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TWO COMRADES IN SIARCH OF A RIGHT=-VING PROGRAl

Nobody in his senses, in the ISL, believes that we have all the answers to the
problem of how to imtervene as socialists in the process of pushing the labor
movement to independent political action and a lebor party. There is en immense
amount of room for proposals and discussion on tactios and policy in this effort,

"~ An elementary condition for suoh proposals should be that they be at least oclear=

ly stated - however tentatively. If it is just a matter of kicking around

some idees, or of a mood or freme of mind, that has a place in discussion t00 ==
since no one can demand that a comrade come forth with a fulleblown idea right -
of f == but then it should be equally olear that this is what is in question-

-~ Comrades Magnus and Beilas sound as if they are proposing something new, fresh

and different, which is a thing devoutly to be wished. Whet their idea is, howe
ever, is more obscure, now that they have "clarified" thelr point, then it wes
beforee :

+ . In LABOR ACTION for September 29, 1952, a letter signed by these two oomrades ap=

peared which seemed to be raising a new proposal == new for us, that ise In

. this letter, after some thoughts on the general problem they mede the follow1ng

suggestions

"At any rate, it appears that LABOR ACTION, as a result of the events
at the Democratic convention ard afterward, should be impelled into
a reconsideration of its support to labor candidates in Democratic
primaries running ageinst reaotionary machine pol: ticians (as in the
Willoughby Abner case), and perhaps even to extend this support to
ell primaries where the Democratio labor-liberal bloo confronts the
right wing for control of the party. (hy emnhasis;) : ’

This was the only conolusion for policy in the letter. It was, as e see, tantae

tively suggested, with a "perhaps," which was duly noted in LABOR ACTION's edie
torial comment on the letter, - ' ;

The tentatiwe suggestion, with its "perhaps" and all, seemed fairly clears
First of all, the comrades proposed "racon31derétion of the League's rejection
of the Willoughby Abner policy, that is, the policy of supporting labor cand1-

dates within the Demoeratic primaries. This they proposed without a "perhaps

Secondly, however, the "new" idea they suggested is that we have "perhaps even
to extend this support" toessother than labor cendidates in Democratio prlmarles,

_ specifiocally, epparentlv, to candidates of "the Democratic labor-liberal blocs"

What is this "extension?" Well, it too had come in for some disoussion during
the Abnerepolicy dispute. In fact, the opponents of this policy had challenging
asked its supportors why (by their course of reasoning ) they were unwilling to
extend their supnort of en Abner, who was a labor man running in the Democratic

" primaries, to other Fair Dealers in the p:imarios who were not labor msn bub _
who were supported by labor as "friends of labor" =< labor=supported l'air Dealers,

Trumanites. Unanimously, the supporters of tho Abner polioy decried any attenpt
to foist this thought upon them.

Now, in the last issue .of FORUM, Comrades Magnus. and Beilas have a reply to

LABOR ACTION's editorial comment end they claim to have been misinterproteds

In fact they write: "No place in our letter /hh LABOR ACTIOﬁ7 did we even

hint at supporting the 'Fair Dealers' as Drapor suggests in his lengthy answer «‘5
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to our letter," and thoy deny that thoy advocate support to "liberal Democratic
ocandidates against rxgnt-ninb Democratic candidatoss"

Very good. But we are still in the dark about one thingz what was this "exton-
sion" of the Abner polioy which we should "perhaps" make? How doos it differ
from the Abner polioy itself? Who else is to be supported ("perhaps") besides
labor candidates? Did Comrades Leagius and Beilas actually have & thought in mind
in writing those words, or was the whole thing a mistake? .

we do not ask thls in order to press these two fine comrades to the wall, for

4f they are merely in the process of "thinking aloud," why, by all means, let
them thinke But then they should not write polemical replies in which they
~sound as if they ars replying to the editorial comment, while as a matter of
Taot they forget the only passege of their letter which seemed to put forward a
"new end fresh" ideas ; Lo

We have not the. s11ghtest obgection or reproach that’ Magnus=Boilas have dropped

mention of their little "extension" in their FORUM artiole. Only == they are not
helping anybody's meditation on the problem when they quietly forget that the
LABOR ACTION editorial ocomment, which they are now polemizing against, was- ini=
tiated by a suggested proposal Whlch they no, longer mentlon. : .

_They would do better for themselves, and for the thinking of the League, if

they did not look for polemical whipping-boys, but instead tried to think out
what they have to say, and then say it in as positive terms as possibles

‘Their FORUM article is still puzzling. At its close they write: "We did not,
“‘and do not, intend to push these ideas as courses of action unt11 after the com-
ing electlons am that for several good reasons;

¥hat "courses of action?"

.The only course of aotion mentioned in 'their FORUM article is the Abner policy,

the lino of urging and supporting labor candidates in Democratic primaries. As
everybocy knows, this policy has already been pushed as a course of action in
the League, ard very vigorously indeed = for a whols year or more prior to

the last conventione Magnus-Beilaes were no% exactly being models of selfe

% restraint when tley announced that they "did not, and do not, intend to" push it
. all over again, after it hed been defeated following e ysar-long discussion.
" In faot, the "course of action" on which they are exercising this self=-restraint
- oan hardly be merely the Abmer line, cen it? As mentiomsd, it is puzzling.

