
Ar#cles	by	the	SWP	and	Fourth	Interna#onal	on	
the	Second	Sino-Japanese	War	1937-1945	

James	Willis,	“Violent	Crisis	Drices	Japanese	Imperialism	to	
Invade	China”	

Socialist	Appeal.	August	21st	1937	

Goaded	by	an	internal	economic	crisis	that	has	become	intolerably	acute,	Japanese	
imperialism	has	struck	again	at	con>nental	China	in	a	supremely	desperate	effort	to	find	a	way	
out	by	establishing	its	mastery	over	all	Asia.	Coming	late	upon.	the	scene	of	the	capitalist	world	
and	lacking	the	natural	resources	vital	to	the	development	of	the	basic	industries,	Japanese	
capitalism	very	early	in	its	life	found	it	necessary	to	embark	upon	the	path	of	imperialist	
'expansion.	Since	1895,	the	year	of	the	first	Sino-Japanese	war,	the	Japanese	bourgeoisie	has	
been	depending	on	the	exploita>on	of	China	to	bolster	up	the	frail	economic	structure	on	which	
Japanese	capitalism	rests.	The	first	phase	off	expansion	won	them	Korea,	Formosa	and	a	foothold	
in	Manchuria.		

The	world	crisis	of	1929	drove	Japan	to	find	new	markets	and	new	sources	of	raw	material.	
But	there	is	no	room	in	the	present-day	imperialist	world	for	peaceful	expansion.	Thus	Japan	has	
been	compelled	to	erect	a	military	and	naval	machine	uQerly	dispropor>onate	to	its	economic	
capaci>es	and	to	seek	the	expansion	it	desperately	needs	by	resort	to	force.	Yet	precisely	this	
resort	to	force	has	aggravated	the	economic	difficul>es	and	hastens	the	day	when	this	weak	and	
top-heavy	structure	must	topple	down.		

A	few	brief	facts	tell	the	story	of	Japan's	deep	inner	crisis,	aggravated	as	it	has	been	by	the	
heavy	burdens	of	the	six-year	invasion	in	China.	For	the	first	seven	months	of	1937,	Japan	had	an	
adverse	trade	balance	of	720,000,000	yen,	or	approximately	$250,000,000.	To	meet	part	of	these	
obliga>ons	$130,000,000	in	gold	has	been	exported	since	March	and	a	similar	sum	must	soon	
leave	the	country,	leaving	gold	stocks	that	will	probably	not	exceed	$350,000,000.	To	cut	imports	
the	regime	has	called	upon	the	people	to	cut	down	on	the	consump>on	of	primary	products	and	
subordinate	this	already	meager	living	standards	to	the	needs	of	the	military	machine	whose	
demands	have	caused	Japan's	budget	to	treble	in	three	years	and	are	responsible	for	a	
prospec>ve	deficit	of	1,000,000	yen	next	year.	Meanwhile	prices	are	shoo>ng	up	and	heavier	and	
heavier	taxes	are	being	imposed.	At	the	same	>me	the	inevitable	and	impera>ve	mobiliza>on	of	
the	government	subsidized	merchant	marine	for	war	purposes	cripples	Japanese	trade	or,	at	best,	
raises	costs	to	almost	prohibi>ve	levels	if	foreign	ships	are	used.		

Since	1931,	billions	of	yen	have	gone	into	Japan's	military	adventure.	So	far,	the	returns	
have	ben	negligible	for	the	solu>on	of	Japan's	crisis.	But,	having	started	on	the	path	of	expansion,	
Japanese	imperialism	cannot	stand	s>ll,	else	it	falls	back.	It	must	go	forward,	even	if	ahead	lies	
ruin.	The	Japanese	imperialists	know	that	ruin	is	not	inevitable	so	long	as	they	can	con>nue	to	
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exploit	the	masses	in	their	own	country	and	in	increasing	measure	exploit	the	many	millions	in	
the	great	sprawling	land	across	the	narrow	Japan	Sea.		

