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JOINT STATEMENT ON PARTY UWITY

(Unanimously adopted by the Political Commi ttee
at 1vs meeling held Novemoer 7, 1939)

In view of the fears expressed by some comrades that the present
internal discussion can lead to a split, either as & result of expul-
sions by a majority or the withdrawal of g minority, the leading
representatives of both sides declare:

(1) It is necessary to regulate the discussion in such a way
s to eliminate the atmosphere of split and reassure the party members
that the unity of the party will be maintained., Toward this end both
sides agree to elimlnate from the discussion all threats of split or
expulsions,

(2) The issues in dispute must be clarified and resolved by

normal democratic processes within the framework of the party and thg

Fourth International, After the necessary period of free discussion,
1f the two sides cannot come to agreemept, the questions in dispute
are to be declded by a party oonventlon, without, on the one side,

any expulsions because of opinions defended in the pre~-convention dis-
cussion, or any withdrawals on the other side,

(3) Both sides obligate themselves to loyal collaboration in the
daily work of the party during the period of the discussione '

(4) The internal bulletin 1is %o be Jointly edited by two editors,
one from each side,

(5) A parity commission of four == two from each side =-- is to
be constituted. The funetion of_the parity Qommissiop is to inves@i-
gate all organization complaints, grlevances, threats, accusations,
or violgtions of discipline which may arise out of the discussion and
report same to the Political Committee with concrete feoommendations.

# # #



SFEECH ON THE RUSSIAN QUABSTION
By James P. Cannon
(New York Membership lsetling, Octoher 15, 1939)

The Russian question s with us once &zein, ap it hes hesn at
every oritical turrinz poii; of wne Inbernusicnal labor rovement
since November 7, 1i9Y17: Aui therc is nothing goraige in that. The
Russian questien is no liverary ozedcise tu Le taitsn un or cast aside
acoording to the muoad of the mumsnue Tuo Russien deestlon hes bavhn
and remeins the question of the revolutione The Russlan Bolshevils

- on November = 7, 1917, once and for all, took the question of the

workerg rcvolution out of the realm of abstrection and give it flesh

-and blood realitye

_ It was saild once of a book =~ I think it was Vhitman!s “"Ieaves
of Grass" =- "Who touches this book, toushes a gan." In the  same
sense it can'also be said, "Who touches the Russian question, touches
a revolutions" Therefore, be serious about it. Donlt play with it,

The October Revolution put socialism on the order of the day

. throughout the world. It revived and shaped and developed the.revols
“utlonary labor movement of the world out of the "bloody chaos of the

war. The Russilan revolution showed in practice, Uy example, how the
workers! revolution i1s to be made, It reveaied in 1ife the rols of
the party. It showed 4in life what kind of a party the workers must
have. By its victory, and its reorganization of the social systen,
the Russian revolution has pvroven for all time the superlority of
nationalized property and planned economy over cdpltalist private
oronerty, and planiass comnetition and -anarchy in production.

‘ The question of the Russian revolution -- and the Soviet state
which 1s its creation -- has drawn a sharp dividing line through the
labor movement of all countries for 22 yoarse The &ttitude talten
toward the Soviet Union throughout all these years has boen the de-
claive criterion separating the gehuine revolutionary tendency from
all shades and degrees of waverers, backsliders and c¢apitulators to
the nressure of the bourgeois world,~-the Mensheviks, Social Demo~-
crats, Anarchists and Syndicalists, Centrists, Stalinists.,

The maln source of division in our own ranl-s for the past ten
years, since the Fourth Internationalist tendency took organized form
on the International fleld, has been the Russian question, Our tend-
ency, being a genuine, that 1s, orthodox, Marxist tendency from A to
Z, has always prrceeded on the Russian question from theoretical pren
mises o political conclusions for actione Of course, it is only
when politlcal conclusions are drawn out to the end that differences
on the Russian_question'reaoh en unbearable acuteness and permit no
ambigulty or compromise, Conclusions on the Russian question lead
dlrectly to poésitlons on such issues as war and revolution, defense
and defeatiisme  8nuch issues, by their very nature, admit no unclarity,
no comnromise, because 1% is a matter of taking sldesl One must be
on one side or another in war and. revolutions

But if the'lines are drawn only when political oconelusions diw
vorge, that does hot at all signify that we are indifferent &oc theo=
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retical premlses. He 1s & very pnoor Marxist, -- bether say, no Marx-
1st at all -~ who takes a careless or tolsrant attitude toward thso=
retical nremises, Tn= nolitical soncluntons of Mu=x.sts prozecéd
from theoretlecal analiyses ani are constansiy checked and regulated
by them. That 1s the only way to assure a firm and consistent nolicy.

To be sure, we 4o not decline cooperation, and even collabora=
tion 1n one party, with people who agree with our political eoncli-
sions from different premises. For exanpls, ths Bowshevilis accephed
the: cooperatlon of the isft S.R.s3 to carry Shrough the October re-
volution coritrary to the S.R. rrogram., The Bolsheviks weyre not de-
terred by the fact that the left S.R:s were 4inconsistent. As Trotsky
remarked in this connection, "If we wait t1ll everything is right
in everybody's head there - 1" never be any successful revolutions
in this world, "(or words to that effect.) Just the same, for our
part we want everything risht in our own heads. We have no reason
whatever to slur over theoretical formulae which are expressed in
"terminology." "As Trotsky says,in theoretical matters “we must keep
.our ‘house olean," ' ,

Our position on the Russian question is programmatice. In brief:
The theoretlcal mnalysis = a degenerated Workers' State, The pollte-
lealtconlusion = unconditional defense against external attack of vim-
perlalists or internal.-attemnts at canitalist restoration. .

'Defqnsism and Defeatism are two brinciple, that is, irreconsil-
eble, nodltions, - They are not determined by arbltrary cholce but by
olass intercsts, , e

No party in the world over sucsocsded in harboring these two
antipatheotic tondencios for any great longth of time. Tho contradic=-
tion 1s too great, Division all over tho worild ultimatoly took place
along this: lines Defensists at homo .wore defeatistd on Russia De~
fensists on Russia were defoatists at homo., :

. The dogeneration of the Sovict state under Stalin has been
‘analyzed at cvery step by the Bolshovik=-ILeninists and only by thom. ]
A procise attitude has been taken at overy stage. The gulding lines
of the rovolutiqngry Marxist approach to ‘the question have becen:

Sce tho foality and sce 1t whole at evory stage; novor surrondor
ahy position before 1t is lost; the worst of all capltulators is the: .

one who capitulates before the dcecisive battle,

The International Left Opposition which originated in 1923 as
an opposition in the Russian party (the original nuclous of tho Fourth
International) has always taken & precise attlitude on tho Russian
questions - In the first stages of the degoeneration of whioh the,
Stalinist burcaucracy was the bannor bearer the opposition considered
1t possible to rectify mattors by methods of reform through the ’
change of regime in tho.Communist Party of the Soviet Uhion. ILater,
when 1t boeamo elearer that tho Communist Party of ILonin had beon
irremediably destroyed, and after it became manifest that the
reactionary buroauerasy could be romoved only by Civil war, tho
Fourth Intornational, standing as bcfore on its enalysis of the
Sovlet Union as & workers! state, came out for a political revolution,
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All the timo throughout this cntire pericd of 16 yecars the
Bol}shevilz-Ieninists lave stoutly maintalned, in tho face of all
slander and perscuuticn, that they were the firmoas dofenders of
the workers! statc ans shet in the hour of dangsr they wovld be in
the front ranks of ii: dufsnioc. Wo ailways sait the moment of dangor
will find the Fourwh Intcornasionalists at thosr posts, defonding the
conquests of the great revoliution withous ceasing for a mcment our
struggle against the Stalinist burcaucracy. Now that the hour of
dangor is at hand--now that tho long-aweited war 1s actually knock-
ing at the door--it would be vory sirange if the Fourth Intornational
should ronegoe on its oft-repeated plodgc

Throughout all this l~ng poriod of Sovict degcneration since the
death of Lenin, the Fourth luuwernationalists, analysing tho now
phonomenon of a degenerating workers' stato at ecvery turn, striving
to comprohcnd its complications and contradistions . to recognizc and
dofond all the progressive festures of the contradictory processes
and to rejecet the roactionary~-during all this long timo wc have boen
beset at every new turn of ovents by the impatient domands of
"redicals" to simplify tho Quostion. Thrown off balanse by the crimes
and botrayals of Sialin, they lost sight of the now systom of economy
which Stalin had not destroyoed and could not destroy.

We always firmly rcjocted those prematurc announcements that
overything was lost dand that we must begin all over againe At each
stage of dovelopment, at each new reveiation of Stalinist infamy and
treachery, somo group or othor troke away from the Fourth Intor-
national because of i1ts "consorvatism" on tho Russian question.,

It would be intorcsting, if we had the time, to oall tho roll of
these groupings which one aftor another left our ranks to pursue

an ostensibly more "revolutionary" policy on 'the Russian question,
Did thoy develop an activity more militant, more revolutionary, than
ours? Dld they succeced in crcating a now movement and in attracting
newly awakenod workers and those breaking from Stalinism? In no
case. E '

If wo werc tb call tho' roll of these ultra-radical groups it
would prosont a devastating picture indeed. Thosec who did not fall
into complote politiocal passivity becamc reconciled in onc form or
anothor to bourgeois democracy, Of course, none of us wants to
assoclate the comrades who are again roopening tho Russian queostion
with those who in the past havo posed the question in such an
‘extrome form and with such sad rosults, Novertheless, tho oxpor-
ioneos of the ‘past should teach us all a saluatory cauticn, and ovon,
Af you pleaso, "econscrvatism", in approaching any provosal tc revise
the program of the Fourth International on tho Russian question,

While all the innovators fell by the waysido, tho Fourth International
alone rotaincd 1its programmntie firmnesse, It grow and devoloped and
romeined tho only genuine revclutionary curront .in the labor movoment
of the world. Without a firm positlon on the Russian quostion our
movement also would inovitably have shared the fato of tho others,

- Tho mighty power of theé Octobor revolution is shown by the
vitality of 1ts conquestss The nationalized property and the planned
oconomy stood up under all tho diffioultics and pressures of the
capitalist onéirclement and all the blows of a reactionary burecau-
ecracy at homes In the Sovict Union, despite tho monstrous mismanage -
ment Oof tho burcaucracy, we saw a tremeondous dovelopmont of the
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productive forcoseend in a baclward country &t that--whiic capitalist
vorld occonomv dcolinod. Conclusion: Haticnalizod and plannod
oconomy, m2do nossiblo by a rovolution that ovorthrow tho canitalists
and landlords, is infinitoly suncrior, moro nrogrossivoe It shows
tho way forwvards Don't glve i1t up boforo it is lost! Cling to it
and dofond 1%l

On tho Russian quecstion thore are only two really indcpondont
forgos in the worldes Tvo forces who think abont tho quostion indo-'
pondontly boeausc thoy basc thomsclves, thoir thoughts, their
analysis and thoir conclusions, on fundamontal class econsidorations.
Theso two indopendont forcos aro: '

. (1) Tho conseious vuuguard of the world bourgooisic, tho
statosmon of both donocratic and fascist Imporialism, :
~ (2). Tho conscious vanguard of tho world prolotariat, tho
Fourth Intornational.,

Botweon thom it is not simply a easo of two opinions on tho
Ryssian qucstion, but rathor of two campse . A1l thoso who in tho
past rojoeted tho conolusions of the Fourth Intornationalyhave al-
‘most invariably fallen into tho scrvicoe of tho imporialists, through
Stalinlsm, social and liboral demooracy, or passivity, a form of
sorvico. ﬂ'(inSert); end broke with our movement on that acoount,

Tho standsoint of the world bourgooisic 1s a olass standpoint.
Thoy procccd, as vio do, from fundamcntel class considorations. Thoy
vant:to maintain world capitalism. This dotorminos thoir fundamecntal
antagonism to the U.S.S.Res Thoy avpreeiate tio reactionary work of
Stalin, but eonsidor 1t incomplote, insofar as ho has not rostored
oanitaiist privato provorty.

Their fundamontel attitudo dotorminos an inovitablo attonpt at
tho start of tho war, or during it, to attack Russia, overthrow tho
nationalizoed oconomy, restorc a cpiatalist rogimoc, smash the forocign
trade monopodly, opon up tho Sovict Union as a marﬁot and ficld of
invostmonts, transform Russia into a proat colony, and theroby
alloviato the erisis of world canita lisme ' ‘ :

Tho standpoint Of tho Fourth International is basod on tho. samec’
fundamental class considorations. Only wo draw opposdito conclusions,
fronl an opposite elass standpoint. ' '

Puroly sontimental motivations,4spoculation without fundameontal
class promisos, so-callod "“frosh idoas" with no programmatic baso--
all this is out of plaso in a party of larxists. We want to advancc
tho world revolution of tho nrolotariat, This dotormincs our at-
titude and approseh to the Russian quostions Truc, we want to soo
roality, but wc arc not disinterested obscrvers and comnontators.,

We do not oxamine tho Russian rovolution and what romalins of its
groat conquests as though i1t woro a bug undor a glags,., o havo an
intorostl o tako part in tho fightl At cach stago in itio dovoTlop-
nent of the Bovict nion, its advancos and its do cnoration, we scck
tho basls for rovolutionary actions TVlo want to-advanco tho world
rovolution, overthrow canitelism, ostablish Socialism, Tho Sovict
Unlon is an important end desisivo Quostion on this lino.
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Our standpoint on tho Russian quecstion 1s written into cur
program., It is hot & ncw quostion for us, It is 22 yoars old. Vo
have folléwod its ovolutlon, both progrossivo and rotrogressive, at
cvory stagcs Wo havo dlscussod it and takon our poesition ancw at
ovory stage of its progrossive dovelopment and 1ts dogencration 4nd,
vhat is most importent, we have'alwunys attod on oug‘qopclusions.

The Soviot Union omergod from the Octoboy rovolution as a work-
ocrns 8tatcs As a rosult of the backvardness-and voverty-of the coun-
try and thc delay of tho-workd rovoliation, & conscrvative burocaucracy
cmorgod and triuvmphed, destroyed thie party-and burcaucratizod tho
ceonomy. Howovor, this same purcausracy still oncratos on the basls
of tho nationalizcd property ostablished by tho revolutions That is
tho -dedisive question for our ~valuation of thie quostion.