. Again, they sound as if they have a new lins to present but it is a risky thing
- indeed to venture ‘to pick 1t out.

*

But there 1s something pércoleting in their thlnxing, end (teking my very life in
my hands) T dare to guess that it is not merely a "reconsideration" of the Abner

line. Thsat vegetable is a bit wilted this season. In any oase, if Comredes
Megnus-Boilas really do want to "reconsider" the Abner line, they ought to take
their task seriously and disouss (for example) whether Abnmer's own experience
has pushed him further awey or closer to independent politioal actionees.

While admitting my lack of success in fathoming the BsilaseMagnus proposal (the

;ome which they are restraining themselves from pressing) I do went to give them

& word of edvioce in their announced project of asking stimulating questions for
the disoussion of the Leaguee

It is thiss Do not get into the deplorable freme of mind where you cannot see the
. o 2580
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dlfferenoe betwesn (a) anawers, and (b) anyers which you agree withe

There is & real diiference betwesn +he two, honostly. Yot there is mors than.

-. one cese history I have observed, including a rather recont ons, where a comrade
gots into the rut of denouncing (say) LABOR ACTION for not "ansverlng & probe
lem when what he really means is merely that he doesn't consider the ISL lins

a sufficient answer, that is, he doesn't agree o with it,

Comrades iagnus-Beilas show advanced signs of this maledye Consider for example,
the following passages . : : :

The two excellent comrades denouncs the ' rigld oriterion" of "the present ap=-
proach of the ISL," beoause the ISL has "one fixed and unalterable oriterion =-
is this, or is this not, an organizational move out of the Democretic Party, to=-
- ward the setting up of e lebor party? If it is, we epplaud; if it is not, weo

- oondemn it or ignore ite" That's bad, they think, .

Thelr’first example of "rigid oriterion" is a reference to "Jason's artiocles on

the UAW in lichigen," unexplained at this point. Further down we find no reasoned

discussion of Jeason's artlcles, but the following:

"The fact is, of course, that the UAW has taken over the Democratlo Party machin—

ery in Michigan. This is attested to by Jason who can only fulminate against

this faot, propping up his leaok of any positive orientation toward this situation

k: with a metanhysical theory of how the UAW must beoome tools of the bourg60151e
"in the process,."

How respons1ble a disocussion thls is of Jason s artlcles on the UAl's disastrous
course in political actiong .

Then Magnus=Boeilas denounce the same hapless Jason for telling the UAW, "You see,
wo warned you ebout the evil effects of capturing the Party; get out and form
a labor party!" Their sole comment is "Thls, it seems %o us, is not arxisme

Well, that does for Jason, the first examnle of "rigid criterions" It appeqrs '
that Jason's orime is that he utilizes the UAW*s record in politicel action to
advooate their break with the Democrats to form a lebor party! This, to lingnus=
Beilas, is not a "positive orientations" Translated into anglish, thls means
they want something different. What, exactly? Well, as we have seen, they are
very selferastrained about ls tting this oute Meanwhile, before deciding to do
so, or perhaps bofore knowing exactly what they want to do, it is sufficient for
~-the nonce to denounce Jason for propagandizing for & labor partys

Perhaps they thlnk that Jason's main thems in LABOR ACTION should have bgen to
raise the slogen "Walter Leuther for governor?" In the first place, they then

.. should have said so, somewhers in the course of this attack on Jasoh, just so the
peasants might understand what they arc talking ebout. In the second place, not
even the supporters of tls Abner line ever told us that they proposed that the
main line of propagenda in LABOR ACTION be, not for a labor-party bresk (which
is the oondemned "rigid criterion") but rather the universalization of the Abner
tastics In the third plece, are liagnus=-Beilas proposing that we raise such slo-
gans for propaganda regardless of whether there is any real move in thet direce
tion or not? 1In the disoussion on the Abnor taotic, its supporters kept swoar-
Ang that they viewed it as an exceptionel policy in specinl situations where the
problem was put before us. If i lagnus-£oil as disegree w uzth this, that is, with
the other supporters of the Abner tactic, then at least we ought to find out; it

would holpe g 8 :
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% Pne second example of "rigid criterion" is somethinz of e whoppere Here it is:

Y"Another /gkamp1d7 is the silence of LABOR ACTION on the conflict at

the Chicago conventioneee" .

