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TEZ LEFIFIST AID SHACHTI AT POSITIONS
OF IIPIRIALIST TAR

The attempt here is tewanalyze Comrade Shachtman's vposition on war as excressed
in "SOCIALIST FOLICY AID THZ "/R", parbts I ard II, In the first part of Shacht-
man'S"_ rhsentation he makes an interpretation of Lenin's nosition on the First

N far; in the secord ha develops a position on “iorld Tar III based on the
differences between the %o vars and contrasted with his view of Lenints ideceass
The conclusions dravn in part II flow naturally from the premises set uvp in Part:
In other words, within the logical system, if the first is correct, so is the
seconds Consequently, it is with the ¥alidity of the first section that we are
mainly concerned here.

In part I Shachtman interprets Tenints position in the following way: this wmr
('"" I) was an imperialist war fouzht for the purpose of redividing eoloniss ard
spheres of influence; 1in no wise affected was *the sovereignty of the major ime
neriglists themselvese Therefore,Lenin could, and did, propose continuation of
mramfzxelea class struzgle in w srtl'na, beocause if such struggle caussd the mili.
tary defealt of the govermment no reactionary conseguences would resulte In fact
such a defesat would actuvally aid the proleteriat by weakening the bourgeoisies
: In Tjorld Uar I1I, Shachtman argues, the defeat of America will be the greater
o evil arl will mean the defeat of the working class as welly This is because T7
S III will be fought for the cnquest of the laading participants themselves as

' well as for their satellites and eoloniese Shachtman contends this is especially
_ true in the event of Russian victorye. From this, in osur view, the conclusion B
o logically follows thet we cannot aim for the workerst! seizure of porer during
this war becauss such wvld risk an American defeat by Stalinisme This risk cane
not be taken for the above reasons, hence we abandon the oonceptual slogans of
defsatism (1ntensuicatmn of class conflict to its fruition in direct struggle
for poer by the proletariete Ve therefore anc thereby give up, as well, during
the war the struggle for socialisme.

- To this point there is little difference betireen Shachtman and Susan Green.

e Housver, Gresn introduces an additional determinant. 3She states thab, while re=-
: volution in the warring countries was possible during the first ", today this
© condition does not exist; rather, the proletariat, paralyzed by Stalinism, can
no longer play an independent role « From this, Green says e must, while not
giving up our 1dea.s, etc., give eritical supoor'b to and rely on Lmerican arms to
save us anC gain a breathing spell for the working classs She beliesves our polie;
should be ©to urge reforms which would strengthen the state in its ware On the
other hand, though Shachtman has shomn by a judicious distortion of Tenin (as we
intend to prowe) that tle struggle for workers! power must be shelved for the
duration because of the danger of defeat at the hands of the greater evil,
Stalinism, hs does not draw Green's conclusions, Instead, he says that te cannc’
support Lmerica beocause will wage an imperial ist anddreactionary ware. further-
nore, its reactionary policies will endanger the netion and hence the working
classe Instead, ve must work to transform the character of the war from reaction-
ary and monruh.llst to progressive and demoecratice Since we oan not do this by

working torard a worke rs? states, we must do so by some other meanse This is to
be done by means of a labor party which verhaps not yet socialist, is of such a
nature that it can come %o power in the bourgeois sta«,e and chanze the nature of
the war without eivil war and the resultant risk of defeat by Stalinisme

It is needless to say that Shochtman's tran sitional program is a phantasy. It
is hor'ever, the only kind of program thet aculd possible be put forth without

coming out for support of ths war, and is a porgram thot enables him to remain,
at leaSs, formally, in the anti-war campe

.
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* Mow let us go back to his original premises, his interpreation of Lenin, Yes,
it is true that Lenin did say that the war was for colonies. Hovever, tle world
war was not a limited war faught for limited objectivese It was a total war, a
wer in which each group of imperialists sought to smash the hegemony, the poli
tical and economic power, of ‘the other. Lernin recognized this when he wrote:

"eeoThe characteristic feature of imperialism is nrecisely that it
strives to annex not only agricultural regions, but even highly ine
dustrialized regions’ (Gernan appetite for Belgium, French appetite

for Lorrains), because 1) the fact that the world is already divided
up obliges those contemplating a new division to reach out for any lkind
of territory, and 2) because an essemtial featurs of imperialism is the
rivalry betireen a number of great powers in the striving for hegemony,
i.04, for the conquest of territory, not such durectly for themselves
as to wesken the adversary end undermine his hegemonyess"

The complete victory of one side over the other would certainly mean that the
losers would lose a degree of natiosnal independence and would suffer national
aggrandizement (eege the Versailles Treaty, the huge indemnities end reparations,
dismemberment)e All these things are a form of national oppressione If, at that
time, the victors did not ocoupy the. loserst! countries, it was because they did
not have to, they haC gaired economic supremacy as a result of their military
operetions which smashed the soonomic nower of the losers, the stripping of their
colonies being onl‘y a parte Lenin propounded his slogan “turn the imperialist
war into civil war"' for all oountries becamse he saw in the wartime continuation
of the strugzle for socid ism the only way of preventing the defeat and suffer-

ing of the probtariat w uld have 5 endure as a result of an imperialist-diotated
peacee

