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MOTIONS ON POLICY OF THE POLITICAL COLMITTEE ON THE
RUSSIAN - GERi‘AN WAR

Below are the motions of Policy adopted by the Political Corualttce
(the basis of the statement published in Labor Action) on the outbrek
of the Germon-Russian War at its nceting of June 24th, 1941,

Motions: 1. Hitler's invasion of Russia is an integral part of the
Second World War., The imnecéiate aim of the German attack
1s the conquest of Russlan tcecrritory primarily for econonic
and military advantages in the stugglc to Gefeat British
and Anerican Imperialism. The Anglo-Anerican alliancc with
enc aid to Russia arc almed primarily at the dercat of
German imperialism, Thus, the funcamental character of
the war as an inner inperialist war remains basically un-
changed., .

2. Stalin's defesne of Russia is a defense of the bureau-
cracy's dictatorial domination over the Russian pcoples,
the oppressed nationalitics (Ukrainians, etc.) ané his
impcriallist conquests since 1939 - in the Baltics and
Balkans.

3. We reaffirn the position of the organization that Russialc
integral participation in the Scconé World War ~ whether
on the slde of German Fascism or the Cemocratic imperialits
- dictates complete opposition to support of Russia and
its army. We remain the Party of the Third Camp of Lebor
an¢ the Colonial Peoples - against Both Imperialist Canps -
Berlin-Rome-Tokyo and Washiniton-London-Moscow,

4. The main strusisle, the main enphasis in the strugsle, o
nains that of opposition to the Rooscvelt war projsran and
arousing the Ancrican working; class against the war and for
a workers! sovernnment which alone can concuct a prozZresg-—
ive war for the defeat of capitalist Inperialisnm ané
Fascison.

5. In all of the belligerent countrics the intercsts of the
working class ~ the cause of genuine national frecdome
ant. socialism - call for unrclenting opposition to the hone
sovernncnt with the ain of a World Socialist Federation -
the only read to durablc peace and freedon,

6. In directing our main firc against the Ancrican ruling
class and government, thce organization will organize a
systematic campaign of exposure of the pending new turn af
the CP in supporting Amnerifan imperialisn, The ain of such
a canpalgn is to win to our ranks working clags militants
in and around the CP. .

7« The Pollitiezl Commivece will Laswe & puclic stavecucat
Teon, the linet of Tne ABHE HOTLONG Yo pruiblierbion in
Labor Action and for the general Press.

154




TR DU SR

THE SOVIET UNION AND ITS DEFENSE

1.
The Soviet Union is no longer a link in the chain of world imperialism.
Thag ig what Lonin meant when he said that the Russian Revoluticn had
brakan the chain of w2rld impesialism at its wsaksast link, Soviel
economy is shut off from imperialist exploitavica; the economy ertab-
1ished by the October Revriution does not permit the influx of forzign
capitasl in order to extract profite from it., This is what is still
lcft of the great victory of tho proletariat in 1917 and this is what
wc defend; the economy that peevents the vampire capitalists from

 pucking tho blood from the Soviet Union. :

The position of Max Shachtman with regard to the defense of the Soviet
Union in the present war is in conflict with thc promises ostablicsaed
by him in the past. Shachtman takes refuge in the fact that thc war
in gencral, that is, the war botween Germany£Italy on the one sidc and
Englandfdmcrica on the other, ie still an imperielist war, That much
is indubitably true. Shachtman gocs further and says that the cntry

" of the Soviet Union in this war does not change its character. That

1s also true so far as it concerns Germany, Italy, England and the U,S.
But where he goes off the deecp end is precciscly his contention that

the participation of the 8.U. is subordinate to ths aims of Anglo-
American Imperialism and that the S,U., has no other role to play in

the war than that of an a¥da% of tré Anztowwieyivan alli=ncc, The fact
that the S.U. has sought an alitancé with Churchill-Rooscvelt has
blinded Shachtman to the fact that what is involved in the attack
against the S.U, is a great deal more than just an cxtension of the

"Imperialist War,

Shactman wrote, on more than one occasion, that he would defend the
Soviet Union if its cconomy were in danger of being destroyed by a
voctorious imperialism. He not only justified his promised defensism

;r for that rcason but for others: "Such a transformation of the Soviel
. Union as triumphant imperialié&m would undertake, would have a vastly

and durablc reactionary effect upon world social dcvelopment, give
capitalism and rcaction a new lcase on life, reotard enornmously the
revolutionary movement, and postpone for we don't know for how long
tho introduction of the world socialist socicty." (N.I., Dcc., 1940.)
Onec would think that a vistory of Hitler, which would certainly result

4n the dostruction of Soviot oconomy and thc rostoration of copitaliwex
"in tho S.U., would impcl Shachtman to bccome the stoutcst dofonder or

the ‘S.U., Certainly the dire results of such a voctory, as Shacitman
cnuncrates, such as for oxample the reotardation of the cntirs world
revolutionary movement, would force Shachtman to move hcaven and carth
to prevent it.

But Shactman is also hiding bchind the fact that Hitler attacked the
Soviet Union only in order to obtain supwlics for a large-scalc war
against thc U.S. We will grant that Hitler's attack at this time was
for this precisc purpose. But of what spccial importance is the parti-
cular rcason that motivated Hitler? W hat is at stake in the war?

This is what Shachtman must ask himsclf, 4nd the answer is c¥actly as

- he gave 1it, world eocial devclopment, capitalism, recaction, the world
“revolutionary movement and the socialist society. If it is truc that

all thesz things will be profoundly affected by the rcsult of the war,

 if it is true that capitalism will be greatly strengthened by Hitler!'s
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victory ower the S.U., i1f it 1s true that his victory will postpone for
a long time the introduction of the world soclalist soclety, then 1t 1s
manifestly the duty of every class~conscious worker to-prevent this
victory, even though Stalin makes alliances with the U.3, and England,

The faft that italin has been forced to chenge alliances In the nmiddle
x of the world war and that his bureaucratic rule remains in the Soviet
% Unlon does not alter the fact that a defeat administerzd by the Nazis

. could result only in thce restoraticn of capitalism and the re-organi-
£ zation of the 8.U. &s a groat colonial sub-continent. Ubviously this
& would grestly strengthen German Imperialism, But there are nlso other
¥ factors involvecd. The completc annihilation of the first workcrs state
cannot but have thc most rcactionary cffcct upon all the cxploltecd and
down-troddcen masscs everywhere, HMillions and tens of millions of toil-
ers the world over still look, and corrcctly so, upon the Soviet Unlon
as thc land of thc October Revolution. Its disappearance from thoe
world will have a disastcrous effecct upon them and thelr desire to
struggle to emulatc the Russian workers and pcasants in their own lands,
Despite the ravages caused by the Stalin regime, the S,U. stlll stonds
‘today as tho grcat symbol of rcvolutionary heritage.

SRl g et

‘Shachtman rccognizes these facts, otherwise he would say that undcr no
‘circumstrnces would he defend the S.U. Ha ever, hc rcfuses to take 2
‘defensist positicn in this war becausc of what he calls the prcdomi-
‘nately imperialist character of the war as a whole. But wc do not
propese to defend the war as a whole, we propose only the defensc of
.the Sovict Unicn, We would like te hear frem the defeoatists how the
defensc of the 8.U. as we deofend it can poessibly ald any imperialism
whatever.

In his spceech tc the membership on this questicn Shachtman stated, "let
.us grant for the moment--and I grant 1t frecly--that the nationa l‘Zod

t economy IS involved in thc war as it is in 1ts present stage. Das 2
‘positicn of defonsism follow from this? In our opinien, glvoen the con-
erete circumstances of the war, it docs nct folliow, Not any rcre than
1t follows th~t just beceausc Hitler's attack con Czcchoslevakia invelves
i an essault on the democratic principlc of sclf-determinism of nations
end peoples, ~s well as an asssault on the rights and instituticns cof
the working clﬂss, that thercfere we must be for the defensc «f Czecho-
sldvakia," This is a2 pccor anclegy. FPirstly, we nover said a defcat of
the Czceck state cculd have the results predicted by Shachtwman in the

. event of a dofent of the Sovict Unicn, such as, rctardaticn of intro-
: . duction of the world sceialist order and cte. Socondly, we oxcluded
ijgsuppﬂrt t6 Czccheslovekis in war against Hitler, not becausc we did net
“’want te defend the demceratic right of self-determinatien or the rights
- end Instituticns of the working clﬁ%s but beeauae we characterized the
- ruling Czech sovernment as an imprilist government which itsclf

»foppr ssod n"tl(n 1 minoritics and never defended the richts and insti-
“tuti(n of the werking class. Somcone will say that Stalin also

¢ oppresscs minorities anéd destroys woerkors orgenizations., Truc. But

i we do net preoposc to defend the Stalin rcgine or any of its crivws, Ve
”5nrc interested only in the dcfense of the Sovict cconomy, ths last
rcriaining conguost of the October rcevelution, In arder to do this 1t
wlill bhe nccessary for the Scvict workers to destroy the Stalin rcsins,
to enlist tho sunport of the international werkling class anl to bring
the war to o successful conclusion by dealing a denth-blow to fascism.
- But whilec the Sovict workers are scttling accounts with th> Stalin
burcaueracy, we €o not want Hitler to come in an resterc capltallsm in
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tho S.U. For the Soviet workoers, the danger of the restoration of capi-
tarism during the war lies now with Hitler. It is =sleo truc th~t the
continued existence of Stalinism in the S.U. can and will eventually
lcad, onc way or another, to a rcstération of capitalism. During the
war, Stalin may have to pay thet price to obtain aild from his new imper-
ialist allics. We do not exclude this possibility, for thére is no
orime that Stalin would not commit against thc intercsts of tho workers.
But this has 10t yet happened., When and if it does, onc can 82y like
Shachtman, that “tho participation of thc S.U. in the war is subordinate
to and in the interests of imperialism. This is not the case today,

: A \
It must bc made clear that we arc for tho defensc of the S.U. against

E' imperialist attack and not for the defense of Stalinism. Sh~chtman
¥ recognized the possibility and even the nccessity of defending the S.U.