It is unbelievable, but it is there. In the issue devoted to the Democratic
convention (August L), two front-page articles discussed the confllots at the
convention in detaile One, by Gordon Haskell, thoroughly analyzed the constitu-
tion, importance, numbers, policy, strategy, and results of the labor bloc at

" the oonvention at some length. The second, by Mary Bell, concentrated on the
civilerights fight there. Both long articles were about nothing else but the
conflicts "at the Dor.ocratic convention, naturelly centering around the role
played by the labor-liberal bloos ' ‘

" From MagnuseBeilas! pen comes the winged summary of these two articlesi "the
‘'silence of LABOR ACTION on the conflict at the Chicago convention" ~= silence,
mind you$ If we exercised MagnuseBeilas! frsedom in using language we would
‘oall this "disloyal" at the very least, since that is the polite term these
“models of loyalty hurl at Comrade Saul Berg, Wwho oriticized them. But we unde re
.gtand Comrade Magnus and Beilass it's a matter of semantios; when you disaegree
‘with & oritic, eni when you are loath to disouss what he actually writes, you )
ge the code=word:s "So-and-so has said 'not a real, thoughtful word' on the quese

% tion" end that's thate

"It is a system with Magnus-Beilase. OZarlier they had written complaining that
LABOR ACTION should "say something" about the sttempt to oust the Southern bloo
at the convention, referring to the "loyslty" fighte Both LABOR ACTION .articles
- had ‘disoussed this fight, at some length in toto, but presumably not to their
..  satisfaotian. This, by definition, constitutes saying nothinge It relieves them.
"y of the task of saving anything themselves about the non-existent analysis which

‘" filled some LA columnse ‘

It is a systems On page 10 of their article they writes

- "o asked the question: 'What is the relationship of the growth of
this labor-liberal bloc to the development of a labor party in
Americe, ard what is the task of la bor-party supporters vis-a-vis

i that bloo?tesesComrades who wish to settle this question will find

e . themsslves unable to do so unless they address themselves to ite

21 So far no one has done soe" | o ' -

: "So far no one has dome so," except, of course, Magnus and Beilas. What our

b various resolutions end LABOR ACTION articles on the subject are about, god alone

- knowse  Vhat Shachtman's article in tho NI, on the elsctions, was about, if it
did not center about this question, is a mystery. What the editorial comment

4n LABOR ACTION, on the lagnus=Beilas letter, was about, is == it goes without
saying == beyond comprehensione No ons has even eddressed himself to this ques-
tion, which Magnus-Bailas are now Going us the service of posing, just as if

there was any other qusstion sbout labor political action which we are interested

"ine

.. Magnus and Beilas ars quits uneble to recognize that we addressed ourselves to
-7 this question, which they have revealed to us, in some ysars of taking up the ..
_f;f question of policy in and toward the PAC; in years-long discussions on labor
party polioy in every aspect; in,.come to think of it, the Abpner discussion ite
self. (It appears that not even the supporters of the Abner tactic were addresse
ing themsolves to The Questione) : ‘ o ILS 31
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It is with some truth that the two comrodes write that "we beliecvs that the
Lecgue's policy is somehow out of focus on this quostion." Ordinarily, when a
pioture is out of focus, the trouble is sought in the viewing eye or lense If
the Leagus's policy is out of foous in the eyes of our two comreios, they might
consider the possibility. It may serve to explain their astigmatic view of
Jason, Haskell, Boell, etcs ‘ :

We have c~en how they denounce Jason for counterposing a labor-party break to
the UAW policy. Tie that up with their statement elsevheres "In terms of the
dovelopient toward a labor party, this moans that we social ists cannot countere
pose our ideas as to how to initiate and organize a 'pure! labor party against
the forward moves of the liberclelabor blocs" T , '

There indeed is a statement made to order for "misintsrpretation," a fate which

‘magnus=Beilas simply invite ell over the place. The uninformed readsr, who is

not awere of the code used by those comrades, would think this meent that we cane
not "counterpose” our proposal for a lebor party to the policy of the liberal=

" labor bloos Haven't they denounced Jeson for doing just that?

But the code is not that simple, They are talking about our counterposing a
"pure" labor party, whatever that ise This snide adjeotive is simoly."disloyal"
(for sense of disloyal, see remarks sbove). We do not counterpose a "pure"

. labor party to anvthing. All we want, to begin with, is an indspendent labor
.~ - party, vhich is sure as hell to be vory impuro. The "pure" STuIf is Ghrown in
by Magnus-Beilas, not out of "disloyalty" or sheer nastiness, but beocsuse they

cannot bring themselves to writa down just what is percolating through their
thinking. They meke believe that they are morely denouncing propaganda for a
"pure" labor party, though no one mentions any such thing. It relieves the cone
scicnce e '

Secondly, they have covered themselves (they think) by writing that we cannot
counterpose that "pure” labor party "against tho forviard moves of the liberal=
labor blocs" Heaven forbid that we should "counterpose" snything against any

"forward" moves. Ve applend "forward moves" end demand them still forwarders

For exemple: tho AFL makes a "forward move" of & sort by getting into poli-
tics as an organization to the extent of endorsing a candidate in the elections
Wg.explained in LABOR ACTION the sense in which this was a "progressive" dovolop=-
mente e naturally also explained why we did rot support their endorsement of

e . Stevenson. Having noted and even applauded this "forward move" by the AFL, do

~We or do we rot "counterpose" independent politics to their endorsement of

Stevenson? Of course, we do, But someons who "misinterpreted" Magnus-Boilas
might be puzzled, ’ '

It's that systom of code-words, On pege 10, lisgnus-Beilas refer to "the state-
mont in LABCR ACTION which 'supports® the AFL endorsement of Stovensone” Nae
turally, LABOR ACTION said nothing about "supporting” the AFL endorsoment of
Sevenson, not even with quotation marks around "supporte" The two comrades

-have .invented & nevw term: "support" as distinot from supporte Ve oan all meke

. an attompt to understand what thoy meen, as they explain it, but we also sugmest

- an attompt to understand why they do this.

