandon anti-war
agitation in the months immediately follewing Pearl Harbor. It 1is
a false concept of adapting the work of the Party to the war.
There is a tendency in the Party to "adapt" our work to war condi-
tions by working to improve -~ or at least maintain -- the living
conditions, to defend the rights of the workers without 1linking
this struggle to the fight against the war. It cannot be done.
The war itself requires that the living stendards of the masses be
slasheds The living standards of the masses can be maintained or
improved only by stopping the war, In the face of these facts, we
must take one of two positions: either we explain these facts to
the workers, we use them as the basis of anti-war agltation, we
direct our propaganda line towards channelizing the economic discon-
tent and struggles of the workers into a fight against the war; or
else we deny the facts, we @asure the workers that the war does not
require that their 11v{ng stendards be slashed, we put forward Utop-
ian programs for maintaining the living stapndards without interfer-
ing with the war, The former is the policy of revolutionary struggle
against war and against capitalism; the latter i1s a policy of lies
and of decelving the workerse

The war can be stopped only by the social revolutlon. This
1s our full program for solving the economic problems of the workers,
Qur full program should be supplemented by the transitional demand
that the factors of production be transferred from the production
of war goods to that of ¢onsumers' goods. This demand should be
raised both as a general slogan and also in regard to specific in-
stances of the use for war production of productive factors required
for consumers' goods production (conversion of plants, priorities,
etc.). 1In this way we will struggle not only against the war 1tself
in general, but against the specific measures required to conduct 1t.

Unlike our present economic policy, it cannot be claimed for
that proposed above that it will not interfere with the conduct of
the war, On the other hand, the proposed transitional demand has
this unquestionable advantage over those now made by our Party; if
i1t were fulfilled it would actbually improve the living conditions
of the masses, or at least prevent their decline.

To summarize, the coming convention of the Party should
resolve;
The Socialist Workers Party rejects under the present condi-
tions the slogan "Por a rising scale of wages to meet the rising
cost of 1ivingl" and all other slogans which imply that the living
conditions of the masses can be maintained in wartime. On the con=-
trary, we must explain to the masses that the war itself requires
that their living standards be slashed, that the only way to maln-
tain or improve them is to stop the war.

~ In addition to our full program We raise the transitlonal
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demand for the transfer of productive factors from war to consumers!
goods production.

CONCLUSION

The coming convention of our Party may be 1ts last legal
convention for sometime to comes The political program which
it adopts may be the guiding line for our Party in' the coming
revolutionary epochs, It is of the utmost importa nce, therefore,
that this program be a Bolshevik one.

It has been shown in this paper that several steps have
already been taken on the road which leads to reformism. For-
tunately they are short stepss They can still be retraced ==
to change the metaphor -~ by a relatively minor operation. It
will be nearly painless and it will leave no scars, But it
must be performed now, '

July 11, 1942