C.P.-Supported	Party	for	Invasion		

Careful	prepara>ons	were	made	before	the	present	aQacks	on	North	and	Central	China	
were	begun.	At	home,	the	Japanese	'imperialists	fear	only	the	discontent	Of	the	Japanese	workers	
and	peasants.	More	and	more	the	burdens	of	the	crisis	have	been	placed	on	the	backs	of	the	
masses.	Far	from	aQemp>ng	to	alleviate	this	discontent,	for	Japanese	capitalism	has	not	the	
resources	to	make	concessions	to	the	workers,	prepara>ons	have	been	made	to	canalize	and	
suppress	it.	At	the	same	>me	that	an	intense	campaign	of	pro-war	propaganda	was	launched,	
strikes	were	prohibited.	The	movement	of	protest	against	the	rising	cost	of	living	and	the	military	
campaign	which	caused	it	was	canalized	into	the	Social	Masses	Party,	supported	by	the	Stalinists	
in	the	last	elec>ons	in	which	it	made	considerable	gains.	Three	weeks	ago	this	Party	declared	its	
unqualified	support	of	the	Konoye	government's	invasion	of	China.		

Before	renewing	its	aQacks	on	China,	Japan	tested	out	the	temper	of	the	Soviet	Union.	
Emboldened	by	the	deep	inner	crisis	int	he	U.S.S.R.	and	the	execu>on	of	Tukhachevsky	and	the	
other	generals,	Japan	took	a	very	truculent	a_tude	concerning	the	ques>on	of	Soviet	patrols	on	
the	Amur	River,	which	separates	Manchuria	from	the	Soviet	Union,	even	to	the	point	of	sinking	a	
Soviet	gunboat	and	demanding	the	withdrawal	of	Soviet	patrols.	A`er	several	days	of	sharp	
tension,	Moscow	agreed	to	Japan's	demands.	Seven	days	later	ocurred	the	“incident”	at	
Lukouchiaio	which	precipitated	the	conflict	in	North	China.		

Chinese	Bourgeoisie	Sabotage	Fight		

What,	is	most	important	to	remember	in	seeking	the	key	to	the	present	conflict	is	that	
from	1881	un>l	now	the	Chinese	bourgeoisie,	ac>ng	through	its	principal	representa>ve,	Chiang	
Kai-shek,	capitulated	virtually	without	struggle	to	the	successive	incursions	of	Japanese	
imperialism.	It	gave	up	Manchuria	with-out	firing	a	shot.	It	gave	up	Jehol	and	saved	its	own	face	
by	want	only	sacrificing	thousands	of	soldiers	it	le`	there	to	fight	without	support.	It	consciously	
and	deliberately	sabotaged	the	aQempted	resistance	of	the	19th	Route	Army	five	and	half	years	
ago.	It	spoke	loud	and	long	of	military	prepara>ons,	but	only	a	few	weeks	ago	once	more	Chiang	
Kai-shek	le`	the	29th	Army	unaided	in	the	face	of	Japan's	march	on	Peiping	and	Tien-tsin.	During	
the	past	six	years,	he	Nanking	government	has	not	only	not	opposed	Japan,	but	it	has	waged	a	
ruthless	terror	against	all	who	raised	their	voices	against	the	Japanese	invasion.		

But	this	was	s>ll	not	enough	for	Japanese	imperialism,	which	unlike	the	Bri>sh	and	
American	varie>es,	cannot	quite	so	well	afford	to	share	with	the	Chinese	bourgeoisie	its	booty	in	
the	exploita>on	of	the	Chinese	masses.	It	requires	complete	conquest,	complete	subjuga>on.	
That	is	why	it	has	struck	again	at	Shangai	in	hopes	of	there	inflic>ng	a	swi`	and	decisive	defeat	on	
the	Chinese	bourgeoisie	and	bringing	it	completely	to	heel.		

The	Chinese	bourgeoisie	is	by	its	very	nature	compelled	to	serve	one	imperialist	or	
another.	With	it	the	ques>on	is:	whom	shall	it	serve?	Japanese	imperialism,	based	so	largely	on	
light	industry	and	a	weak	financial	structure,	wants	to	master	China	in	order	to	establish	a	large	
out-et	for	its	own	products	and	to	drain	the	country	of	the	raw	materials	it	posses.	Under	such	
mastery	there	is	no	room	for	the	Chinese	bourgeoisie	which	would	become	essen>ally	a	class	of	
salaried	employees.	Britain	and	the	United	States,	with	their	greater	share	in	the	common	ex-
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ability	to	export	capital,	offer	to	the	Chinese	bourgeoisie	a	far	great	share	in	the	common	
exploita>on	of	the	Chinese	masses.	Under	their	domina>on	the	Chinese	bourgeoisie	would	
remain	what	it	is,	a	class	of	wealthy	brokers	with	a	direct	stake	in	the	exploita>on	of	the	masses.	
Obviously,	Britain	and	America	are	far	more	preferable	masters.	So	long	as	there	is	any	hope	of	ef-
fec>ve	American	and	Bri>sh	backing,	the	Chinese	bourgeoisie	will	try,	in	its	own	way	and	for	its	
own	purpcises,	to	counter	the	Japanese	advance.		

