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ADD NOs 9 =~ "AN END TO IMPERTIALIST WARSI"
' By Jean Blake

In the section on "Anti-War Propaganda and the Peace Slogan"
of his article "Recent Tendéncies in Our Party," Comrade Joyce
states correctly that there are only two nrincipled positions
governing agltation on the war gquestion: one is. for the war and one
is against the war,.-

Our position 1s, of course, against the war and must be
clear to the masses at all ‘times,

'+ True, our position was mede clear in the statement on the
war published in the January F.I. and quoted in the MILITANT once,
but that is not enough. Our position should be clear to any worker
who gets the MILITANT at any time. That is not necessarily so now.
Each issue of the paper does contain critical articles which more
or less consistently flow from our anti-war position, but the
danger does exist that without a clear, simple statement of our
anti-war stand In every issue the articles may he Interpreted as

v i3

critical rather than opprositional,

Even the 8-point’ program below our masthead in each issue.
1s subject to misinterpretation as critical support rather than
opnosition to the war. Xach of the 8 points carried to its logical
reonclusion obstructs the capitalist war effort, but not one point
in the program clearly states our opposition to the war as a whole.

To remedy this weakness and eliminate the possibility of
misunderstanding we should add an anti-war slogan as point O

As for the nature of the anti-war slogan, Comrade Joyce 1is
incorrect when he says the slogan of "Peacel" or "Stop the Warti®
i1s the natural center of vropaganda and egitation of an anti-war
programe Those slogans would be correct for a pacifist anti-war
party at this time, not 2 revolutionary anti-war party. '

, Comrade Joyce refers to the fact that Lenin opposed the
"Peace" slogan in"1914-16, but used it decisively in 1917 as a
lever for turning the imperialist war into a civil war. Comrade
Joyce recognizes that there was no contradiction involved bechuse
Lenin opposed the peace slogan when it fostered pacifist and
utoplan 1llusions, but was for it when it was a question of calling
upon the workers and soldiers to stop the war by their own revolu-
tionary action,

But Comrade Joyce fails to observe what the objective con-
ditions were that made the neace slogan incorrect in 1914-16 and
correct in 1917, In 1914-16 the masses were not sufficiently dis-
1llusioned with their war experience and the Russian government was
not sufficiently weakened. "Peacel" was not a slogen that could
rolly the masses to fight the imperialists of Russia and other
countrlese By 1917 the revolutionary situation had developed.
"Pencel" was a correct revolutionary slogans
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Similarly here todcy.the perce slogan could only foster il-
lusions, not call to rovolution. The masses in this country have
not yet been sufficiently disillusioned by their war exporience, the
governmont haos not been wenkoned significantlys A revolutionary
sizvation does not existe It is not'yot time for "Poace" or "Stop
the Warl" because thoso slogans would not serve as o lever for turn-
ing tho impericlist war into & civil war, : '

Comrade Joyce's quotttion from WAR AND THE FOURTH INTERNATION -~
AL 1s enlightening but does not justify his conclusion thatithe
convontion should adopt, specifitally, the slogan of "Peccoe" or "Stop-

ning the Wer."

However, it is true that an'anti-war'slogdn'Should be adopted.,
Thet slogan should bo.Nos 9 6f our progrom listed under the masthead
of the MILITANT and should rcad simply "An End to Imperialist Warsi®

_Thls does not megn:that complete anti-war propaganda need be
our chlof or central .ovoint of agitdtiohal emphasis at this time. It
simply provides additienal insuranco cgainst any possible misinter-
pretation or misreproscntation: ot any ‘time of our position towards
the war, ~ -

Tho slogan "An End to Imperialist Warsl" hos: the. following
morits: - , - -

1, It states simply and clearly'our‘our,bppogition'to,tho ware.

‘24 It specifies "imporinlist," leaving no room fer. pacifist
illusiongg o - } .

3¢ ‘It doos not cndaﬁgor our lcgnl status any morc than .
articles constantly boing printed in tho MILITANT.