. under circumstances wherc the Stalin burcaucr~cy would be in power,
: Wow then, we ask, does he make the following statement regarding the
B Notionalized cconomy of the S.U.: "In the hands of the counter-revolu-
@ tionary "ureaucracy it is the basis of the power which they wield to

keep the nroletariat in subjection and themselves in the scats of

eyl ntocrntic and totalitarian rulc." (Labor Action, July 7, 1941). We
we olways Bazd in the past that the bureaucracy was undermining the
economy.  We sald that Soviet cconomy could not, soparated from geneal
@ vworld cconomy, hold out for any great length of time. We said that

f elther copltalist economy would be restored in the S.U. or that world

revolution would tr-nsform capitalist cconomy imfgo soclalist cconomy
and absorb Russian-Soviet cconomy into it. Now, if Shachtman believes
that Soviet Zconomy is conducive to the rule of 'the Stalinist burcau-
eracy ~nd that it is actually an insirument of its rule, then he should
£ como out opoenly and say that he weuld under no circumstances defend the
£ 8.U., while Stalinism is in powor there. We do not, however, take our
position on the basis of whether or not a revolutionary government is
in power in the S,U,, no motter how much we want to sec one there. BT
us, the defense of the 8.U, mcans the defense of its cconomy from the
. possibllity of capitalist explodtation. ‘

The undermining of the nationalized cconomy by Stalin continucs in war
time just as in pceace-time. If one accepts the Marxist annlysis of this
economy and how to maintain it, this becomes apparent. Aside from the
;;direct measures taken by Stalin both before and during the war, his
g;chigf attacks upon the cconomy comsist in the betrayal of all methods

t of its rcvolutionary defense. Trotsky ncver tired of pointing out  the
| fundamental contradiction between imperialiem on the onc hand and the
ifSoviet Union, cut off from imperialist exploitation on the othcr. That
gtthis contradiction would eventually breesk out into open hostilitics

| and an attempt by the imperialists to bring the S.U. under thoir

L control, has been one of the basic perspectives of the rcvolutionary

¢t movement., Now it is here, and it mekes no difference that thesc host-
;;ilities only broke out now because Hitler finds it necessary to obtain
- more supplies. The fact is that in order to obtain supplics, nnd this
' is impecrialism's problem on a world scale, Hitlcr finds it necessary

f to reducc the Soviet Union to a German colony. The role of the Stalin
f regime in the war is reactionary to the corec, and of coursc, is & con-
gtinuation‘of its role during pcace. It hardly needs rcpetition that
3Stalinism~is fizghting only to retain its own position and privileges.

F It ig conducting the war as its bourgeois allies would like it se, We
ghgvomﬁaid that the only rcal defense of the 8.U, and its cconomy is the
L extenpion of Soviet cconomy to other countries, particularly on the

f Europcan continent, to Germany. Stalin undermincs the Soviot economy

¢ by not cven appealing to the German workers to overthrow their own
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Y oampitalists and to join with the Soviet workers in building a socialist

: gocicty. This narrow nationalistic method of Stalin places Sovict

*  cconomy in jc4pardy today. One can search in vain through the spceches
of St=lin snd Molotov for a mention of the words recvolution, insurrcc—
tion, socialism, Thi: is yhat is reactionnry in the role of Stalin in
the war: his counter-revolutionary prosccution of the war.

% Shactman has also sclected an unfortunatc (for him) scrice of cxamples
- of where we would have or do support wars, that is, Sorvia vs. Austria-
@ Hungsary, Ethiopla vs. Italy and China vs. Japan. In the war which broke
B out bctween Servia and Austria-Rungary lenin said that he would support
B Scrvia if therwar were confined to those two nations or, in other wor&s
% if tho character of the war was cnc f r national liberation on the part
B of the Scrbs. In that caec, hc pointed out, there would have becn a n
B non-impcrialist country genuinecly fighting for its frecdom from imper-
Bk ialism. Since we have dctermined that imperialism, the modern expres-
3 cion o tho dying capitalist order, is a chain that binds and enslaves
B thc ontiro world, such a war conducted by the Scrbs would have been
B historically progressive. However, the entry of the large imperialists
3 of Europe into this war, Germany, Russia, France, England, converted
- the war of the Serbs into a minor and insipgnificant part of the war as
B a whola, It (Servia) became a battleground of the large imperialist
powere »nd its role thcrcupon became subordinated to that of its imper-
B i~list ellima. It was no longer an independent role. Thercforg, Lenin
f 5~1d we could not be for its defensc., In the wars of Ethiopia (1936)
E and China, the fundamental conflicts wore bctween semi-colonial, non-
. imporislist nations and imperialist nations. We supported both wars
and continuc to support China today. The ressons arc the same that, in
other circumstances as cited above in the casc of the Serbs, would have
impelled us to support them. In the present war, the particapation of
Ethiopia does not have the same quality as it had in 1836. Now, the
country is involved as a subordinate part of the war of Britain againsg
the Axis. It is plain that it plays no indcpendent role whatever. The
k Btitish army occupies the country, British gencrals dominatc the mili-
i tary and political scene and in cffect, the country has beon transferrec
b out of the Italian imperium into the British., Consequently, we give
i Ethiopia no support. We did not supvort any of the above nations be-
¢ cause therc was anything progreesive about the semi-feudal cconony of
t Servia, the slave economy of Ethiopia or the dictatorship of the Kou-
E Min-Tang. In the cnase of thesc three countries we find nothing progres-
. slve in their entire sociszl, pelitical or economic orders as compared
E to their attackers, We supoorted them, the latter two actually, becausc
I they were non-imperialists Ffishting against imperialiem. Contrast this
b with the war of Germany againset the Soviet Union today. Shachtman says
P that Soviet economy is progressive as compared to German economy, and
L that if it were threatened, he would come to its defense. The attempt
b t0 equate the Soviet Union with the threc ccuntries mentioned above is
E bascd not upon Marxist criteria but upon a mystical method known only
b to Shschtman, :

i Finally to follow this egquation a la Shachtman to its logical conclusior
. (we speak here of Shachtman's logic) we look once more upon China,

¢ China, in her strupgle against Japan is constgntly being helped by rival
f imperialisms such as the United $tates. In fact, they have rcecived

¢ more from the U,S. than thc Soviet Union has from both the WS. and

¥ England. Why then does not Shachtman say that the Chinesc arec part of
L of the Anpglo-Amcrican imperislist camp and refuse to defend them? How
E 18 1t that the aid of the U.S. to China does not come under thc heading
¢ of "the war as g whole" whereas the strugmle of the Soviet Union agains:
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Germany bocoges a part of the defense of the British Empire, ebscurcd
only by a gecosraphical detail? Comrade Shachtman, some cxplanations
ar¢ in order. )

Shachtman is caught in a net of hopelces contradictions. He discovered
a new class in the Sovict Union and promised, in certain clrcuastances,
to defend it. When the circumstances arrived, Shachtaan was not in,
E A clcar lcsson can be lecarncd here. Thosc who cast off the iarxist
E method in favor of a supcrficial empiricism could not mect the cvents

- with the correct answers. The more they say, the more contradictions
2. they fall into. It is not too late for the party to extricate itsclf

¢ from the position to which it has been led by thosc who sce things that
E do not cxist and arc blind to living reality. We have yet to he-r

)b somcthing on why Stalin ¢did not orrry out his orizinal desipgn to divide
[ up the British Empire in partncrship with Hitler. We have yet to hear
F” somc explanations about the attack upon India which Stalin was roing to
. makc any day a year and a half ago. The party can makc a genuine step
i in thc dircction of Marxism by discording the methods of Shachtman.

E:Thc revolutionary defensc of. the Sovict Union against Imparialist

f attack remains, as Trotsky :taught us, the duty of all the workoers.

i This is thc goal towards which we must strive. Any other road cen lcad
i only to hopcless chaos and disintegration. |
£ELELLEE!

M:Ll'ton ;Alvin
" 7-18-41 '
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‘ls Russial's Tconony and Ryssials Var

Long and vlolent polemics were waged between Trotsky and nis
supporters on the one hand and ourselves on the other during tre
Russlian invasicns of Poland and F:nland over the relation betveen
the economy of a state and the character of 1its wars,

Trotsiy 1lnsisted, in the case of ilusslia, upon an automatic
relationship,-"Progressive economy cquals progressive war",- was
what his forrmla boiled down to. This resulted in the contracdic-
tion of simultaneously denouyncing the invasions ds a "blow at the
world revolution" but characterizing them as "progressive wars."

R G e R

We answered that no war that dealt a blow at the revolution
could be progressive since it was Dreclsely the effcct of the war
on advancing or retarding the proletarian rcveolution that deter-
mined whether 1t was progressive or recactlonary,.