Chiang	Propped	by	Anglo-French		

Chiang	Kai-shek	is	figh>ng	at	Shanghai	today	because,	with	the	gold	exchange	agreement	
con-cluded	by	H.	H.	Kung	recently	in	Washington,	the	$120,000,000	loan	concluded,	by	him	in	
London,	and	the	credit	extended	to	him	in	Paris,	the	Chinese	bourgeoisie	has	been	given	reason	
to	hope	that	Anglo-American	imperialism	will	support	it	against	the	Japanese.	Furthermore,	the	
Chinese	bourgeoisie	realizes	perfectly	well	that	not	to	fight	now	is	to	abdicate	forever	its	hopes	of	
development	under	the	tutelage	of	Anglo-American	imperialism.	Chiang	Kai-shek	is	figh>ng	also	
because	the	Japanese,	in	aQacking	his	own	bailwick,	have	made	it	perfectly	lear	that	they	do	not	
trust	Chiang	as	their	ally	and	they	want	to	get	rid	of	him.		

So	today,	the	Chinese	bourgeoisie	is	basing	its	hopes	on	the	contradic>ons	between	
Anglo-American	and	Japanese	imperialism.	It	does	not	dare	to	take	the	lead	in	arming	the	masses	
for	a	really	revolu>onary	war	of	na>onal	libera>on	against	imperialist	exploita>on.	It	remembers	
too	vividly	how	the	peasants	in	Hunan	ten	years	ago,	primi>ve	arms	in	hand,	translated	the	
slogan:	"Down	with	the	unequal	trea>es	between	China	and	the	imperialist!"	into	"Down	with	the	
unequal	trea>es	between	the	landlord	and	the	peasants!"	It	remembers	how	the	workers	were	
no	more	sa>sfied	to	be	exploited	by	Chinese	capitalists	than	they	were	to	be	exploited	by	Bri>sh	
or	Japanese.	In	the	great	strike	waves	of	1925-27,	Chinese	mills	closed	as	well	as	foreign	mills.	
Then	the	Chinese	bourgeoisie	was	saved	from	disaster	only	by	the	criminal	policies	of	Stalinism.	It	
s	not	anxious	to	take	the	chance	again.	For	it	knows	that	while	its	struggle	with	imperialism	is	only	
a	struggle	for	a	larger	share	of	the	spoils,	the	struggle	between	exploited	and	exploiters	is	a	
struggle	of	life	and	death.		

The	Chinese	ruling	class	cannot	wage	a	successful	struggle	against	Japanese	imperialism	
unless	it	arms	the	masses	of	China;	and	it	dares	not	arm	the	masses,	because	the	guns	will	surely	
be	turned	against	itself.		

To	the	Chinese	masses,	there	is	of	course	no	basic	difference	between	being	exploited	
directly	by	Japanese	imperailism,	or	in-directely,	through	the	Chinese	bourgeoisie,	by	Anglo-
American	imperialism.	For	them	it	is	a	ques>on	of	freedom	from	all	exploita>on.	For	the	peasant,	
the	primary	ques>on	remains	the	ques>on	of	the	land;	for	the	worker	it	is	a	ques>on	of	decent	
working	condi>ons	and	a	living	wage.		