4. Tho term’ﬁimpéridlist"'brihgé’to tho minds of most waqrkers
even thosc with roformlst illusions -- tho more blatant aspects of
the war,. ‘

5 It is a more correct slogan than "Turn the imperialist:
war into a war agninst foscism" because it, lecves no illusions that’
wo would turn the, imperialist war only into a war.against German
fascismy and not against capltelism everywheore.

wtT
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THE SIGNIFICANCE OF REVOLUTIONARY DEFEATISM

A Rerly to M. Morrison
By lMark Braden

Comrede M. liorrison has prosented a discussion article "On
Revolutlonary Defeatism" truly astonishing in its logical construs-
tlon and conclusions. Even in tentative form, his line of argument
is so 1ncorrect that it is necessary to deal with the whole Guestion
in some detail. '

Swmsaw ~

q§od Intentions == Bad Results

4 There can be no doubt that Comrade Morrison's intentions are
of the bhest: Flrst, he wishes to combat the ultra-left distortion
of the Leninlst position of revolutionary defeatism, which he cor-
rectly summarizes, "e revolutionary party must take a position in
favor of a defeat of 1ts own imperialist government at the hands of
an eneuy imperialist government". Yes, this is a distortion of
Lenin and 1% should be combeatteds Second, he wishes to safeguard
our own comrades from veering over to this position. Everyone will
surely agroe that it 1s always necessary to educate our own members
egninst errors to the left, or %o tho right, Third, he i1s worriocd
about viclous prosecutors éistorting Tenin's position and thus
infllcting blows egainst the party. Here too everyono will agree
that, wlithin the framework of our principled positions, we should
eliminate "provocative" formulations. But 1f a prosecutor distorts,
we lnbel 1t distortion; thnt does not mean, however, that we surrend=
er & single prineiple in tho face of nrosecution,

From these woll-mecning intentions, very bad results unfortun-
ately seom to followe In his anxiety to save Lonin's position from
distortion, Comrade Morrison hns discarded tho contont of Lenin's
position on dofeatlism; he hos thrown the baby out with the bath water,
Combo tting sectarian distortion is one thing; doestroying the correct
position which thoy wish to distort is quite another. Thoro is only
one way of domcrcating your Marxist position from deviations; i.e.,
to rostote your position cnd contrast 1t to tho deviationist view,
Instocd of this well-tested llarxist method, Comrade Morrison tries
to argue ageoinst the uwltra-left distortion of Lenin by the astonish-
ing ossortion thot Lenin's "formulotions on dofentism add nothing
to the basie rocvolutionary opnosition to imperislist war.® 1004 folsee

Lenin's position on dofectism (rogardless of this or that
"formulation") Es the hoort of tho revolutionary opposition against
imperinlist war; if you purge Lonin of this, you destroy tho contont
of 'rovolutionary opposition to impericlist ware This I shall try to
demonitrato in the coursc of « detolled analysis of Comrade Morrison's
artlclo,

'+ - “The bost proof thnt well-moaning intentions hero lead to
torrible rosults is that Comrado Morrison's position, far from com=-
batting the ultra-left distortion, could become grist in thoir. mill,
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It is first nccossory to summorize the coentont of Lenin's
position on dofeatism, to show whercin, on the one hand, it differs
from the ultrc-lefts, and on the other, from Comradc Morrison.

. We could spend pages doaling with the various formulotions
which Icnin uscs at diffcrent timose But thils is hardly ncecossarye
For Trotskyism, as the continuction of ILeninism, hns o cloar, procisc
nrincinled proscntation of tho quostions Trotsky carcfully studlcd
this qucstion, cnd as in 211 fundamentcl questions of Marxism, he hes
precsonted invaluable summarics of the Leninist positione

First I sholl quote on article by the 0ld Man which is intor-
csting bocause it is o polemic agrinst the ultra-lofts on dofoatism.
"It is irntorcsting to notc thot ho uscs tho mothod of proscnting a-
clear-cut dofinition of defecctpism without focr of 1ts distortionse

Trotsky on Medning,of Defeatism

"T'o carry the cless struggle to its highest form--clvil wor--

this 1s the task of defentisms But this task can be solved only
through the revolutionary mobilization of the mnsses, that 1s by
widening, deepcning, and shorponing those revolutionory methods
which constitute the content of class struggle in 'peacef-time.