. If we see the Soviast Union for what 1t really 'in, & glgantic
.labor orgenization which has conquersd ons<sixih of the earth's sur-
~ face, we will not be so ready to abanion ii-because of our hatred of

the crimes and abominatlonc of the bureaucdrac¢y- Do we turn our backs
on a“trade union becawse it falls intc tho contrdl of buréauorats and
. trailtors? Ultra=-laftists have frejuently wads this error, but always
with bad results, sometimes with reacilonary consequences. ' '

We reocall the case of the International Ladies Garment Workers
Union here in New Yorlk, The bursaucrats of bthis unlon were about
a3 vile & gang of labor lietonants of the sapitallst class as could be
found. . In the struggis againut tho left-wing in ths:middle twentiles
they oonspired with che bosaes and the B«F. cf L, fakers. They ek~
. pelled the left-w!ng lovals &nd used hired thugs to fight them and
to. break their strikes, The differencé between them gnd Stalin was |
only a matter of opportunity and powers Drivén to revolt against the
grimes of these bursausraid the lefi-wing, und.a3r the influence of the
Communist Party in the days of its third period frenzy, labelled ‘the
union == not merely its threacherocus bureaucracy =-- &8 a gompany unions

- But this same sompany union, under the pressure of the workers
in i1ts ranks and the increasing intensity of %the class: struggle, was
forced to call a strike to defend itself against the "imperiallst"

ttack of the bossese V orkers who had kept thoir heads supported

"defended") the strike apgainst the bosses. But the Stalinists,
trapped by their own hastily improvised theory, havinﬁ already”denoun-
ced the union as a company union, renounced support ("defense') of .
the strike. They dsacunced 1t as & "faké" strike, Thus their 1ll-
considered radioalism 1l2& them to a reactionary poaition. They wore
denounced, and righily, throughout the needls yrades market.as strlike
br:ikers. To this day they suffer the discredit of this reastionary
ac One . ’ ' . S

~ To defend the Soviet Union as & gigantie labor organization .
agalinst the attacks of 1ts class enemles does not mean to defend each
and every aotion of its bureaucracy.or each and evéry action of the
Re%-Army which ls an lnstrument of the bureaucracy., To impute such
a "totalitarian" concept of defense to the Fourth International ia
absurd. Nobody here will deny defense of a bonafide trade unlon; no
matter how reactionary its bureaucracy, But that does not preveni us
from discriminating between actions of the bureausracy which involve
a defense of the union aghdingt the bosses and other actlons which are
aimed against the workerse '



The United lMine Workers of Amerlca is a great labor organization
which we all supports Dut it is lLieaded by a thorough-going scoundreil
and agent of the master class who also differs from Stalin only In the
degrees of power and opportunity. In my own personal experience some
years ago, I took part in a strike of the Kansas miners which was di-

rected against the inforcement ¢f a reactionary labor law, known as

the Kansas Industrial Court Iaw, a law forbldding strilres. This was a
throughly progréssive action on the part of the Kansasg miners and

their president, Alex Howat., Howat and the other local officlals were
thrown into jall, While they were in jail, John L. Iewis, as president
of the national organizatlon, sent his agents into the Kansas filelds

to sign an agreement with the bosses over the head of the officers of
the Kansas dlstrict. He supplled strike breakers and thugs and money
to break the strike while ti.:- l.gitimate officers of the union lay in
jail for a good cause. Every militant worker in the country denounced
this treacherous strike~breakin§ actlon of Lewls, But did we there-
foré renounce support ("defense") of thé national union of wine workers?
Yes, some Ilmpatient revolutionaries did, and thereby complectely disor-
lented themselves in the labor movement. The United Mine Workers re-
talned 1ts character as a labor organization and only last “.ring oame
into confliet with the coal operators on a national sesle, I think you
all recall that in this contest our press gave "unconditional defense"
to the miners' unhion desplte the fact that &trike-breaker Iewis remain-
ed its president, ' '

The ILongshoremen's union of the Pacifiec Coast is a bonafide organ-
l1zation of workers, headed by a Stalinist of ah especlally unattractive
type, a pocket ediéion of Stalin named Brildges. This same Bridges led
a squad of nisgulded longshoremen through a pickot line of the Sailor!s
Union in a direct attempt to break up this organization, I think all
of you recall that our press scathingly denounced this contemptible
actlon of Bridges., But if the Longshoremen'!s union, headed by Bridges,

'which 1s at this momont conducting negotlatlons with the bosses, is
compelled to resort to strike action, what stand shall we take? Any

ordlnary olass conscious worker, let alone an sducated Marxist, will be
on the pieket 1llne with the Longshoremen's union or "defending" it by
some other neans, o

Why is 1t so difficult for scme of our comrades, including some
of those who are very well educated in the formal sense, to understand
the Russian questlon? I am very much afrald it is becausc they do not
think of it in torms of struggle, Ve have some comrades who do not as
yet fully understand that discussifn amongst us 1s designed to find
the basis for revolutionary actlon. :

From all indications, the proletarian centers of the party are
standing absolutely firm on the Russian question. It is strikingly
evident that the workers, especially the more éxperiencgd workers wpo
have taken part in trade unions, strikes, etc., undorstand the Russilan
question much better than the more educated scholastles. From thelr
experiences in the struggle they know what 1s meant when tho Sovlet
Union is compared to a trade union that has fallen lnto bad handg. .
And everyone who has been through a oouple of strikes which underwent
crises and ocame to the brink of disaster, finally to emerge victorlous,
understands what is meant whon one says: No position must bo surrender-
ed until it is irrevocably lost.
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I, personally, havo socn the fato of more than ono strike detor-
minod by the will or lack of will of the leadorship to strugglo at a
critical momente All our trade union suobcssocs in Minnoapolis stem
baok dircctly to a fateful wook in 1954 when the loadcrs rofused to
oall off thoe strike, which to all appearanccs was hopoleasly defoatod,
and porsuadcd tho strile committoo to hold out a while longore In
that intorvoning time & broak & broak ogourred i1n tho ranks of the
bosses; this in turn paved tho way for a ocompromisoc -settlomont and
cventually vistorlous advance of the whole union. .

How strange 1t is thnt some poonleo analyze the wcaknoss and dofocts
in a workers! organization so closoly that thoy do not alvays take
into ascount tho woaltness in tho camp of tho onomy, which may ocasily
rore’ than ocountorebalances * ) ‘

In my own agitation among strikers at dark moments of a strike
I have frequently resorted to the analogy of two men engaged in &
physical fighte When one gets tired and apparently at the end of
his resources he should never forget that the other fellow is maybe
Just as tired or even more so., In that case the one who h lds out
will prevail, Looked at in this way a worn-out strike can sometimos
be ‘carriled through tv a ‘sompromise or & victory by the resolute will
of 1ts leadershlp, We have seen this happen more than oncee Why
should we deny the Soviet Union, which is hot yet exhausted, the

same rights? -

. We have 'had many disecussions on the Russian question in the past,
1t has been the central and declsive question for us, as for every
polltiecal tendency in the labor movement. That, I repeat, is because
1t 1s nothing less than the question of the revolution at var lous
stages of 1ts progressive development or degmneratione Ve areé, ln faot,
“'the party of the Russlan revolution. We have been the people, and
the only people, who have had the Russian revolution in their program
and in their bloods That is also the mailh reason why the Fourth ’
International is the *only revolutionary tendeney in the whole world.,
A false position on the Russian question would have destroyed our

movement as it destrdyed all othersse

" Two years ago we once again cohdu@ted an extensive discussion on
tho Russian question, The almost unanimous conclusion of the party
was written into the program of our first Convention:

(1) The Soviet Unioh, on the basis of its nationalized property
and planned esonomy, the frult of the revolution, remains a workers!?
state, though in s egenerated forme »

(2) As suoh, we stand . as before, for the unconditlonal defense
of the Soviet Union agains% imperialist attaocks '

) (3) The best defense == tle only thing that can save the Soviet
Unlon in the end by solving 1%s contradioctions ~- is the international
revolution'of'tha‘proletariat. o - :

(4) " In order to regenerate the workers! state we stand for the
overthrow of the bureaucrasy by a political revolution., '

But, say our oritioes,"Défenso of the Soviet Union and Russia 1s &
Workers! State == those two phrases don't snswer everything." They are
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not simply phrases. One is & theoretioal analysis; the othey is a
political conglusion for action. A

Our motion calls for unconditional defense of the Soviet Unilon
‘against imperialist attacke, What does that mean? It 8imply means
that you defehd the Soviet Unlon and 1ts nationalized property
against external attacks of Imperialist armies or against internal
attempts at eapltalist restoration, without putting as a prior condi~
tion the overtiwrow of the Stalinist bwreauoracy. Any other kind of
defense nogates the whole position under present circumstancés. Some
comrades speak nowadays of giving "conditional" defense to the Soviet
Union. If you stop fto think about it we are for conditional defense
of the United Statess. It is s0 stated in the program of the. Fourth
Internationals In the evel’ of war we will absolutely dcfend the
country on only one small "eonditlon": that we first overthrow the
governmént of the .capitalists and replace it with a governmont of the
workers, :

Does unconditional defense of the Soviet Unilon mean suppor ting
every act of the Red Army? No, that is absurd. Did we supnort the
loscow trials and the actions of Stalin's G¢P.U. in these -trials?

Did we support the purges, the wholesale murders of the old Bolsheviks?
Did we support the actions of the Stalinist military forees in Spain
which wore directed against the workers? If I recall corrcctly, we
uneondltionally defended those workers who fought on the other side

of the barricades in Barcelona. That did not prevent us from support-
ing tho military struggle against Franco and maintaining our position
in dofense of the Soviet Union against imperialist attack,

It 1s now demandod that we take a big step forward and support the
ldea of an armed struggle against Stalin in the newly occupiod terri-
tories of old Poland. Is this really something new? For three years
the Fourth International has advoecatcd in its program the armed over-
throw of Stalin insido the Soviet Union itsolf, The Fourth Interna-
tional has gonerallyasknowledged the necessity for an armed struggle
to set up an independont Soviet Ukrainos  How ean therc by any ques-
tlon of having a differcent polioy in the newly occupled territories?
If the revolution agalnst Stalin is really roady there, the Fourth
International will certainly support 4t and endecavor to load it.’
Thore are no two opinions posgible in our ranks on this question.

But what shall we do 1f Hitlor (or Chamberlain) attacks tho Soviet-
ized Ukraine before Stalin has boen overthrown? This is the question
that noods an unambiguous answer. Shall'we defond the Soviot Union,
and with 1t now and for the same rcasons, the hationalized property
of tho newly annexed territorles? Wo say, yosi

That positlon 'was incorporated intdo the program of tho foundation
congreSs ‘of the Fourth Intornational, hold in the summer of 1938,
Remembor, that was aftor the Moscow trilals and the crushing of the
Spanish rovolution. It was aftor the murderous purge of the whole
%gnoration of Bolsheviks, aftor the people's front, the entry into the
aguc of Natlons, the Stalin-laval pact (and betrayal of tho Fronch
workers). Vo fook ow position on the basls of the economie structure
of tho country, the fruilt of the rovolution. The great gains aroc not
to be surrondered before they are really lost. That is the fighting
program of the Fourth Intcrnational. :
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Throe months ago wo had a convontions The Russian question had
beon 80 woll and so firmly scttlod that nobody wanted to roopen it.
Lot us kcoep those faots clearly in mind: They aro very important
from the point of view of judging how sorious a party and how serious
a loadership we really have. Tho wors%t kind of dcception is soif -
docoptions What have we really got to facu the war with? Now, last
month, baroly two months aftor the convenvion, wo were suddonly con-
fronted with a demand to change our position funismontally -+ to
romounce 'Workers'! State", to abandon dofonse, ¢ support dofoatism.

And this fantastioc right-about-face is suddun’y proposocd to us
horo in "demooratic" Americal If Stalin wore al.iod with the United
States, and comrades should deny defense of thc Soviet Union out of
fear of bosoming involved .. ™o defense of Stalin’s Amorican ally
suoch oomrados would be wrong, but their position would be understand-
able as a subjeoctive roaction prompted by revolutionary sontimontse
Tho "defoatism" which broke out in our French sdotion following the
Stalinelaval pact was undoubtedly so motivated and, consdquently,
had to bo rofuted with tho utmost tolorance and patienco.” But now
we have an epidémic of "defoatlsm" in tho domocratic ocamp. This is
simply shameful. There is no prossuroc on us in Amoriea to dofend the
Soviet Unlon. All the prossure is for e demooratioc holy war against
the Soviet Union. ILet us koop this in mind, Tho main cnomy is still
in our own oountry, ' ' ,

Botwoén July and Soptomber we wore asked to throw our program
overboard, to ronounce the method of thought whoreby we had arrived
at it shroughout a long period of yoars, to cast aside tho oriteria
by vhich we had judgod the ovonts, to declare that overything is lost
and that thore 1s nothing more worth fighting for. T

And, mind you, this utterly proposterous demand didn't come from
new members of the party uninstructed by the past dlscussion and thrown
off balance by the now ovontss (That would be understandable). It
came from a scotlon of the party leadershipl

And what had happened in the moartime? Had there boen some funda-
montal change in Soviet oconomy? No, nothing of that kind was main-
talnods, Nothing happened exocopt that Stalin signed the pact with
Hitlord For us that gave no rcason whatevor to chango our analysis
of Soviot cconomy and our attitude toward 1t, The aim of all our
provious thooretilcal work, consentrated in our program, was prociscly
to proparo us for war and révolution. Now wo have theo war; and
rovolution ls next in orders. If wo have %o stop now to find a now
program it is a vory bad sign. :

Just consider: Wo could witness all tho crimes and botrayals of
Stalin, whioh wo undorstood bottor than anybody olse, and denounced
boforo ‘anybody else and more ocffcotively == we could witnoss all this
and still stand for tho defonso of the Soviet Unilone But wo could not
tolorato the allidnce with fascist Gormany instoad of imporialist
England or Franee} , :

. -Comrade Trotsky has given a fitting answor to this kind of roason-
ngs » , :

. "Those who sook nowadays to prove that the Soviot-Corman pact
changos our appraisal of the Soviet State take thoir stand, in ossonce,
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on tho position of tho Cowmintora =~ to put it morc corrcctly, on yos-
torday!s position of the Comimtern. £Aceording to this logio, the
historical nisslon of the workers'! sta¥e -is the struggle for imperi-
nlist domoecracy. The "betrayal" of thae democracies in favor of ~
fasoism divosts the U.S.S.B. of its being considered a vorkers! stato,
In point of fact. the signing of the treaty with Hitler supplies only
an oxtra gauge with which to measure the degree of dcjzoncrasion of
the Soviot bureaucriey . 3md its contempt for the intermational working
closs, including the <Comuystern, bub 1% doce not osrovid, any basis
whataoover for o re-cvaruntvion of our soclological appralsal of the
UDS.;‘&‘;RO"