by

" eeethe proletarist is opposed to defonse of the fathorland in this
imperialist war beeause of its predatory, slave-owning, reactionary
character, beocause it 1s possble and necessary to oppose it (and to
strive to convert it into a oivil war for socialism)s.." 4lso, "Pro=
gress, if we leave out the possibility of temporary steps baciviar, is
possible only towards Sacialist societye Objectively, the imperialist
bourgeois war..s0aneesfrom the stardpoint of the porgressive class, be
opnosed only with a war against the bourgeoisie for powerjees” And
still more import: "o find the dame error in Junius' arguments about
wrich 1s better, vietofy or defeat? His conclusion is that both are
aqually bad..eThis is the point of view not of the revolutionary prom
le tariat, but of the pacifist petfy - . . bourgeoiss If we speak
about the 'revolubiosmary intervertionf of tile proleteriate.sethen we
must raise the question from anothéf point of view namely: 1) is
'revolutionary interventiosn?' nossible without the risk of defeat? 2)
Is it possible to soourge the bourgeo isie and the government of one's
own country without teking that risk? 3) Fave we not alwvays asserted,
‘ad oes not the historical exseriencd of redctiomary wars prow, that
defeats help the couse of the revolutionary elass?" (from Lenin »
Coll, 'i'i:rb, Vole KIX) .
, ra
He posed the “civil war" slogan, thich was merely/asserting in a differsut woy 5
under changed conditions, the basis principles of Harxism, principles that the
social-chauvinists had abandoned when the war begane Lenin pointed out the feot
that sooial revolution is impossible without the government being in a state of
orisis and that such a oondition oan be brought about by military defestss Leni:
el 80 Justified the fact that the strugzle for socidl ism in wmrtime incurs the
risk of defdat by the enemy, not, as Shachtmen olaims, beoause such defeat woulr”




either aid or at least not harm the proletsrist, but because revolution is possi-
ble in all warring countries. e present excerpts from a polemic by Lenin agains*
the German Socialechauvirist, Kolb, to support this.

Kolb attacked Lenin thus:"*The oonsequence!{of the tacts of Liebknecht's
followers), writes Kolb, 'would be that the internsl struggle within the
German nation would reach boiling point and This would weaken its military
and political powerle. to the advantage and wictory 'of the imperislism of
the Triple Zntente'", Tenin's replys " 'Internal struzgle which hes reached
the boiling point! is civil ware Xolb is right when he says thet the tactics
of the ~ left lead to this; he is right when he says that they mean the
tmilitary weokening! of Germany, ise., desiring end aiding its defeat, de-
featisme Xolb-is wrong - only! - in that he refuses to see the internation-
al charscter of tlese tactics of the Lef6é. For 'the internalstruggle to
reach boiling point', the ':eakening of the military power' of the imperial-
ist bourgeoisie and 'by virtue of this, in connection with it, by mean of it)
the transformation of the imperialist war into civil wer ere possible in all
belligerent countriese.."

Shachtman in his article interprets Lenin as follows: "the prole tarian ck sses
could follow e policy of intensified class struggle against their own govern-
ments as the main eremy = a strugzgle that would be facilitated by militery de-
feat L= “and would at the same time contribute.to the
militery defeat of their own country = because even if such a defeat were %o
ocour the country would not run the risk of being subjugated by the enemy."

Here is Shachtman's distortion of Lenine He portrays Lenin as basing his policy
on The faot that the objectiwe results of the veitory of the other wise would aid
the proletariat because the war was being fought for strictly colonial aims.
Shagchtman inedvertently contradicts himself by interpreting Lenin in an entirely
ophosite light on the same page of his own articlel "...IFZ VERY CONCIPTIOF OF
VICTORY (OR DEFZAT) by one imperialist bloe being a lesser evil excluded, IN
PRACTICE, the conception of the revolutionary intervention by the @uropean
proletariat to put an end to the imperialist war...” (Qur emphesis). Yes,
Shachtman, in his conception of ¥orld i/ar III in which he thirks in terms of vic-
tory or defeat and of l sser evils, etc., doss, in fact, exclude the possibility
of soocialist revolution in wartime. Instead, he creates a fanciful labor party
which does the things a workers' state alone can doand without the need of a
workers! struggle culminating in & duel power development,

Does this mean, then, that there are no differences between jorld \ar I and torld
iar ITI? Not at alle Despite tte fact that there are important differences,
they are not those qualitative differences which would warrant the abandonment
of the struggle for socialism in the course of the coming war. That is the basic
reason why we continue to defend the Leninist conception of the struggle for
workers power in wartime, for to do otherwise is to effectively abandon thet
strugglee Shachtman surrermders this concept because the victory of Stalinism,
& nonwcapitalist social force, will result in the victory of a reaction far more
extensive a nd complete than the victory of any capitalist power could bee e
say, however, that such a vietory of Stal inism, if thet is what is to ocour,
will be the terrible price the proletarist w 1l have to pay for its failure to
overthrow capitalism in the course of this war and of the two preceing ones.
This war must be viewed as an outgrowth of the previous imperielist warse. The
differences between the three wars (in the objective results of the victory or
defeat for one side or another) are one of intensity of reaction brought about

" by the steady worsening of conditionse In the same broad sense, Stalinism it-

. 88lf is a resotion brought on by the continued failure of the wrking class to put




an ond to eapitailmt

Honee these diffsrences a re merely edditional reasons ¥hy the atruggle for
socialism ean not be -or abandoned, but must be intensified, Shaohtman
is right whon he 8eyS tpe npa#ion is in danger in this war. But only the working
olam power during the war oan save the nation. That and nothing short of thate

Williem Stanley
Jemes Thompson

Berkaley,
Jane 7, 1952

(Please note: The above was written some momths ago and has been diseussed

in the Sen Franeiseo and Los Angeles Branshes, Consequently, with ths passing
iof time and in the light of diseussion, a number of reformulations and extensions
of the ideas expressed above have same to mind. However, the artiocle is being
presented as originally written (with the exception of ths mandatory substie
tution of a fow phrases) sinee it has laready been sirculated and discussed in
its present form.
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