We did not, however, -(nor could anyonec who coasldered himself

a Marxist) say that there was no conncetion between the cconony

of a state and the character of its war, What we inslgted on was
that certoin states could, on the basis of the same cconony, fight
both progressive and reactionary wars, TFactors In addltion to' the
- economy would have to be wdighcdin connectlon wilth a gpecific war
t0 determince its charo8ter, Thesc would be rooted in the politi-
cal, diplomatic, and military polizics that preccded that war,

The war between Britain and Germany was an lmperialist war
on both sldcs becausce the economy of both countries forced tiam to
fight for markets, raw matcrials, and outlcts for surplus capital,.
It was a war over the re-division of the world.

A The war between Japan and China was impecrialist on Japant's
side and nationcl defensive on China's side becausc the cconony
of Japan forcced her to cxpand into China while the latter was
struggling to crcato a unified natlonal cxistence. .

In the war between Germany and Russio wo rmst begin by asiking
"What is -the naturc of Russian cconouy?"

A defcusist cannot discuss the character of the war with thosc
who hold that Russila is a capltalist state. The discussion with
them can onl-r rcvolve around the question of the nature of Russian
oconomy, If Russlon cconomy is no diffcrent from that of Gorimny's
of Britain's, then, obviously, the mottor of dcfoatlem or defensisin
rcqulircs no dlscussion,

With thosc, however, who hold that Russlan cconomy ls baslically
diffcrent from the cconomy of the capitalist world, as does Shact-
man, ther: is common ground on vwhich to discusa an attitude toward
the charactcr of the war,
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2. The Economic ‘onflict betwoen Russia and World Imperialiom

The Russian evolution dealt world capltulism a double blow.
Flrst, it cotablished a workers! statc to act as both a beacon
and a spur to thc recvolutisn in the rcst of the world, Wc can
rcfer to this as a political blow to capltalism, Sccond, it
wrested 1/6 of the carth From world ILuperialism and threw up a
monopoly of forcign tradec to kcep it frce from Imperialist pene~
tration, We can refer to this as an cconomic blow to caplitalisn,

The Stalinlst counter-revolution has cffcetively wiped out
the cxlstence of Russla as a political threat to capiltalism, Pav .7,
from remaining meroly passive, Stalinlist Russia did its utmost in
Spain, China, Germany, France, and clscwhere to roassurc tho cap=
l1talist states that 1t desired nothiug c¢lsc than the status quo--
to be left alonc. Thore was no political concession t-o treachcr-
ous or rcvolting for Stalin, He buricd revolutlions with an cffec-
tiveness that surpasscd anything tho capitalists could do themsclves.,

But ho could not purchascs peace and sccurity} Ncither from

“the Anglo-French Imperiallsts nor from Hitlor, For the new cxplolit-

ing class In Russla was forced to cxist.upon the nationalized
cconomy they had appropriated from the revolutisn, The existenco
of the nationallzed economy was possiblc only as long as a monopoly
of forcign trade kept Russia beyond the reach of world impcricli sm.
Economically thercfore, the Russia of Stalin remaincd as much a

E  Problem on thc ‘agenda of world imperiallism as the Russia of Lenin,
- As capltalism doclined the problem became ever more acute.

It is 4in this that the irrcpressible conflict between Russia
and world impcrialism cxistcd,

8., Why the Concerted Impcriallst Attack Did Not Occur

~In gpcaking of "world imperialism" it is nccessary to bear
in mind that the term refers to both a gencrallzed cconomic law
and to definitc national states, Economically impcrlalism is the
same systom no matter which capitalist statec carrics it out. But
politically, Impcrlalism 1s tho diplomatic and military activity
of cach partlcular imperialist statoc,

Thus we spcak of tho law of imperilalist cxpansion into ccono-

éé'mically backward states, Yet In councctlon with.a specific ox~

panslon, for instance Ethlopia, it was undertaken by Italian’
Imperialism in the face of resistance by British imperlalism, Nob
love for thc Ethiopians, but thelr own imperialist interests motiw-
vated the British,

Tho abdve must be borne in mind when discussing the conflict
between Russion cconomy and world imperialism,

The yodrs following the rcvolution in 1917 saw feverish activi-
tles on the part of the imperinlists dirccted against the Sovict

iigUnion. The first actlvitics consistcd of small scalc Intcervention--
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Ancricans at .\rchangel, Japanesc at Vladivostok, French in the
Black Sca--and materlal assistance %o the White Guard :rmles. AS
long as the war lasted, the Germans were also active zgainst the
Soviets In Finland and the Ukralne, -
' ' '

Following the German revolution, the German bourgeolslc wa 8
unable to act against the Soviets on its own and unwilling to act
assthb:ragents of French and British imperlalism, To do the latter
would have only ostablished Anglo-French imperialism on both of
Germany's fronticrs and make the resurrcction of Germany's military
strength all the nore difficult,

!

- Following the failurc to succcssfully utilize Poland against
the Sovict Union in 1921, the British imperialists made prepara-
tions for a dircct intcrvention, The militant responsc of the
British worklngclass with a general strikc threat put an cnd to
these moves,

The German bourgeolsie anawcrod the anti-Sovict agltation of
Anglo«Gronch imperialism wigth the Treaty of Rappollo, a Germane
Sovict pact for diplomatic and military collaboration, The pact
was not the inspiration of German Social Democracy but of the
"Relichswehr gencral staff, the stronghold of the most aggressive
German nationalists, Russlan colloboration represented to the Gore
mans both a woapon against Anglo-French imperialism and a means of
blackm21ling thom. This tactic forc-shadowed the pollcy of Naziism,

-which was nothing else but the nationcl chauvinlst clement in com-
plete control, '

Fron 1921 until 1933 the cxistence of a strong rcvolutlonary
movement in Cnetral Europe and tho antiewar sentiments of the Bri-
tish and French workingclasses prevented any further imperialist
adventurcs against Russia, However, the victory of Hitler opened
a new epoch, Beginning in Germany, the p roletarian movements of
Coentral Europo were smashed one by one., In their place arose the
new military wight of German imperiilism, But German lmperiallsm
was not only a threat to the Sovict Union, Tt was also a throat
to Anglo=French hegemony., Even if Germany struck at Russia first,
AngloeFrench imperialism would have little consolatlon, For the
German organization of Russian rcsources would agaln makce hor the

k- first military power on the continent and place France at her mercy.

. The rcsult was the fevorish and contradictory diplomacy of Epgland

3 and Fpance fpom the advent of Hitlcr to the outbreak of the war,
First, cfforts to placate Germany with loans, permission o rcbuild
its navy, ctc. - then the Stalin-Laval Pact 8 then the Munieh FPeéacce-
thon feverish cfforts for a British-Russian P act =-then the war,

From this revicw 1t becomcs apparent thi:t the nature of tho
conflict between Germany and Anglo-France waa such that a joint
imperialist attact becaric cver morc Inprobablc. (The conflict be-
tweon Amcrica, Britain, and Japan in the Far East had the same
result,) History had cast Stallnist Russia for the rolce of an ally
of onc of the imperlallist camps,
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Had England been willing to slgn o sceond Muunich Past over
the body of Foland, 1t is highly probable that Geriaau inperialism
would have launchod 1ts first offensive sgainst Hussia, But
another appeascrniont would have cost Britain cvery continental ally,
with the possiblc exception of France, YWhen Hitler realigzed that
a sccond Punich was out of the q uwsstion, he chose the pact with
Stalin and the wor agalnst Britain first,

But the wor agalnst Britain has bozged dovmn, The Channcel
could not be blitzed, The prospect is 2 long war, Russlan suppllcs
now becarme impcrotive for Germany. The cconomic arganization of
Russia by CGerman imperialism would solve both its historle objcct-
ive and 1ts irmecdlato military nccds, The long awalted imperialist
attack on Russic 1z taking place,

4, ™ec Hitlor-Stallin Pact and Russian Imperialism

For thc Kremlin, the pact with Hitlor proniscd two advantages;
(a) another chance £2 cscape involvement in the war and (B) the
opportunity of sharing in the conquests of Gerrian inperialion,
But did not thce Russian pdrticipation ' in the division of Poland,
the conquest of the Bzltic statcs,ctc,., prove that Russian parti-
cipation in the war was identical with that of Germany? Super-
ficlally 1t was identical, In both casés armics attacked and
occupled territorics, But fundamentally it was diffcront,

The Ilmperilaliom of Rucsila was of that primitive kind found in
cribryonic form In cvery cxplolting class and awalting but the
opportunity to become active., Every cxploiting class sceks to per=
petuate 1tsclf against Internnl and extornal foes, Thls requires
nilitary and cconomlc strength. An opprortunity to incrcagse 1ts
military and ceonouilc gtrength is thercefore cagerly accepted,

Parts of Poland and Finland, Bessorabla and the Baltlc statos were
to be plcked up, practlecally, for a gong. The Russiar rulcrs would
truly have been altrulsts had tley declined the invitation,

But 1o thisz the samc as modern finance imperialism writh its
dictun of "expond or dlc"? Has anyonoc yet proven that Russion
cxpansion was Toreed by Internal ccononic pressurces? Has anyone

ct cxplained why Russla took such wodest slices of Finnish terri-
ory when she could have cextracted more, if Finnlsh resources were

g & e ’ 1 s "~ EARET] - I 1 ] 2}~ -2 1 -y & [a] Pl PO
visel o De.? Or why she relinquisted She aiclkel miIncg? Cr vy

she choge territory.that had primarily milltary valuc and 1little
cconomic value?