Pérhaps it will bo thoupght that I oxagmoroto or misrcprosont the
nmattore Thoro musw, 30me mav <av, have been other and more sorious
rcesons .for domanding a change in our. attitude toward the Soviot Union.
I havon'!t hoard them get, I wouid be glad to hear them today if thers
aro pueh roasons. Of €oupse, there his boon a groat hullaballoo about
tho, Sovict invasioh of Polish Ukraine: But thet is simply ono of -
tho” sonsoquoheos of the wear ond the allianes with Hivler's Germanye
Tho eontontion tliat we shouwld chonge our anolysis of the social char-
actor of tho Scvict state and ouar ottitude tosard its dcfc-30 boeanso
‘tho Rod Army violoted the  Polish bouvdor is ¢vun moro absurd than to
bego such ehangcs on the Hitler pact. Tae Potist invagion is only
an ineldent in a war, sad in war: bordors aroe always violatods ¥ (If
all tho armiocs stayed at home thorc could bo no wvarde The inviolabil-
ity of bordors -- all of which word csweblishod by war -= is interosts-
ing to domoeratloe pauifists and to 'nobody olsow. . '

For o week or so we had quite.-a flurry in tho party about tho
invaslon of Poldand. @nd domards to ehange our line on Rusaia hecause
of 4te. In this, fer thy first time, wg saw unanisbakeable signs of
the powerful press.rs cf bomrgéoﬂgw&emﬁcra&ic_publjc,Opinion on our
narty. We had to auk owrselves many %times: Don't they lnow that
Western Ukraine and White RuSsia nevew righnfuliy belonged to Poland?
Don't they know that this terrisory was torcibly taken from the Soviet
» - Unilon by Pilsudski waith French aid in 19207 , '

To be. sure, this did not justify: Stalin's invagion of the bterri-
tory 1in ocollaboration with Hitler, We never supported that and we
never supported the fraudulent claim that Staliu wasz.bringing "libera-
~tion" to the peopls:s of the Polish Ukrainz., At tho. same timd we did
not propose to yleld an inch to the "“demoevatic™ ificitement apainst
the Soviet Union on tiw basls of the Polish events, The demoeratic’
war mongers were siu-isiking at the top of -thelr volices all over towrs
Ag far asa I could mdke Sense out of the sousyhat hysterical reactions
of somé of our comprades they were unduly imprsscod by this demoeratic
olamor. Bub yolr "eonservative" Mational Committee was not.in the
least limpressefie That is a merit, not a fault,

- In order to nenstraté a little deeper into this sudden outburst
and trace it to its roois, let us 'aks another hypothetisal example .
Hot a fantastic one, but a very logisal onss Sunnosd Stglin had made
a pact with the imperialist démocrasiss agsinst Hltler while Ruman:a
had allled 1ltself with iIltler. Suppose. a3 would most proébably have
happéned in that case, the Red Army had struck at Rumania, Hitler'u
ally, lnstéad of Poland,the ally of the demu.rdcies, and had stized
Bessarabla, which also onde belonged to Russla, .Would the democratis
war mongers in that oase have howled about "Red Imperialismt" Not on
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your 1lifel Tiould we have iad a 1l0-day fever in our ovn Hew Vork narty?
I personally do not think so,

I am very glad that our National Committee maintained its
Incdependence of bhourgeols democratlio nressure on the Polish invasione
The question was put tc us very oxcitedly, point-blanlk, like a nistol
at the temple: "Are yvou for or apainst the invesion of Poland?"

But revolutionary Marxzists don't answer in a "yes" or "no" manner
which can lump them together with other people who pursue opnosite
almse Belng for or against something is not enough in tho class
atrugnlee It is necessary to explain from what standnoint cne is for
or against, Are you for or against reclheteering gangsters in the
trade unions? -- the philistines somotimes aske We don't jump %o
attentlion, like a private . 73 or who has met an officer on the
streot, and answor, "againstl" Ve first inguire: who asks this
quostion and from what standpoint? And what weight does this question
have In relation to other questions? We have our own standpoint and
we are éaroful not to get our answors mixed up with those of class
enemles and pacifist muddleheads. o

Somo peoplo -~ ospoclelly affcooted bossos == arc against racket-
coring gangsters 1n tlio trade unions boeause they extort graft from -
tho bLosses. That sido of the question doesn't intercst us very much.
Socme peoplo -- eswveeially pacirfist proachors =-- are against the gang-
sters boecause thoy cormit violence. DBut wo a¥oe not azalnst violence
at all timos and under all oircumstancos. We, for our part, taking
ovr time and formulating our viewpoint proclsely, say: llc are against
unlon gangstorism beeause it injvres tho union in its fight against
tho bosscs. That is our roasons It proocods from our spocial class
gtandpoint on the union question.

So with Yoland: We don't support the courso of Stalin.in goneral,
His crime in not ono inecident here or thore but his wholo poliey, '
Ho domoralizcs the worlkers! movement and discrodits Tho Soviot Unione.
That 18 what wo are against, Io botrays the revolution by hils whole
courso, . vory 1lneldont for us fits into that framowork; it is coh-
sidorcd from that point of viow and tekon in its truo pronortions..

Thoso who take the Polish invasion == an incidont in a rroat
chain of ovents =~ as thé basis for a fundamontal chango "in our. '
program show a lack of proportion. That is tho kindost thing that
can be said for thoms Thoy arc dostined to romain in a pePrrancnt
lathor throughout thé war, They aro already four laps bohind schedulo:
Therc is also Lativa, and Isthonda, and Lithuanie, and now Finland.

Arc vic going to have anothor clamor of domands to say point-
blank, and in one word, whother we arce "for" or "against" the prossure
on poor lltdlo bourgoois-domooratis Finland? Our answer -- walt a
minutos KXcop your shirt on, Thoro is no laok of protests in bohalf
of the bourgools swine who rulec Finland. Tho New Yoador has protosted,
Charles Yale .Harrison (Charlio-tho-Rat) has written a Ttoarful column
about ite Tho ronogade Lore has 'wopt dbout it in the New Vork Post.
The Prcsideont of tho Unilted Statos has protostods Fintland is pre Lty
woll coverod with moral supports So bourgeois Finland ean wait a .
minuto till wo oxplein’ our attitude without bothering about the "for"
or "against" ultimatum, , : :
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I personally fecel very deoply about Finland, and tlis is by no
means confined to the present dissuto boiween Stalin and. the Finnish
Primo Ministore Vhon I thinl:x of Finland, I think of the %thousands of
tho martyrcd doad, the prolotarian herocs who perished undor tho
whito torror of Manncrhoim. I would, if I could, call them back
from their gravese. Failing that, I would orgenizZo a proloiarian
army of I'innish workers to avenge thom, and drivo thoir murdorers
into tho Baltle Seas I would scnd tho Rod Army of tho rozcnorated
Soviot Union to hclp thom at the dooisive momont,

)

We don't support Stalin's invasion only because he doesn't come
for revolutionary purposes. Ilie doesn't come at the ecall of Finnish
worlters whose conPidence he has forfeitede That is the only reason
we'are asainst it, The "borders" have nothing to do with ib.
"Defense" .in war also means &ibacke Do you think we will rospect
.. frontiers 'when we make our revolution? If an eneny arny lands troops
‘at Quebec, for example, do you think we will wait placidly at the
Canedian border for their attack? No, if we are genuine revolution-

1sts and not pacifist muddle~heads we will eross the border and reet
them at the point of landinge And if our defense requires *he seizure
of" Quebee, we will seize it as the Red Arity of Lenin seized Georpia
and tried to take Warsaw. o

Some comrades may think the war and the allimnce with Iitlen
change everything we have previously considered; that it& at least,
requires-a reconsideration of the whole Question of the Soviet Union,
if not a complete change in our programe. To this we can answer:

War was contemplated by our rogram. The fundeémentul theses on
"War and -the Fourth International", adopted in 1934, say: '

"Every big war, irrespective of its initial moves, must posé
squarely the question of military intervention against the U.3.S.R,
in order to transfuse fresh blood into the secleratic veins of capital-
18Mee s, ‘

. 'Défonse of the Soviet Union from the blows of the oapitalist
onemles, irréspective of the circumstances and immedlate causes of
the conflict, is the elementary and imperative duty of everv honest
labor orsanization.!

Alllances were contemplated, Tho theses says

"In the existing situation an allishoe of the UeSaSsRe with an
imperialist state or with one imperialist sombination against another,
in case of war, ocannot at all be considered as excluded, Under the
pressure of circumstances a temporary alliance of this kind may becomne
an iron necessity, without ceasing, however, beeause of it, to be of
tho greatest danger both to the U.3.S.Rs and to the world revolution,

"The international proletariat will not decline to defend the
UusS4SWRe even if the latter should find 1tsélf forced into a military
alliance with some imperialists against others. But in this case,
even more than in any other, the inbternational proletariat must safe-
guard its comnlete politicai independence from Sovict diplomiagy and
thereby also from the burcaucracy of the Third Intornational,"
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A stand on dofense was taken in ke lighb of this perapective .,

The slogan cf defenge acyuires a concorete rieaning procisely in
the event of war. A strange time to drop itt That would mean a
rejection of all cur theoretical preparaticn for the war. That would
nean starting all over again, From wiat fundimsntal basis? Nobody
knows .

'There has been mudh talk of "independenso" cn the Russian ques-
tlon. That 1s goodl A revoluticnist who 1s not independant 1is rot
worth his salt. But 1t in noccssary to speclfy: Independent of whom?
hat is needed by ow: party at overy twrn in class independenco,
Indenendence of tho Stalinists. and, abovo all, independencc of the
bourgecisis, Our program demards such independenco under &ll clrocum=
stancess It shall not be thangsdl
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REPCRT ON T!IE RUSSIAN QUoSTION

Sneech delivered to the lew York Membership
tieeting at the opening of the discussion on
October 15, 1939

By Max Shachtman

In order to have a clear understanding of the n»resent dispute,
it is necessary to start with an account of how it originated and
developed. It might have been possible to dispense with this aspect
of the Question if Comrade Cannon had not presented a comnletely dis-
torted version of it. Our differences did not develon out of thin aip
nor as a result of an arbitrary whim on the part of any comrade. It
can, therefore, be understood only by a knowledge of the actual ciy-
cunstances in which it arose, -

The question now in dispute originated in reality at our last
conventione As will be seen later, it is imnortant to bear this date
"in mind.

As you know, prior to the convention and during its sessions we
had no specific ﬁussian discussion or special resolution. Formally
the question was dealt with only to the extent that it was referred
to in the program of transitional demands which the convention for~
'mally adonteds Apparently nobody deemed it necessary to raise the
Russian question in the manner in whioch it had been disciissed in the
past. )

However, it was raised in a new form, at least in one of its
asnects, during the discussion on the international renort whiech I
delivereds Comrade Johnson in his speech dwelt on the qQuestion of our
attitude towards Stalin's poliey and towards the Red Army in the event
of an encroachment upon or an invasion of Poland, the Baltio countries,
and other lands adjacent to the Soviet Union. This question was assum=
ing an urgent character because of the negotiations between Stalin. and
England and Frances. Stalin was demanding that he be given the right
to "guarantee" the Baltic countries and Poland from Cerman attaelk. T
emphasize the fact that this was at the time of the Soviet alliance
with France and what appeared to be an impending alliance with Anglo-
French imverialism, that is to say, with the "demodracies."

Comrade Carter was the only delegate who took up the discussion
on this point, and I referred to it in my summarys As I'recall it,

I sald that it would be necessary to consider the question seriously,
especially as it became increasingly vertinent, because the nasses in
Russiats border states undoubtedly looked with the greatest suspicion,
fear and hostility upon Stalin's proposal to "guarantée them from
agression," Nobody else took the floor on this pointe I don't know
whe ther Cannon was disinterested in the question or did not consider
1t important at the time, but he did not say a word about 1%, either

privately or on the convention floors

Nothing came of fhis matter in any conerete form at the convention

or immediately afterward because the imsue was st111l somewhat vague.



2 A

It was 8till in the realm of seoret and obgcure dinlomatic dizcvssion
in the Euroncan canitais and chancelleries, 1n any case, 1t hel o
taken on such conerete fornm &3 to reduire fom us an answer o pa ey
even to make it nossitle for us to Cive that answer. Bul at lexe.
one imnortant thing to bear in mind s ilat the veny fact that 34w
raised at that tine is sufficien: by 1tsell to diagwoze of the slapndrr
ous falschood now disseminated by Gannon, and vepeeted in the interqal
bulletin by Goldman, thet owr resci_t.s- and sveninuiat imnlied a ye-
jection of Stalin's volivy only bowanss hs iy linzed wiyh faseist 1in-
perialism, and an acceptance of tl., DOULley if he hed heen linked wivh
the democratic bandits, The Quasvion, I rej.ot, wo= Birst raised in
the perdicd of Stalin's alliance wilth French imperiaiism,.and if we did
not present a conerete resolution on it then it was only because it
had not vet assuriod eoncrete form,

3

3

b /]

It was only after the Stalin-Hitler pact was signed and *the inva-
sion of Poland had nassed from tho reaim of posuibility and an?ounla-
tion into the realm of living reality vhat the Cuestion assuamon tho
most urgent importance and actunllisys It is not cirssot thwms eveny~
body took the events in his stridz. The fast is ail 5o eading sop-
rades were gremtly disturbod.  Af the Augusy 22 mesting 6f the Poligi-
cal Cormittoe, I moved: "That the next mestiny of tha P.U, begln with

a discusslon of our estimato of %he Stalin-Hislér pecsh as volased %o
our evaluation of the Soviet State and the porspectives of the futirea"
Nobody argued that there is nothing new in the sivuasiona Hobody pro-
posed a meré reaffirmation of our old line. My motioa was carried
unanimously, as a matter of course; so to snoak-. 8o that the record

is given in full and no wrong ilmnressionsg created agong vou, I point
out that Comrade Cannon was not oresent at this meetinz. His suppor t-

ers were not so intransigent on the question then as tvhey arc nowe

The next moeting 6f the P.C., took nlace aftor I had left on my
brief tour on the Pacts Tha't was September 1, Tne soeond world war
had to all intents and purposes broken out and we were faced with
onormdbus tasks and resnonsibilities. Conrade Gould, who was acting
for a week or two in my place, rade a series of motions for an immod-
iate plenum, the aim of which was to put the party on a war footing,
on the alort, for spéeding the proparations to qualify the party for
its multiplied tisks, Some of his motions were perhaps not fcasibleo ~w
that 1s possible, But the general line of them was absolutely correct
and in order, Iverybody present was in favor of an immediate nlenum,
The differénce rovolved - only around the date -- a week earlicr or a
weck later, . : :

But it is most interesting to notovthat»évorybody agrced to put
the Russian question on the agenda, and that Comradé Burnham was unani-
mously assigned to make the report on this questionl

Now Burnham!s position on the Rugsian question is no sceoret %o tho

party, cvon loss 3o to the PeCe It was as well known in the past as

it 1s nows His oditorial in tho Now International, about which there
has sinoe boeen so much clamor, was alrcady out, If .thie P,C. majority
roally,and honestly thought therc was nothing new in the situation,

and if thoy roally werc ready to defend their old position without
furthor ado, why in heaven's name was Burnham assigned to male the
reéport? It is entirely unorecodonted in our movemont to act in this
way. If, Tor example, I am knowh as an avowed oritic or opnoncnt of
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the official party position on th. tngde union gwostion, . would ncver
bo assimned by the Commlttoe to ronert on this quostion to a nlonum or
a membordhip mootings The Committoe would assign a sunporter of its
‘position to renort on it, and in a discussion I would be assigned to
Acliver a ninority ronort. "hy was a contrary procoduro followed in
tho easoc of Burnham ané tho roport on the Russian quostion?