C.P.	Calls	for	Imperialist	Interven#on		

But,	in	the	interests	of	Soviet	foreign	diplomacy,	the	Chinese	Communist	Party	and	the	
Com-intern	have	forgoQen	all	this.	They	have	lined	up	with	the	Chinese	bourgeoisie	in	placing	
their	faith	exclusively	in	the	contradic>ons	between	Anglo-American	and	Japanese	imperialism.	In	
the	hope	that	Nanking	will	at	least	hinder	Japan's	ul>mate	aQack	on	the	Soviet	Union,	they	have	
again	>ed	theinselves	to	Chiang	Kai-shek.	They	do	not	merely	call	for	support	of	the	indispensable	
struggle	against	the	invading	Japanese	brigands,	but	proceed	to	place	the	gate	and	the	forces	of	
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the	Chinese	masses	en>rely	in	the	hands	of	the	treacherous	Chinese	bourgeoisie	and	the	"good"	
imperialist.	In	addi>on,	they	take	upon	themselves	the	task	of	teaching	the	"democra>c”	
imperialists	how	best	to	take	care	of	their	interests	in	China.	The	Daily	Worker	warns	that	"Japan	
will	proceed	to	drive	out	of	China	its	Bri>sh,	American,	and	French	compe>tors."	The	"democra>c	
na>ons"	do	not	realize	the	danger.	"Why	does	it	(the	U.	S.	State	Department)	not—NOW—invoke	
the	Nine--Power	Treaty	and	the	Kellog-Briand	Pact?"	Daily	Worker,	Aug.	7	1937.)	It	should	suffice	
to	recall	that	from	1931	to	1933,	when	the	imposture	of	the	"peace	machinery"	of	capitalism	was	
completely	exposed,	the	Nanking	government	covered	up	its	betrayal	and	capitula>on	to	
Japanese	imperialism	by	just	appeals	to	the	League	of	Na>ons	and	to	the	signatories	of	the	Nine-
Power	Pact.		

The	fight	against	imperialism,	like	the	fight	against	fascism,	cannot	be	separated	from	the	
fight	against	capitalism.	If	Chiang	Kai-shek	is	figh>ng	today,	it	is	only	to	preserve	the	right	of	the	
Chinese	boargeoi>ie	td	exploit	the	Chinese	masses.	

“Socialist	Call	Comes	out	for	Sanc#ons”	

Socialist	Appeal,	August	21st	1937	

The	fruits	of	the	right	wing-centrists	alliance	against	the	le`	have	ripened	quickly.	It	would	
have	been	naive	to	suppose	that	the	alliance	could	be	reduced	to	an	"organiza>onal"	maneuver.	
Not	at	all.	Just	as	the	alliance	required	a	poli>cal	founda>on,	so	does	it	yield	to	necessary	poli>cal	
consequences.	

The	poli>cal	founda>on	is	discovered,	in	the	last	analysis,	by	the	hos>lity	to	revolu>onary	
Marxism,	shared	in	common	by	the	right	wing,	and	by	the	Zams,	Tylers,	and	Delsons	of	the	
centrist	leadership	—	a	hos>lity	Nhich	the	centrist	leaders	try	to	nask	as	"an>-Trotskyism	".	But	
this	basic	hos>lity	to	revolu>onary	Marxism,	confronted	by	the	Party	crisis	and	the	need	for	finally	
"taking	sides",	forces	its	way	more	and	more	decisively	through	the	le`	phrases	of	the	centrist	
leaders,	and	reveals	more	and	more	-openly	the	reac>onary	content	of	the	whole	!entrist	
ideology.	

Centriests	Adop#ng	Right	Wing	Line.	
In	the	course	of	this	evolu>on,	le	centrist	leaders	are	conipelled	to	abandon	one	by	one	

the	"revolu>onary"	posi>ons	which	they	had	in	the	past	been	pushed	to	adopt	in	words	and	
resolu>ons	by	the	pressure	of	the	membership.	A	major	step	in	this	process	was	taken	at	the	
Philadelphia	mee>ng	of.	the	N.	E.	C.	by	the	vo>ng	of	the	shameful	Spanish	resolu>on,	in	direct	
and	bureaucra>c	viola>on	of	the	will	of	the	membership	and	the	decisions	of	the	Chicago	
Conven>on.	

This	process	did	not	stop	there.	It	has	not	yet	been	sufficiently	no>ced-to	take	a	striking	
example—that	during	the	past	three	months	the	right	wing-centrist	alliance	has	been	gradually	
throwing	over	the	revolu>onary	posi>on	on	war	overwhelmingly	supported	by	the	membership,	
and	fought	for	during	so	many	years.	