Russian impcrialism hoas perhaps comething in commion with
Chincse impericalisa in Tibet bub nothing in common with modern
finance inporiaolism

5, Stalin's Yar sgainst Pinlédnd and Stclin's War Against Germany

The invasion of Poland and Fin;lnd wag an attermpt br the
Kremlin to streugthen its own reactionary rule, Since 1t made tho
wor) :rs of thc occupled countrics victims of nationalist i1llusions
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andcagents of their own national bourgeolsie and through them of
world imperiaelism, the Soviet occuv.ation lowered their revolution-
ary consciousness and retarded their class development, This
constituted a blow at the world revolution, The revolts in the
Baltic states have revealed that Stalin had not turned them Into
fortresses but rather into prisons with tnmates who were prepared
to mutiny at the first opportunity. This has justified our posi-
tion that military occupation of buffer territory at the expense
of alienating the support of the workers of the world would be a

‘loss, not a galn, to the defenslve efforts of the Kremlin, The

purposes, thc execution, and results of the Soviet occupations were
thoroughly rcactionary.

Can we, however, say the same for the Kremlin's atfempts to
defend Russla against German imperialism?

In the casc of the conflict between Germany and the British
Empire we arc not conccrned with who is waging a defenslve and who
an offcnsive war, All financc imperialism is, by 1ts very nature,
aggressive. If Germany attasked first, 1t only meant that the
solution to her cconomic problems could not bear as long a post-
poncment as thosc of Brltain and France,

But can wc also-say that the conflict between Germany and
Russia 1s basically an attempt to rec-divide the world? We can say
that on Germany's side 1t was coused by the pressure of German
economy upon the frontiers of Russia. But can we say that it was
nlso causcd by the pressure of Russlan economy on the fronticrs

of Germany?

Germany's attack on Russia is so obviously a predatory imper-
1alist rald cgninst Russian economic rcsources that no ong--no once--
has yet tricd to attribute it to anything elsc.

Is the rcactionary war against Poland and Finland--undertaken
on thc initiative of the Kremlin--being repecated in the attempt of
the Kremlin to reslst German imperialism? Thc answer is so ob=-
viously no that it scems a bit childish tc have to deal with the
question in these terms. - ’

Russia is perticipating in this war becausc the Kremlin is
fighting for its 1life., Further concessicns to Hitler would have
so lowercd its prestige and strength within the country as to make
1t vulnerable to 1ts {nternzl cnemics--cither of the right or left,
Truc, it turncd down Hitler's decmands and chose to fight hccausc
{ts own nocl- was at stake., But why did Negrin fight? Why diad
Haile Salass ¢ fight? Why docs Chang- Kal-Chcok flght? Stalin
ecan save his own neck only by resisting German imperialism, In do-
ing this his intecrests co-incide with thosc of the world prolctare
1nt., Russial's defense against Germany is a progressive war,

6, How Outcome of Russo-German War will Effect Viorld Revolution

Victory or defcat for cither Gormeny or the Britlsh Empire
will offer the proletariat as great or as gmall & perspoctive for
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revolutions The detruction of the British Empkre will open up on
cpoch of coloninl revolutions in Agla and Africa which might
prove the Achilles heecl of "victorious" German imperialism, The
defcat of Goermany will liberate Europe and once moere offer the
prolctariat an opportunity to play its historic rolec.

What w11l Hitler's ccnguest of Russia offer thi: werld prolcte
arict? The only answer that might be given--we hope never in our
- ranti=-1s that it will destroy Stalinisri,, This program has long
ago been written for "Trotskyism"-~not by rcvolutionists bub by
tho G,P.,U., and Stalin's pcn prostitutas. The destruction of the
Stalin regime by the Russian prolotariat would. of coursc, ncan
the detruction of Stalinism overywhere, The dastruction of the
Stalin recgime by Hitler would--tside from Its othar reactionary
conscquences~-forever prevent history from putting the Stalinlist
lics abou® the Soviet "paradice" to the test., The Stalinlst dupes
would not become revolutionists because Hitler destroyed Stelinisy,
They would crrry thelr 1llusicns about the Soviet Union to the

grave, .

The cffect of an imperialist conquest of Russia was very ably
described by Mar Shachtman in the Decomber, 1940 issuc of "The
New Internaticnal®. :

"The aim of imporialism in that cese, whether 1t were repre-
scnted Iin the war by cno or many powers, weuld he to solve the
crisis of werld cnpitalism (and thus prolong the ngony of the
prolctariat) at the cost of rec ucing the Soviet Unicn to onc or nore
colonial possecssions or spheres of interest. Even though prostroted
by thec victors in the last war, Germany remalned a capitalist coune-
try, whosc socisl regime the Allics d1d thelr utmes®t te maintain
egaingt the revoluticnary proletariet, In the present war, we
find victoricus Germany not only not undertaking any fundancntal
cconemic changes in the conguercd territorles but prescrvin: the
capitalist s ston by ferce of arms against the unrest and rovoelu=-
tienisn of the proletariat. There is no reason to helicve that
victoricus imperialism in the Scovict Unien would leave its naticn=-
alized property intact--quite the contrary. As Goermany now sccks
to deo with Francou, impcriclism would scck to decstroy all the pro=-
gress rmade in the Sovigt Unien by reducing it to a somewhot more
advanced India--a village continent. In thesc censiderations, too,
the historical significance of the new, collectivist propoerty est-
ablished by the Russian Reoveluticn again stands out clearly. Such
a transfornaticn of the Scviet Union as triuwphant inperlialisn
wnuld undcriake, would heve a vastly and durable rcactionary
effcct upon world sceial defelopmeont, give cenpitalism and reactlon
a ncw lcagsc on 1ife, rotard encrncusly the revelutionary mevenent,
and postponce for we don't knew how long the introducticn of the

world socialist sncicty. Frem this stendpoint and undor thosc.
cenditicns, the defense ef the Soviet Union, cven under Stal inlsn
1s both possible and necessary,"

(Cermrade Shachtman, hewever, would defend Russia against the
above consaquences only in case of a combined imperialist attack
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In which Russla weuld have no allies, Why such a combined attack
beecemes virtually impessible was dealt with in peint 3 of this
article,)

But therc ore those who argue that Hitler 1s neot invading the
Sovict Union primarily to destroey the naticnalized cconemy and make
1t a Germon coleny, His prinnry concern, they say, 1s to defoat
Great Britain. The Ressian campoisn is merely () a raid to sccure
the rescurccs with which to continue his main war. Truc, pcrhaps,
But how absurd when uscd as an arguncnt te define the character
of the war! Hitler, likewisce, was not prinarily intorcsted in
oxprepriating the German Jews, He only wanted thelr rescurces for
his war agninst Britain, Truc, porhaps, but of little confort to
the Jows,

‘But what weuld the c¢ffect of a Russian victory be? The passe
1b1lity of a Russian victory without the support of proletarian
rcvoluticns in the West 1s cextrericly hypothetical, But we can be
surc that ncws of scricus German roverses tonmecrrow weuld sct the
whecls in rmoticn in Birtain for con understanding with Germony.

Is anyono so harc-brainced as to belicve thet Britain wouid turn
over thc task cf corganizing Central Europc to Stalin?

But if the Burcpean reveoluticn brenks out before Hitler has smashed
Stalin, will it net frll victin te Stalinism as did the Spanish
revolution? Of this we have ne guarantee, All we can say is that
~with the risc of the revelutienary current, the revcelutionary
Marxists can again swim with the strecam and scek to win it feor
their progran, We can ask for no norec,

7. Strlin'stRelaticrns with Anslo-Arnerican Inperinlisn

"War is a continuatiecn of pclitics by cother means" has long
been accoepted as a guide-rule by Marxists, But progressive polie
tics in tiric of a genernl inperialist war often become inscpar-
rble frem onc of the inperialist caps, and, thereby, losc their
progressive choracter, '

In the 1'st war the strugsle of the Arabs against the Turkish
Enpire beenre merged with the reactionary struggle of British
impericlisn te centrel the Near East., The struggle of Scrbia for
naticnal unity and independence beeane rerged with the strugsle
of Russia to brecak up the Austro-Hungarian Emplre and ceontrcel the
Balkans. The strusgle of Belziun to nnintain 1ts nationnl indce
pendence beenrie merged with the struggle of Angle-French inpoeriale
lam to control the centinent, China was crdecrcd by the Allica
Ivwperialists to declare war on Germanye. The nationalist rceveolution-
ary ncverient of the Czechs wrs cnlisted by the Allics against Ger-
many. The fighting crganizoticns of the Polish naticnallsts werce
enrollced bv the Central Powcrs,

The Irlsh revclutionary mevenient cntored into military rela-
tions with the German, Submarines landed arms on the Irish coast
and cenveyed infornation between Ircland and Germany., But revolue
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tlonary Marxists hailed and supported ic uprlsing of the Irish
nationalists againgt British rule In 1016,

Thesc cxamples illustrate the fact that the more alliance
with & rcacticnary force for military reasons docs ncot affect the
progressive nnture of a struggle, Whet is inportant is the cx-
tent to which the progressive sicde in the war can maintain its
independence,

Had the Ethiopians risen in rovolt against Italian rule at the
outbreak of the war and acccpted British arms, would this have
chonged the revoluticnary content of their struggle? The fact that
they arose at a time when Italy was occupied in a war with Britain
would have attested tc their perspicaclity but weuld rot have
changed the character of their struggle. But thelr current role
as auxiliarics of the Rbitish arny in congquering Ethiopla for
British imperialism has no progressive contont whatsocver,

Chang-Knil-chek has long been acting as an ally of Brltlish and
Arerican imperialisnm in China. American imperialism has already
given hin riore finanecial,. mrterial, and diplomatic support than -
they will ever give fussia, Amcrican enginecrs, military adviscrs,
aviators, and other specialists have long been part of thc Chinese
forces, Roosevelt sccks voluntecrs for 6hina's army by offering
to accopt scrvice there as equivalent to scrvice in Americ's own
arry and therefore releascs them from the draft oblization, Has
this changed the charncter of China's war? No, Will an Amecrican
dcclaration of war against Japan alter the situation? It nlght,
We would have to wait and sec, Naval struggles in the Pacific be-
tween Japan anc America and military operations on the Philipplnes
would not affcct the character of the war., Even a fow regircents
of Merines jcining the Chinese forces would not necessarily change
the character of Yhinat's war, Thesc whe would bacome dgefeatists
in China at such a time would, in effcet, be punishing Yhina for
rcmaining at war vith Japan while the latter was being attacked
by a*third power., Was the American Revolution any the loss his-

- gorically progressivebeccuse it was accorplished with ald of

Touis XIV's army anc navy?