Tho talk about our heving creatcd a crisis or a nanic is complote-
1v absurd., In actuality it was thosc comrades who maintaln that their
nolitieal linc is so c¢clear, so unaltored, so unconnronisgins thut they
rwst have an organizational stranglohold on the NeCe and tho FeCew=
7t vias tliosc comrades who shovod theomsolves comnlotoly dlsorionted
and incavablo of giving thw loadorship they boast aboubs . On nrocisc-
1y that quostilon vhieh thoy now claim merks tho dividing lino botween
~the hard Bolshovik and the vaesillating potty=-bourgools thoy domonstra-
" tivoly acknowlodged their, bankruptey by failing to put forward one of
their nuwaber to renort and assipgning 1t instoad to Burnham. Agdin to
" loop, the rocord accurato, Cannon was not vresont at tho mooting.

. T™vo days_ lator, a spociel moeting was held %o congidor tho qués-
tion, this timo with Cannon presonte Although I was still on tour,

T vonture to' spoak from hearsay bocause his arguments worc subsoquont-
1y ropoatcd upon my roturne. Cannon chargod that tho comprades woro
oroating a panic for nothing, that thoy woro hysterical, that there
ves. nothing now.in the situation. As for tho nlonum, he was against’
its immodiatoc convoeatlon for tho obove rodsons and becauso, ho sald,
1t had to bo provarcd dogumentarily.: Goods Two days-lator, &t tho
Scptembor 5 mooting of the PsC., Burnham submittod his. dooument:on
the gharacdtor of tho nab.audkRussia‘s role in its ' Apayt from this
documont, from my rosolution, and Johnson's statoment, no othor doou-
‘mont was submitfod for tho nlenum. Cannon submitted rothlng, abso-
lutoly nothing, in tho form of a resolution or thesis on tho quodstion,
or for that mattor on any .othor quostlon on the agonda of tho nlenum;
nor did envone olscs. Was that booauso -othor comrades thought thero
roally was nothing now in tho situstion? In my ovlnior, Nos. For on
Sopfembor 3, OCannon moved that Crix be askod officially "to ofpress
himsclf on tho Russian quostion in the Iight of recdent ovontsp“

Fur theymorc , that Crux bo familiarizod with'tho matorial submittoed in
tho quostion" and that wo "requost his opinion bofore a deoision is
takon by tho plonum." ' : : ‘

~ Now it scems to mc that an obvious eontradiction is prcsont heros
If there is nothing now in tho situation, if all that 1s noodod, as
Cannon contondod, is a roaffirmatlon of, our provious positlon, thon a
dooimion of that kind could be tekon without roquosting Comradsé Crux's
opinion and without making it dopcndoent upon this opinlon. Tho opinlon
would bo, as it was, valuable, onlightening and important, it would
be what vou will, but vet it could not bo of suéh’'a naturo as to ne-
cossitate holding wn a vote by us on the quostion.

Tho faet is that cvorybody was disturbed by the ovents and folt
that the old line, cvon if corroct, was not adoquatc. ‘At the very
loast, somothing had to bo addod %o. ite. And that was the only
sorious meaning contalned in Canpon's motlons on Cruxe It goos wilth-
out sayins that tho roquost for Grux's opinions was adoptod unanimous-
1y, But I at loast voted for tho motlon nroeiscly Dboeauso thore was
"somothing now" in tho situstion, and I was vory anxlous to road
Crux's analysis of it. Yot, I say that the motions wero in conflict
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with Cannon's views beeausnc at the very noxt mecting, on Scptombor 3,
Cannon and his sunportors came forvard against a discussion of the
Russian quecstion -- against g1y discussion, There is nothing parti-
cularly ncw in the sltuation, daid Cunnon, in the circular ho secnt
out to tho N.C., mombors comnonting on Burnham's resolution. A dis-
cusslon at this time is a luxury we eannot afford, he said, in just
thosc words, Whon Cannon Ssays now that a‘discussion of a nosition
such a3 Burnham put forward would be fruitful and cducational, it
simnly doos not squarc with his statcments a month apo tint a now
disecussion would be a luxury wo cannot afford,

: On Scptomber 12, at the first P,C. meoting to be hold aftor nmy
roturn from the .snoaking tour, therc was a turnabout facc, Iy motion
on the nlenum was ecarriod without objcctions I did not pronosc, as

1s statod, to eall ‘the nlonum on the Russian questions The four
points I proposod for an agonda -~ the var crisis, the work of the
vIntornational, the Russianyquostion, and tho organization=picss drivee-—
~worc adopted virtunlly without discussion.’ Why? Becausoc, 1 helieve,
among, other things I rcported that overy NeC. member I spolic with on
the road was also "panic-stricken." Clarke and Solandor in Dotroit,
comrados in Chieago, all worc for an immediato plonume In Hinncapolis
I signod a joint telegram with all tho local NeC. mombérs pointing out
thoir roadiness to comc to a plenum almost immcdiatolys Thore is not
tho slightost doubt that overy rosponsiblo lcading comrado outside

Now York fclt that a plonum was urgently required to discuss the quog-
tions I montioncd. ~

, In the middlo of Septcombor the cvonts prceipitated the problem
dircetly and concrotoly without waliting for us to got torethor a
plonums Stalin invaded Poland in allisance with Hitler. What was the
party t0 say? What-was its mouthpiece, the Appeal, to sav? 1t is
utter nonsense . to argue that the membership of the party went blandly
about its way, unmoved and uninterested in the events, They were
. intensely interested in the position the party would take on the in-
-+vaslon and there is not the slightest doubt in the world that the
readers of the party press were equally interestéd. It was, of course,
impossihle for me to write in the Appeal on the bagis of ny personal
opinion alone, I, therefore, oalls ogether all the available mem-
bers of the staff and of the Poiitical ‘Committee, By its very nature
the mathering could not be anything but informal, It could not adopt
decisions on such a matter of nolicy and I announced both befors and
at the end of the meeting that I considered it a'consultative body,
that 1s to sdy, only the Political Committee could decide the Jine of
our articlese After as thorough a discussion of the question as we
could have under the circumstances, it was generally agreed that an
emergency meetlng of the PoC, would have to be held -t decide the
Yuestion, if possible before the Anpeal went to nress,

That same evening, Sentember 18, a special meeting was held. Ve
were of the oninion that whatever the narty's basic estimate of the
class nature of the Soviet State might be, a specifis answer had to
be given to the specifiec Questions. Comrade Burnham moved that the
Appeal take the line that through its invasion of Poland the Red Army
1s participating integrally in the imperialist war, that is to say,
that we condemn the invasion.~“That'point of view was rejected by the
md jority of the. Political Committee, Comrade Goldman presented the -
- following motion: “Under the actual conditions prevailing in Poland,
wo approve of Stalin's invasion of Poland as a measure of preventing
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Hitler from getting control of all of Poland and as a measure of
defending the Soviet Union against Hitler. Between Hitler and Stalin,
we prefer Stalin," Comrade Goldman §&s the only one to vote for his
motion. Yet his position was entirely consistent; consistent in
particular with the traditional position of the party and the inter-
pretation we had always placed upon it. DBut with his motion defeated,
Goldman voted for the motion of Cannon.

And wlat was Cannon's answer to the problem raised by the Polish
ipvasion, the answer that the Political Committee adopted? Here is
his motion in full: "The party press in its handling of Russials
narticipation in the war in Foland shell do so from the point of view
of the party's fundamental analysis of the character of the Soviet
State and the role of Stalinism as 1laid down in the fundamental
resolutions of the party's foundation convention and the foundation
congress of the Fourth International. The slogan of an independent
Soviet Ukraine shall be defended as a policy wholly consistent with
the fundamental line of defending the Soviet Union,"

Now I contend that this was nd answer at all, or rather'that it
made possible a variety of answerse. On the basis of this motion, a
half dozen members of the Political Committee could write a half dozen
Aifferent articles. We would repeat time and again that the Soviet
Union is a workers' state and that we are for its defense, but that
did not answer the question uppermost in the minds of everybody: Do
we support the lnvasion of Poland, or do we oppose it? <Cannon cate-
gorically refused to gilve a reply to this question., His” point of view
was that it is purely a military question and that we were in no posi--
tion to express ourselves affirmatively or negatively on ite Our téask,
said Cannon, 1s merely to explaine. In support of this view, Gordon,
for example, placed the invasion of Poland in the sSame dategory as the
invasion of Belgium in 1914, and argued that there, too, we merely
"explained" the invasion as an "episode" in the war as a whole but
did not say that we were for it or against its (It might be remarked
parenthetically that even in this comparison Gordon was wrong because
the internationallsts .did not hesitate even in the case of Belgium to
condemn the invasion by Germany, even though the invasion of Poland
by Stalin is not on the same footinge)

. At the same meeting I moved that the Committee "endorse the gener-
al line of the September 18 editorial" in the Appeal which I had writ-
tens Cannon and his supporters rejectod the:motion, Cannon voting
against it and the others abstaininge Why? For the simplo reason
that I condemned the invasion in the very mildest termse I had char-
acterized the reports that Stalin was moving %o the aid of Hitler as
a "sinister plan." Cochrane took objection to this phrase. Ho moti-’
vatod hls abstension on the basis of its He considered it too strong.
The vory next day the press carried reports of a statement made by’
Trotsky in Mexieco condemning the invasion as shameful and criminal,

o At tho mcetilng we pointed out that tho inadequate and evasive
motion of Cannon would meet its first test twenty~four hours lator
at tho mass meeting which Goldman was scheduled to address and at =
which questions would undoubtedly be asked about the partyl!s attit-
ude towards the invasion. But the Committee rofused to take any
steps to deal with this matter. The result was that when Goldman
spoke the next day, Septomber 19, he not only declared at a public
mee ting that thore was a dispute in the party on the subjcet and
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that we wore calling a plenum to settle it, but also that the
Politicel Comnittec disagrecd with Trotuky in econdemning the invag-
ion. And as you know, in thg article which Cannon vas uSUL(P<d to
writo for thce Appeel on the lbject he carclfully refrained fronm
cheractorizing or coudennlnn the inVuSlOH and confincd hinso.l
meroly %o rcgectlnﬂ the Scallnist contontlion that the result of
tho invasion would be the liberation of the Uktrainiens ‘and the
White Russians.,

Finally we camc to the P.C. mceting on the cve of the plenum.
The document which we awaited from Comrade Cruwx had not arrivod.
We had tho Burnham resolution on the subject, but the majority,
which had insisted on the nced of prepering m”terial prior to the
plenun, had no resolvtlon whatbtsooever to offer., I could not sube-
scribe entiroly to the Burnham resolution, and I announcod that I
would offer one of my own on the invasion of Poland. When tho
qucstion of reporters arose, Burnham announced that he would cither
write a difforent resolution or support onc that would be introduced.
This announcement occasioned no astonishment or criticism a2t that
timos At thce samc mecsing, confronted with the fact that the majw
ority had no document at all to present to the plenum on the
Russilan question, Cannon presented the following motion as his rog-
olution: MWe reaffirm tho haslc cnalysis of tho naturc of the
Soviet State and the role of Stalinism, and the political conclusw
ions drawn from thls analysis as laid down in tho preévious decisw
ions of our party convention and tho program of ‘tho I'ourth Intore
nqtional. This was the solc contribution made by thc majority.

To sun up, theorefore, thce Folitlcal Committee confinod itself
to 2 simple reiteration of the tracditional party position not

- 'as a basis for givling concrete answers to concrote quostions, but

a9 & substituto for theso answsre, that is, 1t failed and rofused
To give an answer to tho speciiic questions nosod by the ecvents.