The proletariat does not resort to artificlal methods, such as burn-
ing warehouses, setting off bombs, wrecking trains, etce., in order

to bring about the dcfecat of its owm governmonte Even if it were
succossful on this rocd, the military defeat would not at.all lead

to revolutionary success, £ success which can be assured only by the
indepondent movemerit of thce proletoriste Revolutionary defeatism
signifios only that in its class strugglc the proletarian party docs
not stop at any 'patriotic! considerntions, sinee defeat of its own
impericlist government, brought about, or hnstoncd by tho revolution-
ary movoment of the mnsses is an incomparably lessor evil thon
victory goined ot tho price of notional unity, thnt is, the politlcal
prostration of the proletorizte Therein lies thc meanling of defeat-
ism and this meaning is entirely sufficient". (Lecrn to Think,"New
International™, July, 1938). _

. Weighty wordse. Let evbryone pohder them wells

To Comrade Morrison, Lonin's formuletions "did not proposo an
iota morc thon is implicd in the bosic position of rovolutioncry

Socinlism Oh war: not Lo support an imporinlist wor cnd. to gontinuc
tho closs strugglo™. (his cmphesis)s - T

'To Trotsky; ™o cerrv the class stru%glc to its highcst form--
civil war-~- this 1s thc tosk of defeatisme” - - - -

Clcarly, thero is =o' trcmendous gulf herce To Comradc Morrison

"Wot to support an imporialist woer (o plntonic phraso indccdl =- M.B.)

and to continuc the class struggle" cxclude and obviatc ILenin's vicws
on dofcatisme A thoroughly schemetic scporction of corrying on the
strumgle nnd roaching the desircd goal of cilvill war.

¢

.
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To Trotsky, "To carry the cless strugzle to Yts highost form --
civil war =~ this is thc task of dcfoatism". Horo defontism is tho
dialcctical link of carrying on tho class struggloc to cchicve the
goale : :

I nssort that tho contont of Trotsky's vieows crc in 1004
ldentity with the viows of Icnin on defoatisme. It is nocossary to
ask Comrado Morrison tho following qucstions: (1) Rogardloss of this
or thnt "sharp formulotion" of Ienin (your opinion) do you accopt
tho idbntity in political contont botwocn the above statoment by
Trotsky which ho significantly torms "thc moaning of dcfontismsocese
(which) 1s ontircly sufficicnt" cnd tho viow of Ionin? (2) If thore
is o difforonco botwocn Ionin and Trotsky (aftor 1917) on this
fundamental question, whnt is 1t? (3) Or do you agrcc with this
statomont of Trotsky's ond still fcol thot Lonin's formulations arc
so subjoct to distortion that they should be "sholved" in favor of
thlis or a similar statcmont in tho fundamontal Thoscs of our intor-
natlional movement? (4) Most importent, do you agrec with our
fundamontal Thosos as quotod and cited abovo?

From Trotsky's last quotcd scntonco, it is obvious that he
consldcrs this to be thc most conciso statemont ho mede on the
quostion (hc also usod soveral formuletions, but like Ionin, thoy
havo tho samo contont)e Novorthcloss 4t is noccssary to point out
that thls stetemont of Trotsky's, contained in an articlo, runs like
a rod "throed  through ovory anti-war programmatic thosis which camo
from his pone. 1In order to save spnce, I citec refcroncos:

a) War end tho 4th Intérnational, Draft Thosos of the I.S.,
1934 (our fundamontal thoscs)s soctlons 58 and 59, Pago 26.

b) Doath Agony of Copitalism and Tosks of 4th Intornntional,
1938+ ppe34-35. (whorcin thc above thosis is roaffirmed, pe 31)e

¢) Manifosto of thc 4th Intornational on Imporialist Wor and
Prolctarian Rcvolution. May, 1940. PP +45-46, _

Thosc crc tho fundamental documonts of our movoment which
s0lidly Incorporatc the Loninist position on rofﬁlutionarg dofoo t-
isme c who attompts to dlsmlss EEnIn's position w rocson
thot his "sharp formulations" arc open to distortion, 1s tresding

on dangorous grounde

The Ultra=lcft Distortions

Trotsky's staotoment is an implicit rcjcetion of Comredo
Morrison's position; similorly it shows tho fallaciousnoss of the
ultra-loft positions Sincc Comradc Morrison is so worried about
tho "lefts™, porhaps it is woll to amplify tho Loninist position
as distinct from thoirs. : o