If, hoewever, the Chaong-Kai-chek governmont were reduc ¢ 0
a merc facade for American i perialism the character cf 1ts war

would obvicusly change, Its outcome would only determinz whether

Japancse or Arerican imwerialism would cxploit Chine, The worlad
proletariat has nc interest in this questien, It rcjects both
imperialisms,

The arguricnt that fussia takes part in the war in a reaction-
ary manncr because she 1s allied to Anglo-aAncrican imperlalisn
becomes at First incomprehensible, and then, ludierous. She has
rerely "switched sides" is the argunent. That sho has "switched
gidces" 1s incentestable, But this weule only have vallidity if
we haf been defertists during the Finnish war on greunds that Russla
was allie? to Germany. This was not the cnsc, We woerc defentists

. beecnusc the allicnce with Gernmany hod reactionary purposs, tho

conquest of new territery by the Kremline Is this the purpcsc, todny
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of the allinnce w'th Angle- Anerican inperialisn? How utterly
absurdy Yhat the Krenlin may do tororrow we will leave until to-
rnorrow. HNo onc has yct asked us to be defentists in China on

the ground that Chang Kei-Chek has designs upon Japan which he will
recalize after crushin.: the Japancsc arry,., Tho argument thet the
alliance with Angle-Aicrican 1 nerialisn makes Russials Var rcace
tlonary is ncthin; but the other side of the coln from the Stalin-
1st arsument thot the same rlliance mekes the war of Anlo-Arnicrican
imperialisn precressive, , \

These whe held that 1t is possible for Russia to fi:ht o Pro=
gressive war agalinst liperiallist encroachrient upon her territory
and who refuse to bo for Russian defense tcday can only do so on
one baslg--thnt Stalin hnas already becore a rere facade for the
Angle=-Americen inmpericlists and turndd the country over to thems
That this 1 ht take place is improbable but nct impossible. In
that event it will be irmatcrinl whother Russia becomes a colony
of Gernan or of Anglo-Aricrican liiperinlism, But since when do
wo basc our strateiy of today on the pessibility of tormorrow?

Stalin's alliance with Anglo-Amcrican imperialisn today does
net glve the latter 1/10 as much cntrce to Russia as the AnclO-
Amerlican allirncce with China gives it cntrce to the lattor country.,.
To be censistent, these who holcd that Russia is fl:ihting a recace
tionary war by virtuc of her allicnce rwust certdinly say the same
for China.

8. BHE Lincs of Dcfeatism and Defensism Tested in Action

An attitude toward the charscter of a war rust be bascd on
the funianental facterse--gstrate:;y of the world cvolutien, nature
of inmpericlism, charncter of Russian cconcmy, cte, But the positdn
bascd on these censiderations rust also ceoinecide with the obvious
tactics of the revoluticnary struzsle. If they do not, sormcthing
1s wreng with the pesition, It was in this test that the line of
Trotsky on thc Polish and Finnish cvents bozsed down worst., It
bogged fown so ba’ly that a Finnish civil war had to be 7iscovered
to bolster 1%,

The reveluticnary defeatist in Russia today must t6ll thc wor-
kers to continuc the elass strugyle without regerd for its ceffcct
on the militery frent against Germay. This could enly be justificd
with the arc-urent thet a German conquest of Russia is no Aiffcorent
for the worle proletarint than a German conguest of France, The
quotation frcn Shachtman hns slrendy pointed out the sisnificant
differonces Or the cefentists weuld have to becore proposterous
and tell fthe Russian worker that the country was nlrcacy in the
hands of 1. pecrialism--Anglo-Anerican inperialism--and that rosis-
tance to Gornnn inperialism is cnly in the intercest of Wall Street
anC London investiicnts,

(Or woulc the defeatist tell the Russian worker that thore
arc only threcc caips in this war--twe Dpeorinlist crips and the
revelutiocnory copp and thnt Russin is part of ene of the imperinl-
1st crips? If 1t 1s the slouan of the Third Camp that has led our
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cefeatist astrav then the metien of Conrade Coolid:e of a yorp

oxo te expunse 2”1 refercnce to the Third Canp fro our dccurients
was rbsolutely cerrect.s Tho "Thir? ¢ p" as an nzitatieanl slezan
ves very ruch in order, But the "Third Carp" in the sensc of nili-
tary linc-ups which precludcs the pessibility of a military allinnce
between o progressive and a reucticnary force-~this 1s a snore gnd
a delusions The sooner Merxist cducat’cn roots 1t out of our
novenient, the sconcr will the dancse be undene,)

Basia; himself upon this llnc, the defeatiast vvulf scck to
institute « noss neverent agsinst the Kremlin en the dennnd that
it cease 1tz inpericlist war azninst Germany--the glogan of "pcaceo"
in tire of war is very revclutitnary. But what would our riw.vee
nent say torerrcew if Stalin made peace-~-which ccould only trke place
on Hitler's terns? Ve would cdoncusce hin as o capltulator and
traitor, Vhy? VYe 71d not dc it vhen he made pence wlth Finland,
Ag truc defentists, we welecormed the latter, Wculd we welcore peace
with Gernan i perialisng

Weuld the defeatist ever be nble to explain to a Russion worke
er why he shculd take the manufacture and tronspert of supplics
to China into account when waging the struggle azalnst Stalin but
not the nceds of the Russian frunt agoinst Gorﬂany9 How explai
to the Russian worker that the conquest of Russia by Germiany ﬂoos
net matter sufficiently te rcequire defensive efforts?

The pro-ra:i of the Russian rcvolutionary defensist would bo
along the follewin: lincs:

No political support tc the Stalin regine, Only a derocrntice
ally-constituted werkers rexine can victoricusly defeond the Soviet
Unicn, Continuc the strugile fer tho overthreow of the burcaucrat-
: ic exploitors ag the first step in the crranizetien of Aefonsce a-
‘ goinst Goernen imperlialisn, On guar? a;zninst atterpts of the Krene

lin to capitulate to Hitler,

B4l

"War ot the frente---revelution in the rear)" Support to all
nass novements naainst the Krenlin, on a @efensist basis, 1.c.
cheolce of these weapons of struzi;le thnt will not weaken the front,

Vrrkers contrcl of precducticn--incrcasc the ocutput fer mili-
toary defensc-=-Ccecrense the salarics of nanagers cnd dircctors to
spceificd mazirnunis,

Flectivn eof cormiittees in the shops, villases, and arwed
forccs ns firat step towar” rcconstitutin: Sovicts, Frcedomn cf
press, specch and orsanizaticn, Dissclutien of the P and crea-
tien of workcors vizilance cormittecs. Release of «11 politicl
prisoncrs hels fer reveluticnary activity agalnst the Stalin reglne,

For n free anéd independent Soveit Ukraine! For sclf-ceoter-
ninaticn fer 21l neticnal mincritlies oppressed by the Krewilin
resine.,

In Amerilca this policy calls fer:
Rovnlutnvnwry strugzle ajgainst Anerlern 1-poriclisn and
indepcendent workin: class dgfena of Russia an? China., No suppert
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of Rooscvelt or Churchill, No cocperaticn with governient "aia"
to China or Russia,

Struzizle against atteripts of 4n:le-Arcrican imperialisn
to utilize uilitary cid as neans of cconcemic penctration in
Russia an? Chine,

Strugszle ~nn'nat wor ains of ancrican i-perialisn,

Fight effcrts of Stalinists to step class struggle in
interest of "notienal unity,"

Fer strikc acticn azainst shiprents te Japan--facilitate
roverient of ;zcod to Russia and China,

Ernest LUND
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PARTY POLICY TOWARDS RUS3IA I THEL VAR

(Ezcerpts from a Letter to a West Coast Comracde)

Dear S:

...l should like ©vo try to make as p
the pocsition I hold on the present s
lar reference to Russia.

lai: and coavincing as possible,
tage of the war, with particu-
1. Some comrades argue that the character of the war has cuanged.
Others even quote the article I wrote for The New International a
few months ago, which says in effect that if the character of the
war should change, then we should be for the defense of the Soviet
Union whether it is attacked by one or more imperialist powers. ‘
But, while I still hold to that, the quoters are still obliged to
prove that the character of the war, that dis, its predominant
character (for there is no such thing as a war which is Tpurely®
one thing or anothner) has changed. Here it must be said that the
Cannonites are more consistent than some of our own defensists.
And although B, is e¥idently losing all his bearinygs, from his
point of view it nevertheless makes sense when he now says tiet
the Cannonites are right now and were right a year and a half af0.
One of the principle arguments of the Cannonites at the beginning
of the war was that it ¢id not matter who fired the first shot be-
cause you cannot, ané it is not necessary to, decide between the
"aggressor! and "defender" in a war. From a military point of
view, this is of coursc, unassailable. Thercroire, they could be
for the defense of the Soviet Union when Stalin invaded Polangd,
the Baltic, Finland and the Balkons, in enticipation of the next
stage of the war in which the conquests resulting from tiese
invasions would serve as defensive outposts protecting the Soviet
Union when it is attacked. In otaer words, if it is correct to
defend the Soviet Union now, in the sccound stage of the war, tnen
i1t was correct to defend it twenty months aso, and we would have
to say thet the genial Stalin showsd a lot orf forecizht in pro-
viding nhimself in advance with protective armoring he acquired
during the initial invasions. And summa summarum, that is now the
big trump card Stalin's apologists are playing in this country.