To tho oxtent that it tried to give one, it was falso and sproad
confusion or elsc loft mattoers hanging in tho air. Caunon's article
in the Appecal is one oxample. Goldman's spoech at the Now York
mass meoting 1s another. If thet is tho meaning of rcevolutionary

"~ loadership on thce lssues of the day, I have nothing in common with
it. v

Now as %o thc actual contents of the disputc. Onc way of approache
Ing the qQuostion 1s from the cngle of the so-called unprincipled
bloe that we have formed. The argument runs about as follows:
Burnhan sayvs that tho Sovlot Unlon is not o workers! stotc. Shachte
man sayvs hé doecs not raisc thls question. Cowsoquontlv the min-
ority is a bloc and an unprincipled ono. I rcrard the ch@roo as
unnrlncinled bunkes Whiilc I have net and do ot raiso the quostion
of rovising the partyts fundemental position on the neture of the
Sovict State, I was and am rcady to discuss the question. Tho fact
“is that I requostod such a discussion and the minority sunported

me in this roquest. We proposed that the pagces of the on'IQﬁp?ﬂ?Eﬁ
ional, our thoorotical organ, be -oncned un for such a discussion.
Tafs was at first rcfused and gronted only et the plonuwm. ihy am

I not in favor of contering the presont discussion around that
question here? Because I do not think it is nccossarve. In fact,
under the circumstances I do not think it would bo fruitful. Tho
way In whichthe discussion has 1roady becen started indicotes to mo
that it would only serve to obscurc the real issuo and disputo at
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hande In what senso do I mean thi€@ (Burnhanm is now boing eon-
dernnod for hoving withdrawn his documents. But this withdrawval
actunlly occurrcd on tho basis ol the advico of Comrade Crux and
of my advico.-

In/briof lottcr to the Political Cormittco which arrived beforce
his main oocumont Comradc Crux pointed out that in so far as the
disputo was term1nological" no nractical Uolltic”l qQucstion could
bo altored bvchangwn~ thc formula workors’ st“te to tho formula
"not vorkers! state" or"bureaucratic caste" to "eluss", Ho said,
granted thot it is not a workera! stato: gronted that it is o class
and not o castes Vhot chonge would then be introduced into our
political conclusions? The onoonents, as Crux pointed out would
have ~ained an "enpty victory" and would not know what %o do wvith
it. : ' :

. I do not begin to deny the dmportanco ovon of tho "torminological
disvuto" ir only bocause we pust strivo for thoe strictest sclentifw
lec accuracy in our charactorizations. But undor tho circumstances,
that is, of thc noed of answoring the Quostions raiscd by the

- Polish invasion, such a dissute could verv casily degoncrﬂto into
a sterile and puroly terminological dlscussion, That con alroady
bo socn by tho manncr in whilch the question s bocen vrescnted. A
workors! stetc 1s cefined as o social order based upon nationale
lzed vroperty. On thot basis, many comrados conclude that the

whole proklem 1s cxhausteds, That beinn tho definition of a worke
ocrs! state, thc Sovict Union is a workors‘ steto. Thus we do not
advance an inch. - C '

Why would such a digcussion bo sterilec ot the momont? Boeauso it
wourld not and docs not nocessarily altor onc's politicol cone
clusions. Trotsky pointed thot out and so do I, The unolitical
quostion is: Will yvou defend the Soviot Uniont VWhoroupon it must
be asked: What do we dofond? The only romeining conquest of the
Russian Rovolution 1is notionalized prouortv. Now thore 1s not a
soul in our narty who stands for the denationalizcotion of uronorty
in the Sovict Unlon -~ not Burnham, not Cannon, not Shachtma

not Johnson, The only quostion that can possibly bo in dlsouto is
-~ How do wo defond nationalized nroverty? ,

Ict us take tho quostion from another angle. The fundamental pog-
ition of thc party, no matter how often roitorctod docs not provw
. ide us automatically with an answer tho tho concretc quostions.
For examplo, Goldman, Cannon, Trotsky, all procecd from thc fund=-
amontal conception that the Soviet Union is a workers! statc. Yot
Goldman apnroved the invasion, Cannon was indiffcront to it, conm
sidering 1t a purely milltary question which we worc incanable
-of judging, vhorecas Trotsky donounced tho invasions. It was for
sush roasons that Burnham was, thoreforc, prevailed upon to withe
draw his thosis from tho prosont discussion, to withhold it for
another and more suvitablo occasion and place, to confinc the dls-
cussion of the questions thnt he and others heve raisoed to thoe thow
orotical organ of the partye.

In this connoction I was challengod by Cannon: Why don't you
proposc to cxpel Burnham as a dofoatist? I made & motion two or
throe yoars ago doclaring defedtist viows aro incompatible with
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membership in the party, and Cannon supportced me in thet posihion.
I do not proposc such a motion new. Carnon says thot I spoaclk
cqually well on both &ides of tho questions By tho samo tclur

ho can spoak well on onc side of the quostion at onc time aa Do
silont on 1t at anothor. Why docsn't he prooosc tho cxmitiion

of the defoatists? But, it is argued, vou ko a bloc wiina Puroir
against Cannon and Goldman, with whom you orec in fundamonicl apros-
monte Tho cargument is not velid. In 1925-26 tho Sapronoviai

group of Domoeratic Centralists dcelerod In its platform that tho
rovolution was over. Tho Thormidor had trlumphod. Russia was no
longor a workers! state. Yot whon the opposition bloec was fornrocd =
in 1926 by the Moscow'and Loningrad groups, tho Democratic Contrai-
1sts ontered into the bloc, If thoy brokc from it later, it wms

on thoir ihitlative -- "artificlally" said Trotsky, and not on his
Initintive. Hc opnosaed the brecak, as he pointed out in 1929 in a
lotter to onc of thc sunportors of the Domoeratic Contralist groupe.
If ho joined with thom in:onc bloc, 1t wns becauso all sunportors
of the bloc jointly gevo tho right answers to the concrecte quest-
ions beforo tho party. In my opinion, thot is what we hove t6 do
nove I could votc a hundrod times over, just as Goldman doos, for
tho "fundamental motion" of Cannon. So can Abern and Erbor and
otherss 'But I cannot give the same answor to the probloms that
Goldman gave or that Cannon gmsves And thot makos it impogsible for
‘mo and all othors to join with tho-thom just as 1timakes 1t mand-
atory for mc and @ll othors to join with thosc who givoe the same
ansvor . : -

But docs not that doprive you of a fundamontal position from which
v to dorivc your policics? Not ot alls, Thorc arc fundamontal orite
~oria for a rovolutlonary Marxist vhich arc just as valid now as
they wore a ycar ago and twonty-five years &go, cven beforc the

. Russian Revolutlion. The first is the fundemonita’l and deeisivo
character of tho war in queostion, and wc say that the doeisive
character of the prosont war is imperinlist. And sccondly our .
policles in all gquestions must be dorivod from.the fundamental

-~ concoption of the interosts of the world socialist rovolution, %o
which 21l othor intcrests arc subordinate and socondary.

PRURIR Y TR TR YR VR
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Beforo I can return to this question I f£ind it noccegsary to deal
again with the point: . Is therc anything now in tho situation to
causc us to chonge our poliey? Yosl And in roality overybody
acknowlcdges 1t, if not oxplicitly thon tacitly. Is it because of ’
the pact with Hitlor? If so, thon you arc a Pcoplols Fronter. - No,
thot 1s o slandor. . I have alrcady pointod out that the quostions
wo now ralse wore first roised thrco months  ago, at the timc of the
Soviot allianco with tho domocrotic imperialists. No, it is not

* the pact itsolf that changes tho situations T have pointed out a
hundred times in articles and spcoches thet on isolated Soviet '
Statc not only may but ofton must concludo commorcial, diplomatic,
~and oven mllitary agrooments with imporinlist powers, and that _
thoro 1Is not a particle of diffordnec in principle botwoon an
agrcomcht with a domoeratic country, a fascist country or a foudal
countryes So it is not thé pact itsolf that nocossl tatos a chango
in our policy. It 1s the concrotcncss of the cvents and i1t is doubg~
ful that wo could have forosocn thom 1n their actuality. And the
actunlity, if only bocousc of its concretoness, is aifforont Trom
our nocossarily limitod prognoscs, as difforont as arlithmotio 1is
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from algobra.

As T undorstand 1t, thot is how lofn doalt with tho ronlity of
tho domooratic rovolution in Russia, His prognosis about tho
"domooratic dlotctorship" did not and could not conform with tho
oonoroto roality., Hc had no hositation in altoring his politieal
oonclusions to sult that roality. I ean glvo many other oxamplos.
It 1s arguod that thorc is no nood to bo surprisod at thé cvonts
and no nocd to modify our polioy bocause wo forosaw them. Beforo
1914 Lonin forosaw tho degoncration of the Socond Intornc tionnl.
But it was only aftor August 4, whon the Sceond International
‘rangod 1tsolf oponly and , so to spoak, dromatically on tho sido
of 1mporiclism that ho proposod a c¢hange in pclicy, thnt 1s to
say, to wlthdraw from thoe Sccond International to which he had
.bclonged and to call for o Third International, e

Anothor oxamplo. Trotsky saw and foresaw tho dogonoration of tho
Third Intcernationcl. In Gormany Stalinism betrayed tho proiotare
iat and tho rovolution no moroe than it had botrayod them in China
six ycars carller. Yct although we rotainod our fundamontal views
“on the prinelples of ravolutionary Marxism, wo broko with the Com-
Intern not on tho oceasion of tho Chingso botraycl but on tho
ocoasion of tho Germane It 1s arguod against us now that wo pro-
posc 2 chango in policy only bocause-the alliance is nade with tho
faselst imporiclists ond that wo did naqt provoso such a chango
when tho 4lllance wvos mado with the domocratic Imporiclists four =
.yoars ago. Ono could just as legitimatoly arguc that we consldors
od 1t all right for tho Stalinists to botray Chincsé coolios but’
not to botray tho suporior whitc workors of Gormany. Both ar guine
oents arc oqually wronge What was involved in bYoth cases was an
acoumulntion, préeipitatod in tho form of n concrote ovent or a
sorios of cvonts, ,

Similarly in tho ocosc of tho invasion of Poland and tho Baltio
countrlcs. In tho poriod 6f tho poét with Fronco,. the quostion wns
cssontlially thoorotical and wo could put forward only hypothoscs.,
It 1s truo Stalin wos thon also an agont of imporiclism. But tho
war and the concroto ovonts attonding 4t hnd not yot brokon out.
Years ago tho Stalinist.rogimo-indicoted thnt it might or would
ot in tho way 1%t hns now roally actod, Just as boforo the war of
1914 tho socinl domocrady indicatod that it might or would act tho
~way 1t finally 4id when .tho wor broko out.

Tho challonge to presont somo fundamontel chonge in tho situntion is
in this caso oithor suporficirl or irrolovent. A4s I understond our
- basle position, i1t clways was to opnoso soparatist téndencloes in
the Foderatod §oviot Ropubliocss Now I ask: whot fundamontal changd
occurrcd, what was, the noture of this chonge, and whon did 1t ocecur,
to causc us to raiso the slogan of an indonondont unitod Sovict
Ukraino, that is to say, o soparatist 8logan?

Anothor oxamplo: Whon and why did we dooido in fovor-of a politienl
rovolution in Russian? Booousc of tho imprisonmont or tho shooting
of Zinoviov? No. Thot 1s so rmoh nonsonsc. Wo chonged our policy
on that question bocauso an cecumulation of things dictatod thot
chango. ' T

Tako the Quostion from still anothor anglos I do not have to bo.



A 1 T

10 &

instructed on the admissibility of o workcrs! state cxtending the
revolutlon to other countrics, cven by militcry means ond withous
rogard for fronticrs 1aid down in imperislist trostios, or for that
motter any other kind of frontiors. I hove tought thnt to thousands
of poonlc. But I point out thot throughout the corly years of tho
Bolshcvik movoment wo hniled tho cdvancos of tho Rod Army "into other
countrics. When the Rod Arnay ‘mirchod into Polond in 1920, thon
rogerdless of whethor or not it was toctically corroct, wo hriloed
i1ts progross cnthusiastically. We colled uoon thom to ucgkon and

dostroy tho Folish crmy and to facilitato tho victory of tho Rod

Army. Vic took tho sumo p031t10q when the Red Army 1nv“dod Goorgic.
Wo said thon thot "domoceratic" considerctions sbout wiiich intorngt—

“ional menshevisn howlcd so much verc cntirely subordinfte (if thoy

worc involved =t 2ll in the Goorgiah caso) 'to socianlist considope
ations. Vlc donouncod the opponcuts and critics of tho Red Armye. Wo
justixiod tho cntry of the Rod Army into Georgla.

Now, if therc is nothing how in the situction, whv docs not tho
majority proposc to hall tho advanco of the. Rcd Armv into Polond,
into tho Baltic: countrios, into Finland% Why don't’ wo coll upon

tho workors and poasants of thosc countrics to wolcomo the Rod Army,
to fﬁcilituto i%s victory, to help dostroy 211 tho obst clos thot
Stund in tho ey of - this viotory?

Agaln, wo ondorsod Stolin's soizurc of tho“Chinoso Eastern Railyey

*iﬁ'lgég. Wo dofondod tho action from 2ll varictics of domocratic

end “rovolutionary" critics who pointod out thot tho railuay wa
Chinocsc or partly Chinoso, vnd thot the Chinoso woro not consultod
about tho soizuro. Why don t wo by the scmo token ondorsc the

- Boizurc of Polnnd and othor countrios by Stolin today? Whot 1s now

in the situation? Tho rofusal ovon of the mojority to tako the same
position today’that we all took in 1920 and cven 4n 1929 indicctos
that ot least in this rospoct the burdon of proof about whoet is now
in the situction rosts upon the majority. ,

I caunot toke scoriously the argument of the majority thot the only
thing roally now in the situntion 1s thot poople in the. party arc
succumbing to "domocratic prossuros” Thot thorc is en onormous
domocratic prossuro being oxortod upon tho lobor movernicnt ond cvon
our riovemnént is undonlgblo. Thot it 1s ncocosstry to guord cgoinst
yiclding to thot prossuro is oqually truc. But it 1s nocossoary not
only to surrd against thot prossure but to fight agoinst 1t How?
We rmust first rocognizo that the wholc nolicy of Stnlin focilifotos
the work of democratic domegoguos. As in tho past they cxnloilt
Stolinist crimes ond the Yosontment cgninst them felt by the working
class in ordor to bring the working closs morce compleicly under the
sway of imperialist ond cnti-Bolshevik idecologys We con combot the
cfforts of tho domoerctic impericlists agonts only by o corrcect and
unanbiguous policy of our own and not by mcro donuncintion. Wo

can combnt them only by pointing out thnt St~1lin's coursc hes

QL

“nothing in common with ourss Only by condomnlﬂg the Stnlinist ine-

vosion os an act which 1s controry not only to thc intercsts of

tho intornctional working closs but to the intorests of the Soviot
Unlon 1tsolf. Wo cannot combot it -~ the workers will rightly turn
thoir bocks on us. == if wo ondoreé Stalints action, 1f we condonc
1%, or cven If wo appear to do s0. »

Noﬁ’as'to the slogan of ﬁncondition&l defonsé vliich wo must now




il A

abandon, in ry opinioun, unleoss we meen to kcep the forrals cnd byr
moans of sonhistry %o rill %y with € now contenbt. Vet did ihis
slogtn nean to us an thoe pooe?  Goldman soys now: VF ropon; Is
was tokon for grontesd Lhot vhe slogen of defonding ths Sovied
Unlon appllod only ian crgc of war by © capiteilst navicn apcinss
the Sovict Unicn.™ Tos us grent thet for o moment and we sheli

800 who 1t is wnot wnwittingly yloids to %he prossuro of domoera tic
potriotism and to the prneifist distinction betwoen wars of Lagrosse—
lon and of dofonsc.s

Whet we reoally meont in the past vhoen we soid we wore for unoondit-
lonnl dcfonsc wms “his: Wy aro for dofertism in the onomy country
and petriotlism in Tho Rod avuy. In %he Reuw Arny wo orc the best
soldlers. Wo crc for tro vissory of sne Rod Arny and for the dofoot
‘of 1ts onomy, ond thnt regavéioss of who "siurted who wer.! Vo
never askod wlo suruei Yho First blow or whe firsy crossod hils own
frontiorss By Sovict gpriviotism wo also moont shot wo .all upon
the soldiors and nopulouion of the onomy o givs activoe supnort to
tho'Rod. Arny; thai wo cnll for sabotage in the country and in tho
-army of tho Rod Arwuy‘'s cacmy., Isn't thot whot wo clways said and
moont in the pasyv by our slopgon?