Gonorally sponking, thcre arc two ultra-lcft tondecncics on
this quostions a "pro-Icninist" position dorived from Anarchism
which bascs itsolf on sabotoge and the "artificial mothods" ageinst
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which Trotsky herc polemicizcese. Lonin is cqually ecxplicit in rdjcct-
ing thesc concepts (ef., Imporiclist Wnr, pe 74, pe 197).  Likc all
anarchist idoas, this is & substitufion of individual cctions in
-counter~-distinctlon to the llarxist position of mobilizing the
proletariat for indcpondent class aection cgainst the main cnomy ot
homce Likc 21l nnarchist idecos it leads bo tho samc sad rosults,
the strengthoning of the bourgcoisic (or onc of its warring camps)
against tho proleotariat, or o capitulation to tho bourgooisic,
Clecarly, there 1s a fundamentcl distinction boetweeon this and the
Merxist position (ond nebody can claim to dorive this position from
Ionin no mattor how great his powcrs of distortion might bce)e

The othor ultra-left tondency "derivos" from Icnin in the
sonsc that its oxpononts cloim to be"Loninists™ ond assért that woe
Trotskyists have “capitulctod to ccntrism". (Having spont two yoors
in the top committec of the Ochlerites, I ean, to say tho least,
spcak with somc dogrcoe of familiarity cbout this position)e Thorc
werc numcrous formulntions of the "crrors of Trotskyism™ by the
numcrous soctarian grouplcts; but just whon tho imporiclist war
bceame o roality ond it was incumbent to tronslate formulas into
cctlvity, most of thesc pcople gove proof to Trotsky'!s contention:
that ultra-leftism is on invertcd form of opportunism by "“ligquidat-
ing" thoir groups; thc war swopt most of thesc phrasc-monglérs awey
like so much choff in thc wind (just as Trotsky prodictod). Thosc
scectarians hnd many cuxilicry ebjcctions to Trotsky's dcvolopments
of dcfeoatism; cege, his position of scbotege of the military mochine
of 1mporinlist countrics at wor with tho Sovlict Union, as on cuxil-
- iary mllitary mcasurc subordinctc to indcnondent rcevolutionary
actions (cfe Loarn to Think, from which I quotcd; also Cannon,
Defensce Policy in the fTinncepolis Tricl, pe 57.)e otice

Buf$. their chicf mlstoke is o totally meehanical scparation
of the rclation beotwcon the front cnd the rcare In its “puristic!
form, it is the idce thot the rovolutionary perty should stond for
the military defoot of "its own" imperinlists at tho hands of the
cnomy impcrilelists in order to weaken the onemy ot homoe and thus
frellltoto the growth of rcvolutione.. .. °

This  is o complctic inversion of thce Leninist position: to
carry on tho class strugglc cgoinst the mein cnomy ot home rcgard-
less of 1ts conscquenccs on the nilitary fronti (for it is a matter
of foet that the intcensificotion of the class struggle by the vrolo-
toriat will have an adversc cffcet on the front; but thot is =
contradiction imposcd by thc vory conditions of imporinlist war)s
thorc 1s a world of diffcrcncc between the mcechonleeal idea of wish-
ing for dcfcat ot the heonds of the cnomy 1mperlalists in order to
focilitete rovolutionary action == and our position of implaceble
strugzle cgainst the home cnemy on- the rocd of revolution (civil war)
regerdless of its conscquences on the military front, and, indcod,
taking advantage of such conscquences to lntonsify the struggle
against the maln cncny at homocs : -
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The Primary Consideration