To a lot of simple peoplec that even sounds convincing. For
supporters of the Stalin resime this argumeny is and should he
enough, an¢ if I were such a supporter, all the petty lics am
deccptions of Stalin would then rccede into twenticth place.

Some of our comradecs, however, fail to take into account that

we are tae revolutionary cncmies of that regime. We are not its
advisors, we arec n0% out to reform it, we arc out to overthrow it.
We must thercfore judze its ‘agnrassive? and "defensive" measurcs
not from a militery, but from & soeial and politicel standpoint.
We subordinate the former to the latter. The Cannonites subor-
dinate¢ tnc latter to the former. Example: they saicd the invasgion
of Poland or of Finland was a blow to the world revolution, that
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1t was shameful and criminal. FPresumably it was shameful and
criminal primarily from a politicael and not a military standpoint.
But, they saicd, they were for the defense of Russia, that is, for
the victorious execution of this shame, this crime, this blow at
‘the world revolution becausc it was wmilitarily necessary. We said
there is no conceivable abgstraction in this world, not even the
talk about nationalized property, that can get us to defend a blow
against the world revolution, ancd a shameful and criminal one at-
thet. We refuscd to be defensists because tie Soviet Union was
engazed in a reactionary war. Did that mean that the nationalized
property of Russia was not at stake in the war? Of coure it was.
Would the fact that Leningrad would be more heavily protected if
Stalin got southern Finland, help defencd the nationalized property
1f Russia were attacked at a latter stage? Of course it would.
Isn't it also a fact that in the conquered territories Stalin
abolished bourgeols property and nationalized it? f course it is.
But our basic criterion is the intercst ol the :orld proletariat
and the international revolution. Stalin's war stuck the most
brutal blows at these intercsts. And, we said with Trotsky, the
nationalization of piroperty in the occupicd territories does not
compensatc fr these blows by onc-tenth!

Just exactly what were these blows? 1. Capitulation to German
imperialism. 2. The joint imperialist subjugation of the con-
quered territorics, which should now be clear to anybody after

the disclosures of Pitler and Von Ribbentrop a couple of months
ago, was deliberatecly decided upon in advancec dnd by agreement be-
tween the two bandits. 3. The political alliance between Stalin
and Hitler, as cxemplified, among other things by Stalin's white-

- washing of Hitler's war and of ~itler's peace. 4. The fact that
Stalin drove the workers of Finland and of otaer countries, Germany '
and the United States included, deeper into the arms of their :
bourgeoisics., 5. That Stalinis army and GPU immecdiately sur-
pressca all genuine revolutionary and Soviet manifecstation of
the masses 1n the tcrritéries he invaded. And so on.

A1l these either constituted or followed inescapably from the
character of the war in which Stalin was engaged. We never con-
demned Stoelin just because he and not the Finnish or Polish
bourgeoisie fired the first bullet or because hc was the first
one to cross a boundary line.

Now let us sce wnat has changeéd. The bourcaucracy is now defending
its imperialist conquests of a year and a half or more ago. We
were against the Stalin bureaucracy's acquiring these conguests.
Why should we defend it when it seeks to retain these conquests?

We said with Trotsky, "We are and remain againct Selzures of new
territories by the Kremlin." Whey should we be for the Stalinists
holding these territories after they have seized them? The Stelin-
.1sts have changed imperinlist coamps. et is of great importance,
but by no meang of principled importance. In 1939 and 1940 their
alliance with and subjugation to German imperialisin drove the
workers into the arms of the bourgcolsie. I contend th~t their
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alliance with Aapglo-Amcrican imperialism in 1941 Crives the workers
into the arms of the bourgcoicic at lcast as much. The objective
consequences of the burcaucracy's war in 1932 wags the victory of
one imperialism; now, of another imperialism. But, isn't the
natlonalized property, which is not bourgeois, "really" at stake

in 1941, as was not the case in 29397 Allow nme to¢ recturn to the
question at a later point. Right now I want to deal with the
question of the famous "mixcd war'".

2. We uscd to speck a great dcal in our movement, before the war
broke out, of the "mixed war"., It arose in conaection with the
Stalin-Laval pact in 1935 and it meant this: If Russia and Fraince
are allied in a war against Germany that would make it an imperial-
lst war on the one side but not on the other. Liore concretely:
whlle we would not be defensists in imperialist Germany or in im-
perlalist France, we would be defensists in Russia becausec it is a

workers state. This conception was based upon analogy and hypo-

thesis. But when the "mixed war" took place in reality, it did
not corresponé to our original suppositions. That is the fact.
You kinow, peraaps, the origin of the "mixed war" business, and the
nistorical circumstances of the Soviet republic to which Trotsky
referred in 1935-36. It would be well if every comrade understood
these circumstances concretely and in detail, .

Early in 1918, after the Bolsheviks had offered peace to the entire
imperialist world, the Germans procceded to march deeper into the
territory of the Soviets. Negotiations with the Germans were

~snarled up, and tewards the end of February the Kaiser resumed the

offensive against the Bolsheviks. Noulens, the French ambassador
to Moscow thereupon telegraphed Trotsky an offer of military and
financlal support "in your resistance to Germany". The Soc%al Revo-
lutionists were against acceptlng any support. So were many of the
Bolshevik lcaders. Trotsky was in favor of i1t. So was Lenin, who
sent the following note to the Central Committce, "I am in favor

of acceptling potatoes and arms from the robbers of Anglo-French
inperislisml,

Against the left Bolsheviks who advocated a revolutionary war against
Germany, Lonin later pointed out that while a peace treaty with
Germany would help German imperialism, coatinuation of the war would
help Anglo-French imperialism, and that in this very narrow and re-
strictcd gsensc, Russia could not escape helping one or ancother of
the bandits. But listen for a moment to the resolution presented

by Trotsky to the Central Committee, «nd adopted on February 22ad
by a vote of 5-5: "As the party of the socialist proletariat, which
ls 1n power and is conducting wer with Germany, we apply, through
the medlum of the state orgons, all means of equiping our revolu-
tlonary army in the best possible way, with everything that is
necessary, and in orcder to acquire them (the equipment ~ K.S.)
wnerever it is possible, then also from the capitalist governments.
In doing so, the Social Democratic Workcrs Party of Russia (that was
then the nome of the Bolshevik Party - l.S.) rctains its complcete
indepencence with regord to its foreign policy, obligates itself in
no wiseé to the caopitelist governments, and in every single casc con-
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ally eand in principle different fiom the "alliance" that Trotsky

“de

siders their proposals. from the stondpoint of expediency". Rond
over this resolution carcfully. It established o principled founda-
tion upon which alone the Soviet government could make any asrecs
ment,even a military agreement, with an imperialist goveranment.

From thesc words, to which corrcsponded the practice of the Bol-
sheviks, you can, so t0 speak, cotermine the character of the war
the Bolsheviks would have carrled out cven if the "alliance" with
Anglo-French impericliosm had natcrialized, which 1t did not.-

The mixed wnr did not toke place in 1918 becouse imperialism could
not maize an alllancc with a rorkers state under the terms of
Trotsky's resolution. At lcast not in ny opinion cand in the

past 21 years life secms to substantiate this opinion. Lenin and
Trot sky kncw that even a circumscribed agreement with the inper-
1alists was an extremely perilous business. But, precisely by the
terms of Trotsky's resolution this hazard was morec tihan sufficlently
compensated. By what? By thc provisions of the sccond scatence

- of the resolution., Why? Because in practice Lenin and Trotsky

would have more than cancelled out the effects of their "support®
of one impcriolisnm ageinst ancther by the revolution~ry activity
which the Bolshevik statc and the Bolsheviks conducted preciscly
in the ranks of theilr imperialist "ally"., This is nor nerc hypo-

" thesis. It i1s bormne out by the facts. Example: After signing

the imposed Brest-Litovsk  treaty with Germany enéd thercby "support—
ing" German inperialism agalnst Anglo-Fronch inpceriallsm, the
crfects of thls were more than cancelled out by the unceasing
revolutionary propaganda of the Bolsheviks vhich resulted a very

few nonths later, in the overthrow of German imperialisnm,

We cannot stand still in our ovym conceptions or be bouind by the
fotishism of words or nemoirles. We must allow 1lifc to influence
our councecptions. Life has proved that tnc degeacrate Stalinist
reginc cannot fight & "mixed war' as a progressive or revolutionary
war., But its very nature its eg?cements and alliances - alliances
without quotzation marks this tire - with imverialicm arce rcaction-
ery througih and through. And thot again brings us to the charadter
of the present war end the character of Russia'ls participation in
1t, even in the precent stage of the war,

Again and again I repeat, we nust judge our position of defeatism
or Gefensisn ian any country by the ianterests of the soclalist world
proletariat, and not of thc workers of one country. The vicuory