To ges an idea, turn to the other case in which .they use this now term "sup-
port,” which is not the same as support. They write: '"we wish to closely
analyze this /Demceratic labor=liborul/ bloo ard fsuppert' it in some positivo

oY eee! : ,
A o 2583
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We suggest that for Magms<Peilas this quotation-marked "support" represents
their out=of=foous method:of seying that ‘they would like to find a way to
support the Democratic Fair Deal-labor bloc without compromising the principles
they hold. That they cennot find such a way is their dilemme, and it is the
question which they present to the League, not the cre which they pu’c cdowm in

iz wordse

Naturally, this is a "misinterpretation” and i:hey.mill.i.ndl,nanth deny that
they mean ites And I will bslieve them whon they sav they do ncm _msan 1’0 for
if they did thoy wouid not beat around So meay buszeSe But t that is, “for all
© that, tle pol oy-problem which is percolating through their thinkinge

They canhot fit in with their other jdesns, end so they find present ISL poliocy
"too neat." They ocsnnot see a way to it which does naot abandon the socialist
"e.pproach‘ and so they find prosent ISL policy "rigid." They cannot get this
pollvy in focus with their other ideas, end so they finl ISL policy "out of
“focuse" They do not find LABOR ACTION making allowences for this thought in

" its own line, and so the smazing "silence" in LABOR ACTION that they £ind is

" "silence" on the wey to "suppor:" the Feir Deal lsborites! political=action

- policye - . , ST -

- We began this artifle with the fullest intention of taking up the rest of Magnuse
~"Beilas?® discussion in detail., It is perfectly futile to do so, howsver. In
paragraph after paragreph of their coded di scuss:.on, we would merely be showing
- what we have alresdy sho-m. , .
Comrades Magnus and Bex’as are- groping for a right-wing position on the problem
-of polltlcal act:.on and timpir request that the Leagus take ur their 'ideas in
- discussion (as "so far no one has done") is a request that someone pleess pro-
vide thom with such a ngnt-mnc, position vhich will hold upe it is, no doubt,
8 perfeotly le gitimate pleae I have not tha slightest intention of derogating
their erfort; I am merely +rying to explain them to themselves - and other com-
rades.

‘We have seen other comrades start groping in this manner, and at some point or
‘other they will have to think it through for themse‘ves. As I have already said,
70 they will speed up the nrooess if they will s%op’ po;enlzu;g “arainst Suraw man
and ask themsalves whera they are headea for, just what is "out of focus" for
them,

Comrade Magnus, to my mind, is gomg through the sare thros s on the war gquese
" tion, as evidenced by his article in a previous issue of FORUM. He is groping
for a position. Without discussing the war question hers, I note that the sharp.
edge of his "Remarks on the War Question" is turned tawerd a big polomic against
, "sectarianism" on the question, as if "ultra-leftism" is the mhin denger in
 ~ the ISL on war{ "Even Shachtman is influencod by “he sectarianism still prevalent
"in the ISLess"== even Shechtman, but by god not Magnuse. He polemizes sgainst
"abstentionism," which is a typical code-\ ord of his that would deserve sone
translation. He denounces "conservatism" end "traditionalism," in our organize-
‘tion which 1s under the murderous pressure of social-patriotic moods.  He :
ousées out "sectarian blindmess," "ultra~leftism," and "pacifism" (to which "the
slightest concess:on...would be disastrous," he says, in the U. S. in 1953).

"Yes I know that soclal-patrlot:.c pressure among somd tends to produce, as its
reaotlon a sectarianism among othars which, in turn, only further deepens soe
cial-patriotioc moodse I know, furthsr, that this is 1ndaod heppening to some _
extent, and this is the kernel of truth upon which Magnus! anpmach in the ar-
ticle is‘ pegged. ~But when Magrus looks at tho ISL and sees "sootarianism' so

2586
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prevalent that "oven Shachtman" is its hapless victim, ‘I have to wondoTess

When the Teton mounteins were dlscovered by French explorers, they were so
nemed baoause thoir shape reminded the men, long from home, of "little breasts,"
whioh is the source of tho neme. The modern tourist usually views the Tetons
from Jackson Hole on the east side, and when he reads sbout that littlo ety

mological tale, he wonders, because the mountains do not look like that to him o

at all. The explanation is simple: the French explorers oame upon the Tetons ~
fron the westesse . . s :

Roughly, that is also why Magnus end Beilas heve such o diffsrent plcture of the .