It is a question of which is brimerys: the cncxmy impericlists
dolivering blows at your inperinlists, and your toking advontege of
it -- or delivering nrolctaricn blows ageinst your own impericligts
and toking advantage of the auvxilinry cffccts which thosc blows hrve
ol the front in order to punch still horder. Tho social patriot is
for thc victory of "hiz own" imporialists and the dofoct of tho
cncemys Tho nochanical military defoatist is for tho defoot of "his
own" imporinlists at thce hands of tho cneny; the revolutionary Marxe-
1sts arc for civil wor, the victory of tho proletorint through-
indepcndent class strucglo, and then, if ncccssary, o rovolutionary
war against tho onposing impericlistse In othor words, 1t is not
n. question of the victory (or defeat) of onc gang of Imperialists
over the othcr =-- but of the victory of the prolctarich rovolution

ovcr imporiclisn,

Thus thc ultrn-loft warps and distorts ILenin's idez about
wishing for defoat; Comradc Morrison wants to surrconder Lenin to
them; but our fundanentcl Theses arc derivod fron Ionin and cloorly
rofutc this distortion: ‘

"Lonin's formmlation 'dcfoct is the lesscr cvil! means not
that dofect of onec's own country is tho lossor cvil as comparod with
the dofent of the cnomy countr:y; but that o military dofoot rosult-
ing from tho growth of thce rovolutionnry movoriont is infinitoly moreo
boncficinl to the proloterist and to the wholce people than militery
victory assurcd by 'civil peacc's Korl Liocbknccht gave an unsurpass-
cd. formuile of proletarian poliey in timo of war: 'The chicf chemy
of the pcople 1s in its own country'. Tho victorious prolectarian
rcvolution will not only roctify the cvils causod by dofcat but will
elso creoatc the final guerantec cgoinst futuro wars and dofoctse
This dinlcctic attitude tow~rd wnr is the most important olement of
revolutionary training and therofore also of the atruggle against
ware" (1934 Thosis, pe 26)s (It goos without saying that in tho
above pages, we have boon denling with the voliticzl contont of o
highly thoorctical qucstion, cnd not with the subordinste tactical
aspcets of the forn of our populal propogandee)

So much for the ultra-lofts. (Though porhaps in tho futurc
1%t may bc nocessary to devote more cttentions to their mistokos. )

Schonectic Abstraotions

If our fundancntal Thescs erc dorived from Lenin, thon Comrade
Morrison's first conclusion hes olrcady becn deaonstroted os con-
plctoly orroncous. But cvery nistake hng its lcssonss It is worth-
whilo socing tho meothod whorcby Comrade Morrison afrived at such

a ‘conclusion. '

Ho cmploys formal losic in the most schometic scnsc of tho
torne “eesin the first instonce to statc the basic position of a
roevolutlionary Maerst“party on inpcrialist wor and then to sce if
the formlation of ILonin on rovolutionory defootisn adds envthing
to that nosition" (:mv onmphrsis.B.) :

.
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Conradc Morrison nroccrds to stotec whot he considers the
basic position of the party. Everrthing herc 1s a becautiful
abstraction, sumarized Ly-the last scntonce: "In o genoral warwr
howrever, it is corrcect to stnatc that tho position of the party with
roforonee to the inperinlist war is that 1t docs not support it
and carrics on ‘the strugslc for socialisn

But this is so "gcneral® throt it tclls us ﬁbsolutolv nothing
about HOW to "corrv on tho strugglc for socinlism", Far fron boing
our "basic nosition i% is only an cbstraction Whlch can be applicd
to cvery ques tiond viz,., how o finht Fascisns Cﬂrry on the utru%-
glc for Socinlisn™; how to dofcond thc Sovict Union; “carry on, ctch
IT this is the basic position on these questions, wherc arc our
nrinciplecd dlfforoncos with the Stalinists or Socialists who also
will verballz "earry on the strugslc for Soc1a1isn"9 Both tho
Stalinist thcoory of "social fascisn" or of "domocracy against
fﬁsclsm‘ and tho Trotskrist 0031tion against fasclsm can be advanced
in thc nane of carrying on the strugalo for Sociclisn == only onc
lcads to the v:Lctorv of fascisn, ours to its dofcate Socialisn in
onc counhtr v the ncrmancnt rcevolution werc both advanced in tho
intorcsts of Voo rrrins on the struggle for sociclism"; is it noces
sory to statc that the Stalinists rond is dianctrically opposito
to ours?