‘of Gerion imperialiesm in the war would have nothing but reactionary

effects. The victory of Aazglo-Anericen imperialism over Germmay,
likewlsc, Wc arec for the defeat of Germea imperialism - not by
Anglo-Anerican inmpcrialisp but by the German prolctarict. We are
for tae defcat of the Dritish empire - but not by Hitler. Fron
the standpolnt of our basic criterion wiet arc tic objective con-
scquences of "defcense of tic Sovict Unlon" now? Taken on a world

scale, ané that is the only way we can take it, since we are not

Russinn naticualists, it means the impericlist victory of Washington

~an€ London over Gernan imperialism, with all the traglc coascquences

tnat flow fron that. Why? Becausc of the very noture of the
Stalinist rlliance wvith London and Washiagton, viilch is fuadaneat-
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proposed to nake in 1918. A few examples: the victory of Stalin
in foland was undoubtedly a "victory for nationalized property", Af
considercd as an i1solatcd national phenomenon. In the rceelities
of présent world politics ané the prescnt world war, however, this
vietory was a victory of German imperialism over its rivals, That
1s the fact 2nd even children *Tuht to know it. The same is true
of the invasion of Fianland. 7£fCtoky said it was carried out at the
dictates of Hitler., Correct. Did it help protect Leningrad? Of
course. But fronm the international point of view, which is & cisive,
the invasion was a necessary part of the war strategy of German
imperialisn. What has changed now is that concretely "defense of
of the Soviet Union" mcans promoting thc grand strategy of Anglo-
Anmerlcain imperialisn - objectively to be sure. Hence the dilcrma
of the defensists. I mean, of course, of revolutionary Gefensists
- like soiie of our comrades and the Cannonites. What concretely do
they propose to do that we do not propose? I would like very ruch
-to hear that. 1In 1935-36 vc used to say that in the hypothetical
nmixed war we would be for facilitating shiprients to Russia but
not to Francec or Germany.  In the present real ané not hypothetical
war I ask the following question of the defensists: Are you for
facilitating American shipments to Russia today? Alas, the accursed
realities of the war show theat shipnents to Russia nean convoys
and that coavoys, as our good precident says, ncan e shooting war.
- Is that a fact or not? Even Goldman is compelled to acknowlegge
this in the Militant. ¥e¢ trics to get around the dilenma by the
poor lawyer's arguncnt that he Goeen't "urge" shipnents, because
~that reans convoys and they neon war, but his party will not oppose
thenr,  Ien't that a beauty of a position? Or well the defensists
be proposing, for example, tomorrow, th~t we demonstzote befare the
apanese consulates if hostilities break out between Japan and
Russia? I doubt 1t. Because even they understand that such
denmonstrations, given the real and not hypothetical situation,
would only be grist to the nill of American imperialism.

Or what will ihey Go in the not at all inconceivable situntion which
may confront them tomorrow nmorning, so %o sKoak, where Britih and

- Russlen troops arc fighting side by side in Afphienistan or Imn?
Where Co thie British troops end ané the Russians begin? Where Coes
Cefensisn end and non-defensism bezin? Every intelligent observer
tnows that this is an entirely practical and immedintce possibility.
And wherc are the revolutionary compensations for the inevitebly
reactlionary effects of Stalin's war, compensations which the Lenin-
Trotsky rcgime could and ¢id provide for? They ¢o not exist .and

in the acture of the case canuot, '

3. The LixeC war theory, so far as the Stalin regire 1s concerned,
has not worked out, anc that is all there is to it. But suppose
the character of the war Coes change? And what Co I mean exactly
by a chaage in the character of the war? Simply this, that it
ccases_to be a prefominently imperialist, ‘or rather inter-imperialist
war. Is there such a possibllity?  Cert~inly. You night say thet
thet 1s what Hitler's whole prescnt strategy is. That is the
- essence of hils whole so-callel peace cffensive. You nlght say that
- that is the whole objective of the conscious anmpenscrent clements
- anong the Britlish bourgeoisie £lso. What else i3 the objective of
the propaganca of the America Firsters, tle Hearst press, and their
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11k? They arc secking cdeliberately to change the character of the
war; becauss ticy know, as we should know  what the precominant
character of the war 1s at presont. Wg - want to change the char-
acter of the war into a war of thc working class egainst the
bourgecoisie and world imperialiecii. They want to change the char-
acter of the war into a war of world imperialism agailnst the ®viet
Union. '3guulé thoy succcdd in tiis, and it is not impossible,
then 1t would b¢ w social war ¢f world imperielism against the
Soviet Union. Whether it would be coalucted actively by one im-
perialist power alone with tie tacit supporti of the others, or by
all of them Jjointly ané actively, would 'mot, in ny opinion be de-
cisive, for the number of troops employec agoinst Russia woull not
be the important thing. That and that alone is what I neant by
the paragraph in nmy New Internationel article of a few months ago,
which has becen so unwarrantedly quoted by some of the defensist
corraces. Were the charactcr of the war to change as incicated,
then you could easily sece tiuat the arguments about the Stalinist
alliance with imperialisn referred to in the preceeding roint, wouléd
not and coulcd not apply. From the point of view of the SU, cven
uncer Stalin, the objective conscquences of the war could not and
would not be the saie as they arc now. Revolutloncry defensism in
such circunstances would not in any way involve support of imper—
lalism or subordinate the "interests of the workers in one country

to the interests of the International proleteriat. Under such cir-
cunstances the greater likelilood is, in fact it is almost a cer-
tainty, mobilization of the working class of any country for revo-
lutionnry cefense of the Soviet Unlon woulé be and could only be
directed against the bourgeoisie of that working class. I don't
think that should be nard to understanc. Yet, contrast such a
situntion with the obvious facts of the present situation. To
anyone for whom "defense of the Soviet Union" is not a collection

of religious words, but concrete problem of revolutionary politics,

“the Gifrerence, as the Franch say, lcaps to the eyes.

4. What about the workers in the Soviet Union? What about the -
¢efense of Neotionalized Property? Nationalized property is not an
abstraction any iorc thon Cenocracy is an abstraction. Nationalized

propery under the regine of Soviet democracy, thnt was a revolu-

tionary workers stetc. The nationalized property witih the reginme
of the anti-soviet autocracy whethcr you call it a degcnerated
workers state or bureaucratic collectivism, is certainly not
equivalent to a revolutionary workers state. n the basis of

thls vory sane nationalized property, in fact, curing the very
period when thls property was consolidated anc expanded ¢nernously
at thec expense of bourgeols property, the proletarin and revolu-

tlon~ry mevements in Russia were all but completely destroyed and

the laternaticnal proletarian novenent frightfully undernined. As
you know, I consider nationalized property in the Soviet Union a
historically superior forr: of property to any form of private

_property in history. But I ¢o not attribute to it what Marx

vould call a supra-hisiorical significance, any nore than, for ex-
ample, I woulc attribute suca a significence to Gemocracy. Isit
worta Gefending? That depends on concrete clrcunstinces, anc¢ not

upon an evaluation of nationalized property in anc of itself. It
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18 dangerous to argue by analogy because people can casily cemon-
gtrate th~t analogous situations are not identical situations.
Yet to argue by analogy is also oftcn illuminating. In the Spanish
civil war there werc elements of imperlalist war and we pointed
them out. But, we saldy the war is Cecisively between bourgeois
Cemocracy and Fascisnm; and glven the fact that the proletariat

was not rcady to take power in its own nane, we supported bourgzeols
denocracy as against Fascisn - critically, to be sure. In the
sane nanner, in a eocilal war between world capitalisim and the
Soviet Union I would be a revclutionary, 1.e., a critical defen-
sist in Russia, because I do not want to sce worlé imperialism
- get a new lemse on life be reducing tie non-capitalist Soviet
Union to a capitalist colony. Isn't the natlonalized property

at stake in the present war too? Of course it is. But isn8t the
working class novement in the United State, its rlghts anc¢ ia-
stitutions and in England too, also at stake in the present war?
Thet 1s, if Hitler conquers the United States, would that not nean
~ that in addition to the crushing of Anerlcan imperialisn the ‘work=-
- ing class novenent ané the more or less denocratic basis on ghich
it can exist and progress, would also be destroyed? Of course it
would. Yet, we are not Gefensists in the UnitecC 8tatcs becawse
hovever important the role this element plays, it coecs not alter
the Gecisively impericlist ané reactionary character of the war,
But at the sane tine, even in the United States, we¢ ¢o not take a
conpletely negativec position. Without becominyg CGefensists, or
even flirting with defensisn, we Fight right in the nidst of the
~ inperialist war itself for tihe ianterests and rights of the work-
‘ing cless. We fight to advaince that which is worta cefenling. In
the present situation in Russie, I woulcd apply much tue same policy.
~ Would I tell the Russian onkers not to fight to wrr? That advice
- 1s neeningless or stupid. coulé not ané ¢o not tell then that

in the United Sg~tes. Do I tell then in Russia not to obey thelr
officers? Of course not. I an not an anarchist, In Russla and
anywhere clse the workers gnd especilally the soldicrs will obey
their superiors uniil they have accuwrulated the organlzcd power...
not to obey if they so desire. In the Soviet Union nov vhet would
I figat for? You uacerstanc, of course, that "fighting for" any-
thing in the Soviet Union tocay is, so rar as our iovenent 1is
. concerael, a work of Y"patient enlightenment" as Lenin used to put