ISL end its poliocy, and tlat is the difference in their focus. - They ere tend-
ing to view it from so muoh further righte Or shall we sgy, from a bit too far
West? : . ‘
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METHODOLOGY AND THE WAR QUESTION

Introduction

/ . v

The.main purpose of this artiole is to show that many of our self-imposed re- 3
striotions on the war question are both incorreot and arbitrarye An attempt is
made to show the origin and basis of these limitinz ideas snd maximse This is
done against a baokground of a World War III whose time, nature and oiroumstances
oan be predioted to only a limited extent, end whose sub=events even less soe

- The writer believes that the problems discussed are not the concern of only a
-few politicals, but are inherent in the situetion as we are now eble to pere
oeive it, Thus questions and discussion on these and similar problems are .

bound to arise as a result of the initiation of any general war discussion

. anywheree These problems cannot bs dealt with while we continue to support for-

. mulations which leave no room for possibilities and adjustmentss Until these ' 3

. formulations are revised, the many recent end commendable attempts to deal with '

issues which may arise in the next war will only deopen the contradiotions bee
tween practice (still, happily, on paper) and theory. ‘ :

In the opinion of the writer, no alteration of our present third-camp position
is indicated by what emounts to a broadening of our horizon by inclusion of
some distant but insistent possibilities; but until wo have made room for these
in our theory, we will be foroed time and egain into an untenable positione

sianen i s e e Dl af S5

EEEE)

3

A discussion of a sooialist position on war, for today, cannot be termed a dise .
oussion of "the" war. A thorough disoussion would have to includes

1. A disocussion of ourrent events and problems,* with a view towards meking
oonorete decisions; ‘ . :

. 2= An attempf to evaluate the probable nature or charadter of the next war,
together with its likely specific menifestaetions, with a view towards
elaborating a gensral policy; .

TS S ST PR

3= An attempt to set the limits of permissibility for sooial ist maneuver-
ing, partioularly in the event of a world war, oonsidering. the real
possibilities, or the impondersbilities of the situstione

For our present purposes, it is most profitable to begin with a discussion of
the prevalent theory of the movement, insofar as it sets the limits of socialist
policy in a coming war. Our socialist movement has often formulated its idesas
on specifio wars as though for all time. Many suoh formulations, derived from
past wars, are with us todsy. The inappropriatensss of the conolusions, in-

Junotions, and limitations imposed by such theory may be demonstrated the cone
sideration of conorete ocases. )

T

.

However, since it is the contention of this article that the mistaken conolue
sions flow directly from a false methodolozy, bear with us while we contrast
two conflioting methodologios of the movement: ' A !

. 1586 :
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" A methel of reasoning which our movement has often rejected, but which it often

follows in arriving at a war position, proceods as follows:

l- State t.0 olass cheracter of the statss in the ware

2~ Desoribe or state tfe broad aihs of the var in terms of the desires 6r
intarests of the ruling olasses, or the rasults of the war given the
continued and successful rule of these oclasses. R

3- Support or’ 0pposa the war in line with our support or opp051+1on to the
basic war aims of the ruling olasses. .

In the pest, our movement has often besn saved from incorreot war posxtions by
departing radioally from such reasoning, without, however, meking the rejeotio

of such reasoning suffiociently expllclt. In rejecting it in the past, we tended
to set up what seemsd to be a rival but parallel edifice. At any rate, we are
faced todey, in the ISL, with a type of logic on the war gquestion which still
proceeds from step one to step three, with perhaps a sxwvnt halt in between.

In departing from this pseudo~Marxist reasoning in the past, partloularly in the
oase of ths Spanish civil war and ths Russo-Finnish war, the reasoning seamed .
to follow these liness: - : S . - o L ) v

‘1= Deternine what o us is the central issue. of the war, (For example, cone
tinuation of the struggle for demooratlo rights in Spaln, Russian expan—
sionism in 1939¢) =~ .

2~ Doscoribe the actions or eims of the states primarily in relation to
thosa current central issues or war aims. (The class charsoter of the
state reasoning would have led us to fatally incorrect conflusions in
the cases Jjust cited.*) - :

- 3= Doscribe or label the na*ufe of ﬁhe we® in relation to fhe role of thsso
states on these central issues; and support or oppose these states on the
basis of their rolee

So far, so good, except for the dangers inherent in the labelling itself, ‘and
whioh in the cases mentioned, it seems to me, were more than potentlal. ¥hile
‘this is en interpretation of what heppened: '

i~ The labsl resulting from the evalua tion of the issue (s subjective one,
in o sense) was maninulated on an equivalent level with terms indioeting
olass character, Demooratic, or expansionist (" issue’ terms) were
countaerposed to such terms as capitalist, or working-oclass. The break
with tho methodolory of the pseudo-Leninists did not become sufflciently
olearo