‘Now why didn't wo and don't wo say thot in tho .caso of Polnnd, or
tomorrow, in tho caso of Finland? Isnit Poland a capitolist country?
Isn't 1t an imporfolist powurt Isn't it an ally of the domocrantic
Imporinlists oppescd oo Kussia? in accordanee with our old conw
coption, wo should have called upon tho Polish mnsscs to wolcomo

the Rod Army. Wiy didn't wo? Was 1t bocousce Russic wos tho milite
ary aggressor? But wo havo not ovor and we should not now drow ony
besle dlstinetlons botwoon dofonso ond aggrossion, and Cannon wos o
thousand timos right in pointing out thot Morxion platitudo, os ho

so vory oftcen 1s. :

Furthor. Why don't wo take that line in tho casc of tho Baltie
countrlos =~ Intivic, Lithacnia, Esthonia? Thoy orc canitolist
countrios, thoy orv tcois of onc or cnothor imporialist blos, If
thoy oro cngrted in any ¥ind of ssrugglo = rogirdioss, I'ropont, of
who firocd the first shoi or who first crosscd fronticrs = 1t is '
obviously ¢ queostion of wor betiwcen thoe SQoviot Union and o copltal-
ist powor. 1In thot case, by unconditlional dofensoe wo must moan, as
wo always did in the post, thot wo aro for the victory of the Rod
Armye. Suroly we ncver took the position in the past thet wo gavo
unconditional dofonso to the Soviet Unjon only when tho throops of a
capltelist powor tako the initiative in tho strugglo and cross

into tho torritory of tho Sovigt “nlon, By virvic of our old pos-
1tion, wo should fight for the viciory of the Red Army and aimile
tanoously for the dofTont of the oprosing armios. Tho me jorisy

is simply not consistcnt with itsolf, While holding to ths oid
concoption, it hos cdoptod o docwaont which says that wo orc oJnog-
od to the soizuros of now *orrivory by the Kromline According #d
Comroedo Trotsky, tho Stoiinist invosion wos shomoful endorininal
that 1s to say, wo condemn 2%, Now we would not condormn Russia for

-

invading Gormony, would wo?  And if Poland hed flrst ottockod, - -

1tarily, tho Sovict Uniun, I do not belicve wo would condom: $euiin
or tho Rod Army for ropuising shis ctiock' and puching ths Polish

Army boack to Warsaw or further. Why wouldn't weg Would 4t bo o=
ccuso in thot caso Polond was tho "aggrossor," whoroas in tho
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acturl cesc Russic wes the "eggrosson"g

Ageine Conredo Goldmon seid his orror, wlich he now e.cknowledges,
consisted In sunpnorting the invesion undor thoe improssion thot it
was not donc in agroement with Hitler. When ko boenmc convincod
thrt 1t wos dono in egrecmont with Hitler, he opposed it. It soocis
to mc thot Comrode Goldman reploccs hero.ono orror with cnothor. I
thrt 1s Lis motivotion for opposing tho inveslon, thon ot tho vory
locst we owcrlooked on imnortont vroblem in feiling to onnoso o h
similor step whon Stolin sousht to tolo it in agroomont with Dolrdw-
lor and Chomberlein, Thot wes prceiscly tho point thet wes donlt

.. with by Comradeos Johnson, Cortor cnd mysclf ot the last convention.
. Cortelnly the rocson wo foiled to cet ot thot timo could not havo

bcon based upon the foet thot Stalin plannod his action in ol1llicnco
with tho domocratic imporiclists. T

You rive no answor to the concroto quostionsl Trotsky savs:. "Wo
wero ond we romoin cgeinst soizurcs of now torritoriocs.by the Krome-
1in." Goldmen seys nowv, AlLl right; but 1t's a1l over n ¢ in Polonds
conscquently, thce basis for the disputc hns beon romoved. Unfor tune
atoely this is not the cascs If wo oro cgninst such seizurcs, we arc
cgrinst thom not only aftor they toke plocee but clso boforo. t is
rodlcnlly false to think thet Polond wes on incldontel or cceidone
tel onisodo in tho war, nn opisodc of no choractoridtic importonce.
Yosterda; it was Poland and todeyr the Boltic countrios, tonorrow

. and tho day oftor, Finland, Roumtnin, Afghonlston, Indie, Chine,

and othor countrlos. The soamo problem will driso eontidunlly and
with 1t the nocossity of giving an cnswor for. moro wconerato thon

wo worc systometicallygivon by the majority of thoe ReCs . Do not
think for o momont that you can disposo of such qugstions tho woy
Connon tricd to do todey. I wos shockod whon I hoard Hin say holf-
jokinsly, "off tho rocord", thot the bost thing thot ¢ould hoopon to
Finloand would be to wipe it off tho mon nltogother. Thet is o piceo
of first-clnss politlecl cynicisme I am not ¢ Finnish patriot any
morc than I am a Pollsh patriots Dut os o rovolutionory .larxist I
on ot tho samo time r consistont domocrate I am rocdy to subordin-
ato dorioerotic considorations only to sociolist and internntionale
ist considorcations. I hovo no hesitotion ot 211l in saying thet I
an conegrnod not only with the socinlist rovolution but clso with
the nationel ond domocratic rights of Finland and tho Baltic
countriocs. I om proparod to subordincte oven thoso rights to tho
interosts of the soclalist rovolution if and whore the two conflict.
I am not rofdy to subordinatc thom to the intorosts of the Stolinist
burccucrfgys Dooisive in politics is not only tho "whot" but also
the "whoo" I om domnod perticuler as to who "liboratos" countrics
likc Donig or tho Sudotonlonds Under HitIor the right of solfe
detormination  "triumphod" in avnpeorance. In cctunlity ronction
triwnphod, And when Stalin invedos Poland it is the Stolinilst
ocounter=rcvolution thot has triumphode.

~ Your poliey or rother your lock of poliey mokes it impossiblo for

us to talk intelligibly or offoctively to the masscs of those
countrlos who aro tarcetcnod by Stollnist sclzuros or invosions

I want to soc the parsy ond the Internctional cdopt o woliey which
onoblos us to advanco the couse of intornational rovolution in
thesce countrlies. We scy in our internctional program thot tho
antil-«Hitbrltc patriotiam of tho nrssos in thoe bourgoois countrics
hns somothing potenticlly progressive in it. I wont to bo oblo to
sey to tho massos of Russic's border stoates:
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Uvour anti~Stalinist potrioticmins somcthing potentinlly peopgressive
nbout it. Your focr of o Sinlinlsi invasion, your hostility to 1%,
18 ontircly justifiod., You crc not so ignorant thot you do not know
vhot Strlin's rule over you would mgan. You nust roslst any attonpt
nilitars or politiccl, to osteblish tho* rulo. You musi fight o
epeinst tho Rod Army ond not for i%s vietory, if 1% soccks to cstobe
1ish 8t-1in's dominction over you. But I sey to you, your presont
potriotism 1s only potontially proprossive. You cannot ond rmust not
fight oroinst Stalinism undor tho rulce of your own bourgeoisic, hbe
4t 1n Poland or Latvic or Finlond, boerusce thot bourgeoisio is ‘
impericlist or tho cgont of impericllsn. You must rosist bolng
drivon into slavory undor Stolin. So fight for powor in your land.
\/in over tho crmy ond ostoblish an ormy of your own, tho pooplots
n111tic, ond fight for vour own sociclist couso.”

Tt is truc thot by this linc I will not succcod in having o roy-
olution in Poland or Firbnd overnight. But if I rcach two workors
vyith 1t I will havo brought them onc stop closor to the gonl thoy
must ottadn, ond thet 1s whot should be tho purposo of &ny nolitical
1lino.  The majority says: Wo will not cpprove end wo will not
condomne We will moroly "exnloin" tho invosion. I sayt Rosiste
Fight the Stolinist army undcr your own indonondont closs banncre
Fight thom boeccusc thoey hove imposod upon thom tho oxooution of on
impericlist policy. ‘ ' -

At this point tho mrjority objocts. Tho torm "imporiclist polic,”
connot be anpliod to tho Stalin rogimo. . Comrode Goldman cdds that
whilc the torm mey bo usod in o brocd or journclistie sonso, 1t is
incorroct bostusc it may bo de@uccd from this torm that tho Soviot
Union is o ecopitclist imporiclist statos ~Thet mey woll boe 1
do not dony it. But it doos not nocossorily follow, for ‘otherwilso
mahy of our chorsctordzetions would heve to bo rojocted on tho somo
groundsé In tho first placo, I na not tho flrst onc té hovo ased
this torri in our novomonte 6nly ~ couplo of yoars cgo, in o dis-
oitssion with o Chinoso comrndo cbout tho dangors of Stolinlst
_intorvontion in Chinc, tho question wos oskod by the comrcdes: .
Docs thot mean thet Stelin con follow an imprinlist voliey in China
. To which Trotsky roplicd: Thosc who aro capebhlo of perpotr:ting "’
tho lioscow fromo=ups crc cepable of anything. Could not =« “onpitale
15t imperinlist Soviot Stato" also be doduced from thils ontirely
corrcet stotomont® ' , '

Vo scy thot Stalin hes adopted tho political methods of fogselsn,
Stolin's rogime is closor to tho politienl rogimo of faselsm thon
.to ony othor wo have over knowns From this siotomont, ofton rcpent-
od by us, somo pooplo have deducod thnt fesolsn rulos in Russic.e
But this hns not altorcd our choractorizotion of tho Stalin rogino.
_ Wo say 1n ono ond tho scmo brenth thet Hitlor's roglmo 1s totol=

- itarion,g I st11l beliovo thot this 1s cntirely cccurctos The folse
. doduotions thrt somo nnko fron thoso stotomonts do not mocn thht

tho stetomonts orc wrong.

. Wo sfy thot thorc is o Bonapartist regime in Gorunony and in Ruaslcoe
© I roocll thit whon Trotsky first prosonted tho formula of Soviot
Bonapartism, ho was criticized by many conrados. Thoy ergucd thot
nis Bonapartism covers too unny difforcnt things. He ropllod thot
whilc noithor Marx, Engols or Lonin hnd ovor appliod tho form
Bonapartism to the workors! stotc that wos not to bo yondorod %3

# (insort)s Mussolinids rogimo is totalitarian, Stalin's rogimo
A is totalitarian. -
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thoy ncvor hed occasion to, clthough Lonin ¢id not hesltoto to
apply teris of a bourgeols regine with the nocessary quolifications
to the vorkéra! statc, as, for oxenple, "Soviet stnto conitelisa,”
Bonapartism, said Trotsky, 1s an exact, sciontilfic, soclologlecl
cherectorization of tho Soviet rcginc. Yot it umecy vory cosily be
objocted that it follow$ from this cherectorizotion thrt the Soviot
Union is o bourgoois gtato. .

Again. Trotsky points out =~ ond I think 1t 1s right cven thoush
Conrndo Wober choracterizod it os stunid == thot in onc 'scnsc tho
Sovict Ur on is o bourgcols stoto just s in cnother 1t is o workors'
stotc. Elscvhorc ho sois thot the burcaucracy which hns the steto
rs 1%e privete proporty 1s o bourgools burcaucriceys Shouldn't wo
rojodt thosc chroroetorizations boeruse of whot soné peoople ney dede-
ueo fror then b to the noturce of the Sovict Stotes

It is in cccordance with this spirit thot wo say Stolin 1s pursulng
an iaporinlist poliey. In two scnsos. In tho first ploco, hoe i1s
‘noting as a tool of iapericlisa, an agont of inporicalis:. To thot
chopaoterization nobody scons to toke objoctione Stolin orushod
‘Polond jointly with Hitlor. Tho spoils of their victorloes .oro
‘boing jointly divided throughout ocstorn Europos’ But ~2lgo, in
anothor gonsc, he 1is pursuing an "indopendont" imperialist policy

of his owune. o ny chernctorizetion, Comrado Wolss onong othecrs
.ongvers thot thore is no such thing and con be no suech thing os
inperialisn excopt o8 a polley of -dcecying noropoly capitalisme
Mhrt roply is.corrcet only in onc songoj ncmoly, :thot tho polier
 of monopoly .canitnlisn 48 ‘tho wpodorn forw of inporinlism.  But there
wes innerislist polie long boforo -onopoly acpitrldsn and long bo=
fore cagitalism 1tsolf, "Colonial poliey ond irporialisn," said” ~
Icnin, "oxisted beforg this lotost stogo of -eapitelisn and cvon bow
forc copitolisme Rono, founded -on slavory, pursucd o colonial
bolicy “nd ronlizod i:porinlisu," It is ontiroly ‘corrcat, in my
opinion, to charcctorizo tho Stolinist polioy os inmporianlist, prov-
1dod, of courso, thot onc points oud its spocific ohorretor, thot 1s,
whorcin 1t diffors fron rodorn. copltalist inmperialian. For, o8 T
hove insisted on govercl occoslons, T do not ddontify Stolin with
Hitlor, Chonborlain or Roosovclt. . Stolin hes showod hlnsclf cop=-
oblo of pursulng inmporiclist policye Thet is tho frcots Tho Krenlin
buroaucrece; hos dogonoretod boyond n1l prodictions Whon wo say 1t
hes intorcsts £ll its own, wo do not only moen. thet they aro dicnote=
ricnlly opposcd to tho intorosts of the proletarict but thot these
“intorésts crc vory speeifice Thoey also hovo o spbeific coononic
basis. Iike overy burotucraey, tho Stclinist is intercsted in in-
crocsing the notional incore not in ordor to roiso tho stonddrd of
1iving of the nnsscs, but in order to incroasc ilts owmn povior, its
ovm woolth, 1ts own privilogos. In Jits struggle for solf~prosorvat-
ion not only fror. tho living forcos.of. tho prolotorict and poosontry
in thc Sovict Union, but clso from the consoqueneos of tho chronle
ooononice crisis in tho country, it is nou socking.now torritprics,” -
now wvoclth, now~priviiogo§, now . povor, now gourcos of row notordel,
now trodo foeilitics, now sourcos of i;bor powore A policy of OXw
pension vhich undor Lonin and Trotsky would.mocn oxtonding the basis
of tho sociclist rovolution mocns undor tho Stolinist burcaucrnrcy,
dogenordted ond ronctlonory to the coro, & policy of ‘imporinlis:ie
Thrt is, it hos &n inperialist poliey poculicr to tho Soviet rogine
in 1ts prosont stago of docays - - '
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How, thot is cs closc to o ehorcotorizetion of it cs I con cono.
Ilowr do Tou chorcctorize thic poliey? Whot is our political or
soclolosicnl cofinition ol 1t? You ‘do not give oNnye Bonapartisn,
too, 1s not 100 per cont oxcets The anfilogy upon vhich it .4s bosod
1s like 211 groct historlerl cnaleoglos o 1Inited onc, but it is
closc cnoughy 1t 1s on cpproxinction cnd no inprovonont upon 1%
hos yet boen mados Sinileorly with tho tern inporinlist.  Until o
bettor torn is found to deseribe the proscnt Stolinist policy --
ond you hrvo pronoscd ncither o better onc nor cny ot 811 wme I
sholl porsist in using the one which I have put forword.