- 1t. I woulé say to the workers, organize and uobilize your strength
to re-establish the Soviets, in the cities, in the army and on the
lané; to re-establish your trades unions; to take power again; to
drive out the bureaucrats. Demand cven now the ¢iminution and
eventual abolition of all burecaucratic privileges. Demand thc re-
lease of all the revolutionary opponcnts of Stalin who were in-
risoned. Denand thc right of self-determination for tie Ukmine

I notice that tle Cannonites ¢ropped this slogan out of thclr pro-
gran of action for Russia), anl so on. '

Would I raisc tie slogan of pcace? One of our CGefensclist conraces
demanéel tuat I answer why I co not raisc the slozan now wiereas
I ¢ic ralse 1t éuring the Finnish invasion. The problen is a very
sinple one. The peace slogan is not in and of 1tsclf a revolution-
ary or a cefeatlist slogan, even in a reactionary war. Not at all.
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The peace slogan shoull be raised by us under any situation only .
when it neans thc revolutionory hobilization of the working class
against the rcactionary resine. Lenin was against the slogan up
to 1917, because in that perioé 1% was a purely pacifist slogzan.
After tic revolution, the situation was such tiaat the slogan was
revolutionary. But an even better cxample. We Co not _even raise
- the slogman of »Hecece in the Unitoed ggg&gg_gg_ng;ggg_ngng# Why
~ not? Becausc we ~rc for the war? I courszc aot. But because the
denand for peoace, the slogan for peace, woull, uandcr the concrete
clrcunstances in England tocay, pley right into thc hands of
Hitler and.the British ultra-reactionaries anc would aot nobilize
the nmasscs for revolutionary struggle. In the United Sgates also,
the peace slogan would not mobllize the nmasses for revolutionary
struggle, and would pley right into the hands, not only of Hltler,
but morc important of the pacifist bone-heads, the Ancrica Firsters,
anc all other reactionary appeaser elements. At a later stags the
peace slcgan nay very well have revolutionary significance. But )
not now. So in Russia todny. In the cose of the Finnish invasion,
the slogan of pecace would have been a good slogan, not only for
‘its revolutionary effects upon the Finnish proletariat, but because
1t would have been Cirected ageinst taec reactionary regine in _
alllance with Hitler. Right now, assuning you want to look reality
‘An the face, such a slogan would only ploy into the handésg of
those clements of the bureaucracy who uncoubtecly aspire to a con-
plete surrenCer and capitulation to Eitler. Ané I an not for that,

# Sicne tals letter was written, ny attention has been called to
the fact thet this forrnulation nmay lead to a risunderstanding, -
To clear up any such iisunderstanding, I woulc acé the following:
In saying thet we do not even raléc the slogan of peacc in tlx
Unitcé States tocay, I nean that cxclusively in tlic scnse of not
naking it the center of our sctivities NOW. In generzl, ve are
Just as ruer, funcdamentally, the opponents of capitalist "peace!
as vve arc of capitalist war. In particular, thait is, at every
concrete stoge of the Ceveloping situation, the peace slozan,

as rcferrcG to above, is to bc acopted or rejectel by us in
accorcence with whether i1t acdvancus or rctards the revolutionary
strugzle agalnst the class cnery. It goes without sayinz that
our refusal to acvance this as & fignting slogen aow Coes not.in
the lcast imply a relaxotion of our strugsle against the war,

or azainst American participation iin the war., Oa the coatrary,
we carry on that strujgcsle no less intensively than in the past,
Only, as has been explained tiie anl esgain in our moveilent, with
speclal reference to the denands and slogans of our transitional
progran, tiec struggle againest the war right now canunot be offect-
ively concucted by a naked couaterposinz of Mpeece" to Wwar'

but only by putting forward suci concrcte denands ané slogans

as are best calculatecd to mobilize tie working cless in a nowe=
nent vihiex is, in fact, Cirected against the imperialists end

+ thelr war =ncé towards the establishuent of workers! power.—-M.Se
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But I would like to raise this question, especially to the cefensist
concactes. Tac Stalinist alliance with Anglo-Ancrican inpzrlalisn
is reactioncry throuzi and trrough, is it anot? 1 reans support

of worlc inperialism, politicsl and izilitary, Coes it not?t In

ny agltational ané educational work amonz the Russlan nasscs I
woull raise the slozan: bread tiie reactionary imperialist alliance
with Loncon ané Viashington., The Cennonites, I an pretty sure,
woull not countenonce this slogan, waiich is crminently corrcct.
Woull our cefensists? I would lilke to Lear from then on tals

8COreC,

5, Finally, it is necessary to have a little nore Hjarity on thae
question of cefeatism. You remeuber in tic SWP Clesputc, tae gifted
Marxist, Cannon, cxplained to us thet the Leninist theory of :
defeatisn neans thint you prefer the victory of the encny to the
victory of your own govermment.. That is, you prefor the Cefeat

of your -ocountry by thc engmy country, to tihe cefeat of tlhc cneny
country by your coujtry. Of course, Eenin acver od such an icea,
but trifles like that have never botierec Cannon in higs theoretical
fligats. I personally think that so rmuch confuslon s been lntro-
cuced in the concept of cefeatisi that I Goubt if we would be '
losing too rmuch if we Cropped tlhe word out of our vocabulery. How-
ever, be that as it nay, let ne try to speclfy what I ncan by the
content of this conception in the present situation. I an not for
throwing open tac Tront, so tint Hitler can rnarch 1ln, ot ot all,
For that nmatter, in a consicerably déiffercnt situation, anc for
sonewhat Ciffercnt reasons, I am not for throwing open tiae front

in Englan¢ either. By defeatism in Russia, if I ray still use

that word, I ainm at the defeat of the Stalinist counter-revolution
by the soviet working class. Right now, to talk reallstically of
" revolutionary actions which enlanger tiae froat is pirase non ring,
playing with formulac, and aothing iore. If ever a situation
called for "patient explanation® it is the present situation in
. Russla. To the extent tast anything can be done in Russia I would
~geeck to Cirect the cfforts of the Internationalists at reconstitut-
ing the indepcendence anl the integrity of the proletariat. Then
~one of two things. This would either facllitate the cevelopnent

of 'a favorable revolutionary situation, or elsc woulcd be facilitatecd
by the Ceveloprient of such a sltuntion; riore accurately, thc one
woulc influence tiae otlier. After such an incepealent proletariat
becane strong enougsh to have an influence on tie font and on the
nllitery operations, then, siven the continueld cxistence of the
Stalin resime you would hnve the bejinnings of the Cual povwer in
Russia. In that case, without yet beconing & defensist, while
continuing to denounece Stalin's reactionary var end reactionary war
ains, I would try to appeal to tie soldiers as Leain ¢id in 1917,
not to engage in futile rutinies or riots or in any sporaCic ac-
tions, to hold tine front, so thnt the Germans Co not break thru
anC érush the proletarian clements of the cual power, anl to speed
the cday vhen the Russlan proletarint can crush tize Stalinist clen-—
gnts of the dual power and ciange the war into & revolutionary
war asgainst inperialisn,

I know thnt anong certaln conraces in the Party, a tiny minority I
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hope, there is what you wight ccll a reactionary rood about the

farious "Russian question". In their fury at Stalin and Stalinisn

anc. the S allnlsts, sonc conrades are scceking sone ragic fornula

which will "ric thew of the Russian problen!" - anc of Stalinisn,

I an firrly in favor of resisting and counter-actiing such nools of

desperatlion, beecause thet 1s all they are. It is even reported to

re that oine comrace snld that ke is a "Cefeatist" in Russia, because,

you see, 1f Russia is defeatcd we won!t have the problen of Stalin-

t  lsm ia the unions any more! I cannoty of course, vouch for the

F. accuracy of this remark. But, Ihhardly ncec say that I have nothing
- in comon with suchk a point of view. I _can uanderstand  such & point
of vicew only as a result of a rcaction provokecd by the hicdeousncss
of Stalinisn anl perianps to a lesser Cesree by sonc extrenlst state-

nents by cdefensists. t 1s necessary to be on guard against such
extrene recctions, bec.use even the best corrades, once they dart

on tat roacd, wlll sure as fate po to hell. - I appenl, rather, for

the caliiest and nost objJective judgement of thc problen.I don‘t for

.o norent contenC thnot it 1s a sinmple onc. For the Staliniszts of
course, it is gimple. Thcey Con't even have to think., Anything

Stalin Coes cutomatically merits support. For the Cannonites too}

b 1t 1s pretiy simple. Any ware thot the "nationalized property" fighte
i agolnst capitalisi, they Cefend it. The present Soviet state, said

« Trotsky, 1s o terrible nonstrosity. It wng never thought of or

E - concelvecl by karx or Dnsels or Lenin or Trotsky himself., It isg

f - unprececented and unique and full of startling surprises ané inno-

- vations., I comsider it the heliht of stupicdity to believe that every

- sinzle problen: connected with 1t can be answered by a simple foriula,
. For ny part I an ready to ledvc that travesty on Karxian politics

¢ 1o the Cannonitcs. ‘ i ,

t I ¢o not think, however, thnt whnt I have saié in this ever so long
letter, exhausts tic viole probler or even all the' important aspects

t of 1t or that it succeeds in aasverins every question to 100% satis-

j faction. I like to believe, however, that it will throw more light
on our position anC thereby accorplish at least this, that 1t will

. facilitate the continuation of ~n objective Ciscussion of the ques=

- tion.

I an scncing copics of this letter to a nuiber of conrades who ney
¢ be interested 1n it, '

¥ Vith best wishea.

&
=

New York
August 8th,1941
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