‘In the case of the Spanish civil war, the war was described as demooratio (even

a "war for democracy") in spite of the ocapitalist cherscter of the state, and

- tho imperialist eims of this states** This approach to a war, or any other

- living problem, is as it should bes what is most importent in the situation
should be determined by the real interasts of the people involved, nationally

and internationallye IN LIANY CASES THE REAL ISSUZS WILL SEEM TQ FLOW FROM THE

Russia was still regarded as a degeneratad workers? state at tbat time, but wes
~-not supported in thé war, N o
**I en concerned here primarily with methodologye . 15% 7
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BROADEST STATEMENTS OF HISTORICAL ISSUZES, AND CHARACTERIZATIONS OF PARTICIPAT-
ING FORCES; BUT IN MANY CASES THEZY WILL NOT, end the current situational issues
may, for deys or years, he among the crucial historical onese

Having thus lost a falsa theoreticel guide, let us continue with our attempt

to set the limits of socialist permissibility during the next war by considering
one speocifio problem, raised in fairly concrete form by Robert Magnus in

Forum, Jane 1953’,' ' : -

"Taking our point of departure from tBevanism,! the continuous leftward
socialistlio dovelopments in the Be.L.PceessWhat should be the left socialist
‘attitude toward the class struggle, the military budget, the political
struggle against Toryism, foreign policy, etc., etce, in England? Is there
-any ocmredh ‘in the ISL who would suggest carrying on the elass struggle
regardless of the military consequences?" , ‘ ~

ard,. laters

"Despite Bovan's 'opposition' to the war trends, there is mo reason to bei

. lieve that he will not, for the great part, continue in the 'national!
traditions of British laborisme That is, Beyanism will carry out, no
matter with what misgivings and reluctance, the role of junior partmer in

. the Ue3. war bloae"

Even theabove situation is rot dompletely enough described to give an answer as
to the main issue in Britain's participation in the war. We do not know the
conditions under which Bevanism ceme to power, how long the war has been going
on, the state of the military front, the possible war woariness of the popula-
tion, or the extent to which atomic weapons are being used, for exemples How=
ever, since for this discussion we are interested in the limits of the sitig-

+ tion, we have not the slightest hesitation in saying that, IF THE OVERRUIINING

OF ENGLAND BY THY STALINIST ARMIES WERZ A REAL AND URGENT POSSIBILITY, THE
SOCTIALIST VANGUARD IF ENGLAND SHOULD COXSIDER MILITARY SUPPORT TO THE T/AR.*

The most important issue in’'thks war, to the workinz olass as e whole and to the
scolalist venguard, would be the maintenance of favorable conditions for the
development of the labor movement and the socialist revol utions

In this military support we should not be moved by any formal considerations ,
such as the precise characterization of the Bevan govermmert. It would be solve
ing the problem of limits too msatly by calling the Bovan govermment a variety

of workers! state, or, at least, workers' government, and hence having differ~
ent aims in the war, etc., etoa This would be merely anothor attempt to fit

the situation into the class-charecter-war-aims reasoning previously rejected,

Let_us go a step farther: the question of whether the Labor Party vore at the
head of the government, with a 51% majority, or out of power with a L9% minority,
while of importance, should not necessarily be of crucial importance in our sup-
port of the war on the part of Englende The maintenance of the British workinge
class movement, with its left wing, and its immediate or distant possibilities
for socialism might very well be the mein issue in the war for us, in the situa-
tion-as-a~whole approach, rathsr than the cheracter-of-the-irar mothodologye

IN THIS CASE, REVOLUTIONARY DEFZN3ISH VOULD BE AN £DESQUATE DiSCRIPTIVE TERI1 FOR
OUR POSITION, 'as far as a .simple statement of support or opposition to the war

is concerned. '

-

* P e ‘- s :
Fagnus would. Yunder certain condltlons‘vote war oredits for a olear-cut, labor
government during the wary" ' ;1555555
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'The aforementiorsd situation in England does not warrant an evasive answer on
© the question of for-or-against the ware There may be oocasions whore it is
.appropridte to take a meither-for-nor-against position, or even to change the
‘topic; this, however, is not one of them. Rejeotion of revolutionary defeatism,
slogans or prograns for the -transformation of the character of the war, ard
some "ooncern" for the military front are, when limited to these, meroly cone
,0essions and, in effect, evasion -and double=talk.by those who cannot -see
.their way olear to a break with the formalistioc character=of=the~war methodologye
- .Socialists teking such a position'before the working cless might barely squeeze
. by with it, because, to all appearances they would be accepting the position of
] m111tarv support ‘but a olsar answer on for-or-sgainst can be demanded, legitiw
o mately on the immediate military struggle in the Engllsh situation.