To bc surc, Conurcde Lorrloon noints out thnt we do not sup-
port the wnr -= which of cour onarutcs us fron all chauvinists.
But for us "not to supoort “oﬂnu to == DOSCe OW9 COﬂrade
Morrison's answer, "cerry out the strugglo for Socialisn" still
lcaves us in the ro al: of cbstroctions In wor as in peacec, that
1s our ain, but the nrincipled ucthods to achicve this ain arc
found only in thc content of Lenin's position;

But if onc "first" states as o "basic 0031bion an ebstract
ain, and "then" discards the "sherp formuletions" which oxpodite
the rcalization of this "ain" -- you arc left with no basic 0051—
tion", no rcvolutionnry opposition to imporialist war, your "oin"
floats in the clouds as a becautiful abstractione. This is not the
mothod of rcevolutionary Moarxisn; it is the substitution of forual
logic, of schomctic soparction of ncans and cnds, from the dialce-
tical ncthod of the intor-rolation botwocn the ncans cnd e thod
of struggling agalnst the imperialist war and the desired end.

There can be no talk about "advocating the continuance of
the strugele for Socialism" in time of war w1thout adopting Lenin's
vrincipled method: to use this abstraction contlnuance of the
strugzle for socialism" as our "basic position" and artificially
sevarate Lenin's defeatism which is the core of such a struggle
in time of imperialist war, can only be termed a sophistry.

We shall not deal with Comrade Morrison's quotations from
Lenin, excent to say that he has taken two written imrediately after
the outbreak of the war when Ienin had not yet advanced defeatism
for all the lmperialist countries, but only for Russia (Marxism
does not fall like manna from the heavens; but 1ls developed Ly au-
nlying theory to real conditions).
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Moreover, Comrade Morrison's choice of quo“ations serves to strength~
en the ultra-left idea which he is trying so hard to ccmbat; bat 1%
1s not now necessary to get involved in a lengthy discussion of

quotations from Ienin.

Nor shall we cuarrel with Comrade liorrison's reasons for the
sharpness of Lenin's formulations; he is correct that "the .sherrest
fornulations were justifie@"g "But it is necessarv to add: ftoday, to
the degree that there is perceptible backsliding from the con¥ernt »f
Ienin's nosition, or failure to understand it, precise fcormulaticnhs
which cut beneath propaganda generalities or legal sovhisms are also
Jjustified. .

Then Comrade Morrison proceeds to several more errors:

(1) separation of the political position of the party from that or
its individual members on defeatism (2) advocacy of the o0ld formula
of "neither victory nor Qefeat" as counter-posed:to revolutionary
dafeatisms (3) the idea (related to {1) that a revolutionist "can
nove different opinions with reference to (the defeat of) different

imperialist governments." ) } .

The Program; The Party and Its Members

We have already seen how falacious is Comrade Morrison's idea.
that a revolutionary party as such should ighore the question  (of
wanting the defeat of his own lmperialist government.). From his: -
standpoint, this should settle the matter; but no, the "bogey™ of . .
defeatism still ‘troubles him; "It would be silly to ignore or .deny
Lenin's formulations on this question®, he says.  Then he proceeds to
deal with the question of individuals thinking about the military
defeat of this or that imperialist. ) : - '

The only conclusion that one can draw is that’ Comrgde Morrison
has got himself so mixed up that he has temporarily adopted the
ultra-left position (for an individusl) in order to try to "explain"
Lenin's formulations. Evervthing he savs in this section is from
the standpoint of "whether or not a defeat would lead to & revolu-
tion and whether a particular government is more_reactionary“,_ But
this 1s the ultra-left idea, not Lenin's, not the Party's. Every-
thing in this section is'a pragmatic hypothesis from the standpoint
of milltary defeat and then the possibllity of revolution, ragher
than what Trotsky termed our "dialectical attitude toward war".