Thosc orc the considerctions whieh in our opinion noko it inpossiblo
for us to continuc cunloring the slogon for the unconditional dofe
onsc of tho Soviot Union in the sensc in which wo construcd it in
the poste It &8 thot sofiso which dictoted the cttitude of tho
nejority, most oxplicifly, consistontly ond not deeidontolly oxprogse
od in tho position toalon b Corndo Goldrione

It 1s, of courso, ontircly truo thet o fundenmontel Bno 4s roquired
for a corroct approcch to oll concrotc politiccl problonse That
fundcmontal lince must bo in gonornl the interests of the world
-Boolallst rovolutions In so for os tho war 'itsolf 1s concornod,
wo rmst prococd frona the fundeonontel and d celsivo choractor of tho
wor, ond Judging it by thrt standard it 1s, nocqssary to chiractops
1zo0 tho wor s laporiclist in 48 dooilsivo cspootss I 8ay, "in 1ts
doeisivo aspccts,” boecuso in ~1l nodern wors thoro arc, so to spock,
conflicting clenonts. Lot 1o toke o woll=known oxannloe In tho
Inst world vwer, Lenin contondod in 1914 thot if the strugglo had
boon econfined os to o ducl botwoon Sorvia and Austro-iungary, on tho
part of Sorvic the progrossive olomont of struggle for notional wni-
ty would hove boen dooisivo, thot is, rovolutionists would heve -
wvishod for tho victory of Sorvia, cyon of tho Sorvian bourgeooisio.
But sgéreoly hed that war stortod than it wes oxtondod throughout
Turopds Tho nrogrossive oloriont roprosontod by Sorvials notlonal
ogpirotlions wos lost 1n tho midst of tho strugglo for impericlist
restoly botwoon the two big blosss. That 1s, the charactér of tho
war oh~ohgeds In i1ts dccisivo cspoets 1t wos inperinliste "Sorvio
ves nothing moro thon part of onc of tho imporiclist oonpse

“Anothor coxoamblo 1s furnishod by tho Fronco~Prussian Vior of 1870,
. Bismerck'!s strugplo agoinst Napoleon III for tho oskeblishmont of

o unitod Gorrnn nation wos historienlly progrossivee But whon
"Bismarock prococdod to take Alsaco-Lorraino, the choractor of tho
wvar chongod, so to spock, and was eondennod by Morx ond Engolse”
Now tho prosont wor nny ond in 2ll probability will also chongos
Our rcsolution forcscos thet and provides for ite If tho choractor
of tho war choangos into & war of imporialist attock upon tho Sovict
Union, tho position of tho rovolutlonery party mst chongo cccording-
ly. Cormrado Connon notos thot this is contoinod in our rosolution,
but instead of rccognizing it for its roal and simplo significanuo,
he devotes hinsclf to seavhing ronmarks about the phrase “"bourgoois
coun#or-rovolutién is on gho ordor of tho da¥." For this obvioualy
truo stotomont I .anm donounced os o possimiste VWhy? Trotsky uscd
oxastly tho sanme phroso moirc thon two yoors.ogoe. As for back os
thon ho scid thet if Franco wins in Spain, tho bourgools countor-
rovolution will bo on tho ordor of the day in the Soviot Union.
I dooply resont the attvitudo which accopts without o word o phroso
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or formula or concept uttered by Comrade Trotsky, and for nurely
factional reasons condemns those whe merely reneai the nhrase as
péssinlsts, if not worse. Tf the character of the war chanres,
I reneat, and if the bourgesis counter revolution has not trimph-
ed’ in Russia, we will dsfend the Soviet Union from imnerialist

I¥ may be asked: How can vou defend a country that has pur-
swed an laperialist poliey? The class strucggle is not as simple
as it iz implicltly revresented by that question., Under certain
clrcumstances, we have done that in the vasty we will do it in the
future. Even in the case of Sndin, which none of us believed to

~be a workers! state of any kind, we were for the "defense" of
Azana and his regime in our own way and by our own methods, even
though that same regime was onenly imperinlist and s%ill claimed
imperialist domination over the colonies of Spaine. With all the
greater reason, with all the greater force, will the poliecy of de~
fense apply in the case of an imperialist attack unon tlis Soviet
Unione. : '

I have sald that Stalin is following an imperialist poliey
in tvo-senses, in that he is a %tool of imperialism, rather an
agent of imnerialism, and that his own poliey is impericlist, I
have at the same time denied the foolish charse that we consider
this nolicy identical with the imoerialism of Hitler or Chambeyr=
laine No, there 18 imperialism and imnerielism, just as there is
Bohao&rtism,and-ananartism.‘ ' v

As a matter of foct I believe that the key to the imperialm
I1st noliey of the Stalinist burcauveracy is to be found in the .
historical ahalo-—y with Bonepartisine The enalogy between the
‘Stalinist regime and the old Bonapartist regime has been used re-
peatedly by Comrade Trotsky ond by our press in general. Given
~certain limitations, and allowing for the necessary ohanges, the
anclogy is both correct and illuminating. Bonavarte came to . .
pover to safeguard the soclal rule of the bourgeolsie by expro=
priating it nolitically. The bourreoisie admnitted, in iarxts .
words, that in order %o nreserve its sociel nower unhurt its po~
litical power must be broken. Yet though Bonanerte came to power
to nreserve the socinl rule of the bourzeolsie, Marx sointed out
that the third Nanoleon rooresonted an economic cless, the moskt
numerous in IFyrance at that time, the allotment farmer. To be sure,
the farmers then as now, Vwere ¢ class onlv in a limlted 5erse.
Like Bonanarte Stclin renvesents not what is revolutionary but
whot is conservative in the Termer and in nll other groups ‘upoh
which his rezime rests. In order %o nernetucte his domination,

- Bonanarte carried out a policy which Harx characterized as the
"imoorialism of the Mrmer class," that is, the poélioy or hope of
oneninz’up new markets ot the point of the bavonet, so that with
the nlunder of a continent the ¢ictator would "returh to the
farmer class with intercst the taxcs wrung from them,"

Now it mey be ar~ued that imnerialism is a olams nolicys. 1In
the interests of whedt class, it nav be asked, does 3talin carry
out this sé=crlled imnerinlist colicy? ILet us assume tho logiti-
macy oI this question for & noments Here, too, we can rind illu~
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mination in the anclogy with the Bonannrtist roe~ime. Like the
second Bononorte, Stalin "is foreed to reise clongside the motual
classes of socie%y, on artificicl class, to which:'tho mrintenance
of him-own rogime must be a knife and ferk question." ‘I do hot
bolicve that the Stalinist Burcauersicy Peprescnts a new class, in
any ease nonec comnarable with the nrect historic classes of soci-
oty like the bourgeoisic andé the nroletarizt. Butbt in the sonse
in which Marx used tho term to dcseribe the Bonanaritisht burcaus
orecy, so, too, the Stolinist is en "artiriclal class." It scols
new resourcecs of labor and of raw matorials, markcts, senports,
gold storcs, and tho like. It 1s compolling in 1life to rocognize
‘what 1t denies in theory, tho Imnossibility of constructing a
soclalist soclety == even thot caricature of socialism ronrosénte
ed by tho present rogime -- in ono country. As a buroaucracy,
inerocsingly soparmted from the masses because incroasingly
threatened by thom . it is intercsted in a growing national income
only for its own sako, only in ordor to enhnnec it nrivile~es and
peweyr == occonomic, socinl and politicals But its own oxistonco,
1ts own rule, constitutes the ~roatest brake on the devellopment
of the nroductivo forcos, and consequently on the national income.
Hencc, its growing urgo %o expoand and to rosolve its crisis abrood,
And wvhere the edrlier Dolsheviks sought to resolve tho crisis
abroad in a socialist intoernctionaliat senso, by soroading the”
revolution, by roising tho s»irit of tho class strugglo abrond, the
8talinist rcrime seeks to rosolve 1ts domestic crisis bwa poliey
which wo cannot characterizo &s anvthing but imnerialist. It 1s
substantially on the basidsof this analxsis alone thot we con
consistontly opgose whot Trotsky colls "new solZures of terrdtorios
by the Kremlin.’ It is on the bnsis of such an analvsis thnt we
are able to tell the :masses or their voanguard what to do both
befdre ond after tho Stclinist ilnvesions, 3

“And what policy shnll we advanee for the Russian magsos?
Thero, too, I do not bollove we advance vory far by tho simple.
reltoration of the formule of unconditiohal dofenso. I would say
to the Russian workor or soldior: Tho Stolinist. burcueracy is
hurting Russiaone It 1s discroditing the reovolution in the Soviet
Union throughout the working class of tho world, which it is
driving into the arms of the imnerialist bourgeoisioce. It is.
using you as tools of imporirlism. The task thot vou aro vorforme
ing now under Stalin's commond is on ignominious end recactionary.
onee Unito with the Ukrainilan vorkors ond wasconts in the torrie
tory you have boon sent to conquer ond jointly overturn tho Stolin
rogime in order to establish a scnuine Sovict nower. And T would
say this to them tomorrow in tho case of an invesion of Finlend
or India. ’

But I am now cskod by Goldman ond Connon: You give no answer
in your document to vhat should be our poliey towards the defonso
of woporty natlonclized by Stalin eftor the invasion. 1Is it nro-
gresslve or reactionary? I ecannot cheractorizo this quéstion, con~
sidering who crc its cutlors, os onything but impudoncos Tho maw
Joority refusod 'to give on answor to any coneroto qucstions Wo ot
loast tricd: to give an cnsver to some” of theoconerete quostibns.
Howdvor, in so far as the question hos an indenendent rie it of i4s
owny 1t nrosents no Cifficultiocs for us. Notwenlly notionnlizas
tlon of nroncrty is oropgressive as aphinst nrivete nronorty, just
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as the frccin~ of the sorfs by Alexander III wns nrogrossive as
against the chslovoment of tho scrfs. I would rosist ony cttomnt
to roduce oncncinrcted noosants to serfdom a~rine And 1t goos
without scying thot I would dofend notionalist proscriy. But 1
must continue to cmphosize ¢hat the duestions of todcy are not
answorod or successfully evhdod by nocossorily hynotliotical quos—
tions obout tomorrow. Howeveor important ¥he lottor wndenicbly are,
thoy do not eliminatg the wrgency of todey's nroblems ond the
problom of a Hitler attack eéalust the Ukraino wos and is the
qucstion of tomorrow.

. The euostion of Stalin's invosion of Polend and of thoe Baltie
countrics “is the question of todav, cnd thot is the one we must
ensuver first and thﬁt 1s the one tho e 1or1ty failed ond still re~
fuscs tO ansvor, ’

I £find very intoresting and imhortent the formulation in
Comrado Trotsky's latcst cocument thet wo subordincte the ovore-
throw of Stelin to the dofenso of notionclized nroperty and nlanned
cconomy, and we subordinnte tho dofensc of plaonnod cconcmy tond
notionclized wroperty to tho intersts of tho. JOrlvaOVO1dtL0n- I
should llko to askra quostion cbout that formule Vet is meont
in it by "subordinatec," osrccinlly in the nhresc’ doglwnn wlth tho
subordination of tho defcnse of the Sovict Union, that is, .of
nctilonalized proporty, to tho interosts of the world soclalisg
rovolution? Now my undersicnding of our position in the nost’was
that wvo vchomently deny ony nossible conflict botwoen the twos
The defonse of Russia was n1\/uvs acnd unelterably in the intcrosts
- of the world rcvolution, «nd cspociglly ~roinst the Stolinists we
mo intained thnt tho world rovolution wos the best viay to dofond
the Sovict Union. Pu®t I nevor uvnderstood our position in tho nast
to mean that wo subordincto tho onc to the other. If I undorstond
English, the torm imniics oithor thot there 18 o conflict between
the two or the possibility of such o conflicty Wf tliorc ‘is a pose
smb”lltv of such a confliét, cnd I bolicve uhpro is (it s ol-

ody beon shown in lifo), thet indicatos cgnin theb wo connot
conhinuo mainteining tho slogon of unconomtionsl daofcnso. of  tho
Sovict Union, By thot Dlogwn in tho past wo moont nOuhlnG morae
tlion this, thot we ploee no conditilons to our defonso of the Soviot
Union, thot is, we do not sty we vill defend the Soviet Union on
the condlflon thet tho Stelin vogime is Tirst removed, If I
understand the meoning of Comrc.do Trotslzv!s nou lormul*, it is this:
We dofond the 5 Sovict Union on tlc condltion thrL it is to tho in-

———— - - e

7ith these intcrcts; &nd that whnrc 1t docs confllct Lluk Lhoso in-
torcsts, the lattor rcemoin nrincry ond dccisivo, end the defonse of
the Sovict Union is scconcary and °ubordxn GO e