But, oons1dering the histo:y and mythology of the movement let us irmediately
proceed to disouss what revolutioﬁa,y defensism does not mean, as: well as some
false truisms of tho movement on he war: questiona Coor

1= Military support to such a war is supposed to mean the giving up of the
class struggle during the war. Opposition to the wer is supposed to be
synonymous with the continuation of the class struggle. .Thus the most
common objection to a defensist position is that it is nscesssry to cone
tinue the class siruzgle during the wer. A revolutionary defensist
position is presented as willing to do nothing which‘might, direatly or
indirectly, wmffect adversely the military struggle. This is not soe. In
‘all the practical aspects of the class struggle in the discussed British
“situation, revolutionary defensists of the persuasion 'of the writer would
be willing to "risk" as much as any opponent of the war who recognized
the totalitarian nature of the Stalinist regime, and its real danger to
the British labor movement. We would, morsover, be able to teke a forthe
right position in defense of ‘the rights of the British workers ageinst
both enemiese Ve can distirotly picturs the socialist wer opponents ef=
fectively hldlng either themselves or their war position under these cir-

. 7 .. . " ‘cumstances, and psrhaps comforting tnemselves, in private that the worke

T _ ers were milltant, even though "inconsistont,” y

L ‘2= IHilitary support to a war conducted by a relatlvely advanoed capitalist
s o state is supposedly valid only if one has given up all hopes for socialism
7.+ during that "epooh;" and hence such a position indicetes a most profound
o T ‘pessimism concerning the possibilities of socialisme There have been those,
~°  -both pro= ard anti-war, who have actuelly approaeched the war problem this
‘way in'World War II. "As an argument, however, it ocan rely only on the
method of assertione. Any degree of hepefulness or hopslessness is con=
% " sistent with a simple statement of.. support which, after all, does not in-
{ : dicate the content of a positione »The connection batvieen support and
[ -+ historical pessimism oen have validity only in tre eyes of those for whem
"support means the cessation of the cless struggle. I have tried to show,
in our consideration of liagnus?' situetion, thet support oan be oon°1stant
with any degree of optimism: -Bevanites at the head of a Labor goverrment;
\ . a Labor -government with & more conservative loadership; or, a Tony govern~
o A *  ment in DOWGT with a strong Labor Opr051tion etoe’ .

2 It is often stated or implied that one's position on a world war must be
, B global one: one either supports or opposes a war on g world soalee
ot With exceptlon made . for support to'a worksrs' state in a mixed war, one
: must support or oppose all states in’ alliance. It follows from this view
that ‘it would not be corrsct to give military support vo Hagnus! Bevan '
government unless we were also- prepared t& ‘ask Britain's African colonies
.%o support the war; and, of. .course,; the rast of the world as well. We
‘have no right to 1neist on.simple solutions to oomplex questions, end the
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best that can be suggested for the problem as stated is that the British
socialists support Britain in the war, while the Africans take every op-
.portunity to throw off the British yoke. Support in Britain, opposition
in Africa should not meke us feel too uncomfortable, life being what it
iss 4And I hasten to add that socialists ir all countries should teke
this position on England ard Africes It must be reoognized that multiply=-
Aing the Bevan situation by scveral ocountries might definitely suggest
a formulation of revolutionary defensism for most of the countries in-
volved in the war, If this were the rasult of our evaluations we should
have little hesitation in proclaeiming ite The main point, however, is
thet WE MUST START WITH WHAT WE ENOW (OR ENO WE WANT) even if this in-
oludes the apparently ocontradictory, AND THEN CONSTRUCT. OUR FORMULATIONS
. (generalizetions)s Those who soar on the Wi s of olacs characteriza-
~ tions amd deal with war positions by manipulating a limited rumber of
high-level abstractions will often find their positions out of keeping
with the needs of the situation. Those who accept handed-down overall
formulations and attempt to desl with concrete issues will often find the
formulations in contradiotion with their own concrete proposals. Naturale
ly the formulations, and the fomulated prozram, must be in keeping with
our general knowledge of the world (which does include the class character
of the states involved, for example)e: - «

The term "support to a war" is supposed to have a meaning identical with
" "suppart to the basic war aims of the ruling classe" This fallacy is
- 'diffioult to pin down, partly bocause the identity is so thoroughly ase
~ sumed. In the Spanish civil war we certainly did not support the basio
war aims of the state, yet we gave military support to the war; nor did
we always think it necessary to precede the viord "support" by the word
"militery." It goes without seying that our general opposition towgrds
the state and its war aims were made clear. The real difficulty in deale
ing with our false identity is that support’ in a particular military
.struggle is supposed to be given only when support is also given to the
basio war aims of the ruling class - in keeping with the class-oharactere
war-aims methodolozy previously oriticized. Those ‘who consciously or une
oonsciously accopt the identity may show the gravest "concern" for a
Stalinistethreatered front, but may never say they support the war,