His concept of delfeatism here is wrong, but right or wrong,
since when, on fundamental questions of this kind, does the party
Lot heve a position while an individual membeyr does. The implica-
Ticus of this concept are dangerous indeed. If the majority of

" lndividual members of a party in a given country adopted the posi-
tioa of fevoring the defeat of their own imperialists at the hands
of %the enemy, they would have a wrong position, but if they were
serious political people, they would certainly adopt the majority
viewpcint s a party position. The ¢pposite is equally true; our
party helds & correct position on defeatism as an integral mgtlve
lever of revolutionary opposition to war; he who wishes to discard




%his concept for the party, even though e rives individials #lw
right to hold it (more precisely, Comrade Norrison givss cnsm tlhe
right %o hold the incorrect nosition) is establishing a dangerous
precedent. ’ ‘

The Party must categorically reject the idea that on ahv
fundamental political question, the party "abstains" while indav:.’-al
members can have any position they wish,

"Weither Victory Nor Defeat"

"The correct attitude for a party is that historically victory
or defeat of one or the other capitalist camp leaves the masses in
the same position == slaves to capitalism and, at the present period,
to fascist capitalisme" Yes, but only if you exclude the possibility
of proletarian revolution, only if you do not believe that the “task
of defeatism is to carry the class strugzle to its highest form --
civil war"s In other words, nol This is the position which Trotsky,
“uxemburg and other ilnternationalists held in 1915-16 in opposition
to Lenin's position of revolutionary defeatisme. (cf. Lenin, V.18
Ppe197-202. V.19, p«212 n.) Trotsky learned from Lenin, learned well.
That is why we have such & clear-cut principled position on defeatism
from his pen, In 1915-16, Trotsky and Luxemburg were moving to the
left, toward Lenin's position; today Comrade Morrison advances this
vositlon, 26 years after Lenin's position was given historical con=
firmation not alone as theory but as a guide to action, in the civil
war and successful proletarian Octobers. (There is, of course, a
difference between the historieal idea of victory or defeat, and the
advocacy of their idea as an anti-war slogan in opposition %to revolu-
tionary defeatism, Comrade Morrison does not make clear how he
advances it.)

Reaffirming,Fundamentals

Comrade Morrison spends two pages sveculating about what an
individual revolutionist should think in a given country about
military defeat of his own bourgeoisie. These speculations are
advance§ from the wrong concept of defeatism.

It is wurgently necessary to says

1- The Party does have a position on defeatism as stated in
our fundamental Theses, Party members either agree, or do not agree
with the Party position.

2= The Party position on defeatism mutually excludes the

"neither victory nor defeat" position. The Party position on defeat-
ism, 1s ldentical in content with Ienin's position and is an integral
part of 1its revolutionary opposition (not non-support) to imperialist
wares . : ,
3~ The idea. advanced by Comrade Morrison that a "revolutionary
Marxlst can have different opinions with reference to (the military
defeat of) different imperialist governments" is incorrect, and must
not be confused with the Party nosition that the revolutionist and
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his party are for revolutionary defeat of "its own" bourgeoisie
tlrough class struggle culminating in civil war; and that military
defeats which would be the result of such class action are the

“esser evil" as contrested to the political shackling of the prole-

tariat through "civil neare" or Miational unity." If the former
position were to be counterposad to the latter (party) position,
then the former positicn would become an Uh justifiable concession
to soclal-patriotismy(because it would then signify that a revoiu-
tionist in the U.S. could "wish" for the military defeat of Germany
2t the hands of the "democratic" imperialists, ih contrast to the
Party position that revolutionists in both warring camps work for
revolutionary defeat of their respective bourgeoisie.)

(Aproposof his first sentence) we can say: Yes, revolutionary
defeatlisn will always be with us untll we achieve socialism; not
as something to be "afraid of", but es a powerful lever of revolu-
tionary anti-war struggle. Upon the revolutionary proletariat's
ability to throw that lsver into action hinges the outcome of the
imperialist war, - ~ ’

G
.

P.S. Having had only two days to reply to Comrade Morrison since °
his article appeared, I have written in a hurry without regard
to style; any seeningly harsh exvoressions are consequently
wavoidables Moreover, in order to concentrate on the basic
theoretical issues involved, T have not dealt with propaganda
aspects of ths question, nor with a number of relevant points,
©.g+, "wishing" and “"working" for defeat, attempts at legal

presentation of such questions, etc. (M.B.)