I should be very much intercsted in hovine the cowrades of the
me jority rive me coneroto excmples of conditions under vhich they
vould sutordincte the dofense of the Sovict Union to the intcrcsts
of thce world rcvolution. Givo me onc or tuo, and by an cxamnle I
do not mean tho casc of, lct'!s soy, a political rovolution of the
vorkers and ncasanivs in Pv351h n'"mst the Stelin regimes How can
thot be interpreted as subordin. ting the defonsc of nationclized
nronorty to the interests of the vorld rovolution? We hove scid in
“the past at lenst thot the politiecl revolution cgoinst the Stalin
burcducrcey is not o blow agrinst its oconomic foundotiorns but that
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1t is the best way, and, in faast, the wnly really sound and funiansi-
tal way in which to defend iheze s:onomis foupdationsz. The twr CO 1~
cepts in that caso are now in conflict, Thepe caniot be in btna’ rase
any question of svbordinacing tvho one te the other, The intevests of
both are identica.. S . \

Until concrate examplss ars given by ths ma jor ity and. until
the other questions I have raised are answered and insiered objective-
ly and convinclngly, T continue to ccentend that our slogan of uncouii-~
tlonal defense of .tha Soviet Union has open proved by cvants, by
reallty, to be falss and misleading, &> be parmfuly ard Ehat tnorefore
i1t musat be abandoaed by our parby: "W, nust adept i its place = glogan
which is clear, whish 1s defendallep and which nakes possible a cov=
rect pollcy in harmony witih owr revpluiionary internationalist posi=-
tlon. - b ‘

. LN ) o __

I want to tura now In my consluling vemarks to other questidns
raised in the discussion.on the Rusiism quesckiob and related to Lt
We are accuspd of many things. Wiy create cOnstant~crise5, Wwe are
panle-stricken at every tura of evenkg, and s0 fartbh. Thése charges
I have already taken up ia m7y presemtaGioen’ and upon another occasion
I will. take them up in even greatsp deva!le - - A A

-¥s

Our charge against the najoriiy, however, 1s of a different
naturé and we describe it pelitice Loy as pawomarstio congervatiaome.
There have been numerous manllestzvions of $his iLn The pagt and espeo~-
ially in the recent nasst, We havs Lound the s whonever a proposal 1g
made for implementing the party policy ov for s labisehlng 8 new 1line
of polley or action, we ars’ imuedlatoly confronicd with the.acousatlon

that this creates a "crisis." ¥ had that a% the lash nationil convere -

tion, where a nerfectly normal and nreper, and, in my opinion, still
neecessary proposal to establish an organizational.depariment with an
organization-secretary wai mei with a bavirage- - of attacke Instead of

a oalm discussion on the pronosal, the conveanvion was tivsowh into a
turnoil in whieh we ware aczcused of nob undevstanding the A.B.Ce of ‘
Bolshevik organization; To-the oxient that o Gissussion on the pro-
posal was taken out of this 'theorsetical® p t.m, Lt was rejected on"
the grounds” that no qualitiad tomrdds was availabis £or the position
in questions Our nrnpozal thal Comrade X be gconaidersd for the post
wag oondemned, and we wel'e condsjasd along with it because of our
alleged lack of appreciatioa of the imporfanc¢e of irade uniohn work,
worl in.the fleld, and 3o forih. To shifi that comrade to direct .
organization work for the parcy was allemedly light-winded and God
knows what elsee. Lesgs than a nonth after our pronusal was rejocted,
the same comrade suddonly did become available, and this time' the "
proposal was made not hy us but by those who had originally opposed
it, and 1% was hurriedly anoroved and adonted, It suddenly ceaged to
be & seatter-brailned idea; it suddenly ceased to be the occasion for
creatlng a crisis,

iheén the war broke out, we confronted a similap inertiae. 1In
this case, too, our proncsals for immediate action to prepare the
party for its tasks woreg answered with the asswrances thet thore 1i's
nothlng new, that we had alwavs foretold the var, thet we should nos
te panicly because it broke out, and more of the sames Yet alilioigh
this was the position of the najority of the Politdeal Committea,” I
fourd durins my tonr thot the reaction of the minoritv to the v~

ey +
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cricis, whieh was described as panic-mongering, was nevertheless the
spontaneous reaction of all the non-resident National Commitice mou-
bers with whom I came iq contact. .

“Again,more recently on the question of the Russian invasion of
Polands {he r@cord ostablishes the fact that the majority was nci
only not prepaved to give an ansiter to the new problems but denied
that spchesn answer was required., And when that which was quolificd
by the P.C. as a conerete answer was finally written, i1t vroved to be
more of an cvasion than an answere. And even this article, whicn
appoared in the Appeal over tho signature of Comrade Cannon, wos and
could be only a nersonal opinion of its author for the simple reason
that the motlon of the Political Committee on the subjeot, as I
qQuotod 1t to you before, was so géneral as to admit of a varicty of
purely individual internretationse. The Politieal Cormittco simply
did not show a serious attitude towards the problem,

At tho plenum the majority presented for a vote the ddcumont
of Comrade Trotsky which hnd arrived only a fow hours carliers. Thore
could not have been an onportunity for any comrade to ref.cect on this
documents Some of them hnd not even had a chance to read it, More~
over, 1t was physically impossible for anybody to have read it in full
for the simple rcason that onc page of the manuscript was accidentally
lost in transite. WNovertheless, read or unread, studicd or unstudied,
completo or incomvlete, the document wns nreschted for a vote and '
finally adopted by tho majority on the grounds, as one comnrade expros-
sed it, of faith in tho corrcctness of Comrade Trotsky's position.
Faith 1s a vory good thing, and a prompt support of Comrade Trotsky's
position on various questions has justified itself on more than one
oceasion in the paste But faith is no substitute for arriving ser~
lously at a thought-out position. This wes all the more so the case
with this doecuments Evon a hasty roading of it must convince any
‘sorlous porson, as it convinced me, that it 1s one of the most audaci-
ous and broath-taking documents in Marxian litorature. In it Comrado
Trotsky deals not only with those questions which we have long boen
familiar with and on whieh we hove had a traditional and thoroughly
discusgod posltion, and also with o number of mattors and viewpoints
which I contond are new to our movements Tho Quostion of tho inevi-
tablllty of socialism 1s not, in my opinidén, dealt with in this doou-
ment as wo vo dealt with it'in the paste In any case, it raisos
tho quostion from a new anglec. Similarly with tho qucstion of the
naturo of our opoch whieh we have hitherto characterized as an cpoch
of war and rovolutions Similarly with the point raised in tho doecu-
ment about tho possibility of o new typo of stato whileh is noithor
bourgcols nor proletarians Those aro quostions which I do not want
to deal with herc and now but which arc, to my vicw, so obviously a
maittor for decp roflection and discussion as to oxelude so light-~
minded o trcatment as is ropresonted by o motion to adopt the documcht
a fow hours after it has boon given to the mombors of a party plenum.

When Trotsky roisod the slogan of a united indepondent Sovict
Ultraine a fow months ago and proposcd to submit it to an intornationol
discussion, not tho slizhtost objoction was reised. Whon wo nroposcd
to open up a discussion on tho Polish invesion and problems rolated to
it, the majority raiscd tho most vohomont objections. Vio aro not a
doba ting olub, thoy scid. The question was sottlod fundamentally ot
our last aonvontion, ond the convention boforo, ond twenty-two years
a0« Up to thoe nlechum oven our nroposal for o theoroticcl discussion
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of the questions in tho nages of tho Now Internamtional wes rojccted.
Diseussion hrd béeome, in Cannon's words, a Iuxury thot tho party
could not afforde I polnt to tho feet thot ocven at tho Tonth Congross
of thc Russion Party held undor the throat of the guns of robelling
Kronstodt and of poasant uprisings tReogghout the country which mon-
asod the vory oxistonce of the Soviet Kepuhblig, tho samo dologatos
who condomned tho viows of tho Viorkors! Opposition as incompatible
with party mombership, ond vhich prohibited ghe farmation of factions,
novertholoss adoptod at tho samo time o rosolution which peovided
amply for tho continuation of the discussion on o théo®o%docdl planc
in spcoial-discussion bulletins of the party and at srecial meetings.
Discussion wos not a luxury thot could not be afforded by *the Russian
party, ovon undor thoso noutely dongorous ciroumstencos. For our
party wo woro told it was o luxury wo couldn't afford, And in addi-
tion, thoso comradcs yho lnsistcd on discugslon wore snooringly and
domagogloally dubbed “indopondont thinkers™ who beliove that thoy
are wisor than Trotsky, : . )

Tho politioal passivity of tho party leadorship has as 1ts
counterpart an organizationnl rigldity and o super-sonsitivity and
brusquencas towards all critics, and rogardless of the morit of the
critleclsm. This is ospocially and notoriously thoe caso in its attil-
tudo towards tho youthe This fact has boon obsorved and commonted
upon moro than onco and I will not claborate on it horo oxcopt to say
that tho truth abonut it eannot and will not be oliminated by ropeating
the commonplaco formula thot "wo must not flattor tho youth." -

At tho last nationnl convention Cannon and ‘'his supportors do=-
manded in’ tholr slete an organizotional mojority on the now nationnl
committoos On what politleal groundst? At tho plonum at loast the
claim was prosumibly based upon tho politieal differonees over tho
Ruasslan quostions What was tho politieal basis for this orgonization-
el majority ot tho convontion? Theore simply wasn't any. At the pro-
coding conventlon in Chieago two and o half yoors ago, a more or lcss
unitod loadorship woas ostoblisheds Yot Comrado Cannon could como to
tho convontion in Now York and doslaro that ho would not assume rospon-
8ibility for ono signlec mombor on the Politieal Committoo.. Wo insist-
od -at tho eonventlon, as you know, upon ineluding in tho now Nationol
Committco a numbor of young comradoss Tho slato prosentsd by Cannon's
frionds complotoly oxoluded tho youth oxeopt for tho onc dircet ropro-
sontativo to whlch thoy aro constitutionally ontitleds Tho convention
gevo tho party loadership vhit wos tontamount to a mandato on this
"point by voting into tho N.C, o numbor of youth comrados whom wo pro=
posod. v

After tho convention n Rosident Politieal Cormittoo was ostab-
lished by the majJority, o commltteo that was prosimably satisfoctory
to this majority. That wos only throc months ago. A%t the last plon-
um, this committoo was drastilenlly roorgonized and so rdéorganizod thot

wo refused to toko any rosponsibility for its rcoostings The nationel
- labor soeorctary of tho party was oliminotod from the committoos AllL
tho youth comrades cloeoted 2t tho convéntion vicre dropped from it,
including Comredo Gould and Comrndo Erber, as woll as Comrado Goorgo
Breitmans That is, tho committoo wms roorgenized on a puroly faction-
al besisse I dony that thils had an ostoblishod politienl basise I
dony thot it wos roorghnized on the basis of positions talon on tho
Russlan quostions I dony that it was reorganizod in ordor thot tho
fundamontal position on tho Russlan quostion, about which tho mnjority
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spocks, might provail tp the party locdorship. If-thot was tho only
ground for the roorganiXoetipn, why woro not- comrtdes likc Born and
Erboer and othors whko. vdted for tho original Cinnon motion on tho
Rugsinn guedticn mvited $o tho caucus mooting thot wa's oponly con-
venod at the E?enum for tho purposc of dcoidlng on the Poorgonization?
I do not agreb with the stops takon for a singlo minuto.

I ao not agroo .eithor with tho concoption of lcadership grov-
ing omong tho ma jority and cven openly advocated by many of thom, at
locst inm informal convorsations I do not cgrco thot any onc mon must
under all circumstoncoes be guarantoocd tho leadorship of the party or
the control of that lecdershine I do not agrce that if you approvo
that concopt you will hevo o domoeratic rogimo. in the party. I want
o gonuinely colloctive loa dorship, ono thot oporotes, discusscs, and
decidos colleetivelys And a loador cult which wo* havo had flograntly
cxpresscod by a numbor of rosponsiblo mombers of tho Politienl Committoo
is o bad substituto for o collootivo loadorship.

I frooly admit thot theso quecations woro not brougat up, ot
loast not brought up fully, at tho July convention.s Ih tho first
placo, tho pro-convention meocting of tho N.C., plonum docidod agninst
discussing such qucstions at tho conventlon.” The majority argucd thot
"tho momborship can't scttlo thoso quostionss Thoy must First bo
scttlod by tho londership.” Thoro is a kornel of truth in this and
thet is another reason vhy I'di% not bring tho mottor boforc the con-
vontion in all its amplitudo, t hns not boon my custom =~ beeauso
I do not bellcve 1t is corrcet -- to procipitato overy disputo and
disagrecoment among the londership into tho ranks ofs the party. I am
not a profossional "rank and £ile" domagoguo who rushes into o mombor-
ship discussion on tho slightost provooations or no -provoeation ot
all. And i% vasm with tho intcntion of cxhousting the last and romot-
cst posgibility of rcsolving thoso” nrobloms among tho leading comrados
thomsclves that I hesitnted to bring thom bofore tho conventions Yot
the situntion demanded thot the convention be givon an opportunity of
oxecreising an influcnec and preossurc on tho lcadership, if only on a
limitod secolcs That is probably the roason why there was a cortain
confusion and bowildorment during onc part of thc July oconvention,

And whilec I am willing to toke my shoarc of the rosponsibility for it,
I connot take it 2ll or cvén the major portion of it boecauso it doos
not belong on my shouldors, o '

I belicve also that it is imporative to change that alion
spirit of arrogonece and contempt for the mombership which is manifeostod
by recsponsiblc reproscntotives of the party leadership in orgonization-
al and literary posts, which rightly irritctes and angers tho comrades
but which is considercd by thoso responsiblo for it as a good charao-
teristlc of "hord Bolsheviks." Ropontod manifostations of this ugly
- spirit continuc to go unrobukod, porticularly by thosc- whosc main
rospongiblility it is to robuke and climinato thom. '

These phonomena and meny othors that ecould be roferrod to
crocto o distinetly unhcalthy and hermful situation in the perty.
. The indisponsable and proliminary condition for restoring o ‘healthy
stote in tho party 1is o frank, sober, calm and objectivo discussion,
not cnvenomod by porsonal and factionel reeriminations and insinuctions
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This alone oan create that free atmosphere &h tige party which will
permit an intelligent and frultful discussions of the aultiplioity of
questlons now raised again so acutely by the war and the new stage of
degeneration of Stalinicm. Only that way can we arrive at dgoisions,
adopt polities which will be & firm and lucid guideto the . party and,
through 1t, to the working class, In that sense and in thatEpirit,
as a contribution to that desiPable end, we submit our resoluiion

to the discussion of the party,