The transitional aprroech as a way of duoking the problem: It is widely
- believed in the ISL that ocalling upon the workingeclass to seize control
of a capitalist nation threatened by Stalinism solves the problem of
suppor t-or-non-support of the war, and in a manner consistent with the
formal enti-war positione This is the general approach of the ISL at its
last convention (ses LABOR ACTION, Sept. 28, 1953, pe 11), of Shaohtman
.and of Magnus, emong otherss Weo should have no quarrel with calling upon
"thevworkers to take the lead in the fight against Stalinism, to have no
confidence in the leadership or sims of the capitalist class or state, to
- ~ostablish a vorkers!' government and armye BUT THIS IS NOT A FORTHRIGHT
- ANSVER TO FOR=-OR-AGAINST THS WAR, AND THAT, AS A FAJOR AND RELATIVELY
'LONG.~TER Eyggégzg, IT CANNOT APPi/R AS OTHER THAN AN IIPLICITLY PRO-WAR
POSITIQN. If the transitional slogans were so successful as to catarult
the working=-cless into power, perheps the problem of what to do in ths
interim.might be minimized. But even a few months of meking trensition=
el defense slogans the center (orAa contral point) in our propaganda
cannot help but put us in the position of saying "wo can do it betters"
But wait, an objecting voics answers, we should not admit that "they" oan
ido 1t at all} "They" will not and camnot oarry out the domands of the
transitional programl This is absolutely true; but we cannot afford to
forget that these transitional slogans got their appeal primerily as a way
of dsfeating Stalinism in an enorpency war situations Until the capie-
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talist class is displaced frem its leading position, or proves itself ine
capable even of hnlding the military lire, <he woﬂcing-glass, ard all
other intelligont psople will interpret a transitional emphasis as

- "Better a workors' zovernmert, but let's continue the fight 'til then."

* Concern for, and obsonos of indiffercence to.the mili{tary front, together
with a cen%ral trensitionsl progra: for dofoating Stalinism, when come

. bined with opposition to the war, is double=talk, and will bs reccgnized
as such by all but those with a privete loglc; and all but a fow of the
latter will be wise enough to keop their inconsistoncy and ‘their "antie

. war" position under their hats. Those who do ‘not will equate their

" "anti-war" with "againct the war aims of tho imperialist state," rather
than azainst the surrent military struggle, thus leaving the workers fres
to support the military struggle without either their objeotion or overt
blessing, - : '

6=~ The argument most difficult to oome to grips with, but least worthy of

oonsideration, is that it is not politic to consider such questions at
the present time, or at any time short of the actual emergenfy, ae) bew
oause our foreign thirdecemp ellies would misinterpret it, and be) because

. 1t would only contribute to ths paniocky drift towards a general proewar

. and pro-imperialist position. As it is extrumely diffioult to stute this

- position in public discussion, it usually tdkes the form of saying that
this "relaxing" of our thaoretioal limits is wrong, because it only cope
tributes towards eto.,, etoe However, the problems and issues raised pore

- sist with a ubiquity almost equal, for socialists, to that of Gtho issues
of today. (Who is to sey, for exemple, that the military defense of India
in the rext war is out of the question vhile India is allled with the
United States?) A hushehush attitude cen never succeed in praysnting oon-
sideration of such problems; and the present official position of tho
ISL is &n untenable one, THSZRE ARZ F3Ii THINWGS JORSE FOR THE GROWTH OR
DIVELOP:ENT OF A SMALL SOCIALIST ORGANIZATION THAN AN UNTENABLE POSITIONe
An anti-war position which talkes little note of, or an incorrect position
on what soem to be real and reasonasble possibilities, will tend to drive
many to the opposite extremes

’

It is important to point out, although off the main point in this discussion of
never-pever sectarianism, that W& SHOULD EQUALLY RZJECT THE PROPOSITION THAT UE
MUST SUPPORT THE "LZSSER OF TWO BVILS" IN 4 WAR, or that we must always support
the more demooratic ageinst the less. It may make some of us uncomfortable to
be unable to fall back upon a simple formula, but neithsr the old secotarian nor
tho old opportunist formulas seem to apply generally to all future war-typoss

Three helpful divisions of the war question wero menticmed a% the beginning of
this artioles for discussion purposes, the immediate questions, the probeble
nature of and policy for the noxt war, and thes limits of pormissibility as set
by our theory and formulations. Considering the main purpose of this artiocle,
the expleding of some well established misconceptions and injunctions, it ocould
be onded hera; but since this section has scme bearing on the rast of ths dise
cussion, it is useful to at leest irdicete that we have not only stretched the
limitss some of the reascnably possible situetions seem so remsonablo that

a-) it seems likely that they will pley some part in the mext war, and be) e
should be wary of overly-broad gemeralizations for the war as a whole, recognlz-
ing that it may not be one war, ard ce) we should recognize that thers may be
Important ohanges, as the war procoeds, that muy nscossitate sharp changes in
our positione If the ISL olaboratos on the probuble naturs of character of tha
next (when, upder what ciroumstances?) war, it is not enourh to confine cure
selves to the "likely" altarmtivos. Vhat seoms mosE Probrbio 15 Thab Tho wals
if 1% begins as a world war, will bo an atomic war botweon the major powers, and
undssorving of support, It also seems that, if the wer eontinues for more than
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a fow weeks, other and more oomplicated ciroumstances might arisee -

"It is Important, both for our own education end that of our publio, that we

" avold presenting an overly dogmatic point of view on this question, especial~
1y in our theoretioal disoussionse There is a very real danger of our

being uneble to oope, politiocally, with events after the start of a war,

“1f we do not have inocluded in our view at least the theoretiocal and practical
- possibllitles of sooialist politics on the war questions It is high time

to remedy this situations Incorrect and rigid dogme have survived many a

. wWare : Lo .

. D' COrbin

October 22, 1953 .
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