As	always,	the	right	wing	called	the	turn.	Wisconsin	announced	flatly	that	it	did	not	and	
would	not	accept	Ole	War	Resolu>on	adopted	by	the	Chicago	Conven>on.	Naturally,	there	was	no	
cri>cism	of	Wisconsin	by	the	centrist	leaders	cons>tu>ng	the	majority	of	the	N.	E.	C.	But	
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Wisconsin	was	not	content	with	"States'	Rights-.	At	Philadelphia	Raskin	demanded	"	editorial	
changes"	in	the	War	Resolu>on—changes	all	of	which	were	designed	to	permit	pacifist	and	
reformist	interpreta>ons	of	the	resolu>on	as	a	whole;	and	the	N.	E.	C.	obligingly	changed	at	
Raskin's	dicta>on.	

But	even	this	is	not	what	is	most	significant.	A`er	all,	a	resolu>on	on	paper	is	less	
important	than	a	concrete	stand	on	a	concrete	issu'.	

Thomas	demands	U.	S.	Sanc#ons	
Thomas	returned	from	Europe	and	in	his	first	interviews	demanded	that	the	U.	S.	

Government	apply	its	Neutrality	Act	to	Italy	and	German.	What	is	the	meaning	of	this	demand	?	
Its	sources,	in	the	vicious	propaganda	of	the	Stalinists	and	reformists	through	out	the	world,	
should-	indicate	the	answer.	

In	poli>cal	fundamentals,	this	demand	is	iden>cal	with	the	demand	for	the	applica>on	of	
League	and	gosvermental	"sanc>on's"	in	the	Italo-Ethiopian	War.	

In	opposing	the	policy	of	sane>one	during	the	Ethiopian	War,	the	Socialist	Party	pointed	
out	with-	absolute	correctness	that	this	advocacy	of	"an>-war	measures	to	be	taken	by	imperialist	
governments:	(1)	sabotaged	effec>ve	independent	working	class	support	of	the	Ethiopian	
struggle;	(2)	disoriented	the	working	class	on	the	whole	problem	of	the	fight	against	war	and	the	
role	played	in	that	fight	by	all	imperialist	governments;	and	(3)	led	logically		support	of	"one's	
own"	imperialism	in	the	coming	war,	in	order	to	back	up	the	governmental	acts	(the	''sanc>ons")	
which	had	been	advocated.	

"The	applica>on	of	the	Neutrality	Act"	is	simply	another	phrase	for	"sanc>ons".	The	
Neutrality	Act	would	impose	an	impar>al	embargo,	just	as	sanc>ons	did.	This	embargo,	if	meant	
seriously,	would	have	to	be	enforced.	For	the	U.	S.	government	to	enforce	it,	would	lead	to	
coercive	acts	which	as	between	sovereign	states	cons>tute	"acts	of	war'',	and,	if	condi>ons	so	
dictated,	to	war	itself:	

The	central	objec>ons	to	the	demand	for	the	applica>on	of	the	Neutrality	Act	are	the	
same	as	those	to	the	demand	for	sanc>ons.	It	sabotages	the	moves	ment	for	independent	
working	class	support	of	the	struggle	against	Franco.	It	disorients	the	working	class	on	the	whole	
pro;	blem	of	the	fight	against	war-	and	in	this	case	far	more	fatally	than	in	connec>on	with	
sanc>ons;	for	here	it	is	the	U.	S.	government	itself,	and	the	rela>on	of	the	U.	S.	working	class	to	
"its	own"	government,	that	is	in	ques>on.	And	it	forms	a	link	in	the	chain	which	leads	to	support	
of	the	U.	S.	government	in	the	coming	war	(in	order	to	enforce	"neutrality”	against	aggressors)	-	
that	is,	the	demand	is	a	prepara>on	for	social-patrio>c	betrayal.	

Can	anyone	doubt	this	who	has	followed	the	manipula>on	of	this	demand	in	the	Stalinist	
press,	where	it	is	part	and	parcel	of	their	social-patrio>c	program;	and	so	clearly	figures	in	their	
build-up	for	support	of	the	approaching	war	?	

Call	joins	Thomas	Demand	
Let	no	one	imagine	that	the	demand	for	the	applica>on	of	the	Neutrality	Act	rested,	in	the	

Socialist	Party,	in	the	press	statements	of	Thomas.	In	the	issue	of	July	3rd,	the	Socialist	Call,	the	
fac>on	organ	of	the	right	wing-centrist	alliance,	made	it	the	official	policy	of	the	Call.	

Let	the	membership	re-read	,the	lead	editorial	of	that	issue	—headed	"Neutrality”.	It	is	
indis>nguishable	from	the	propaganda	of	the	Stalinists	and	reformists	on	sanc>ons	two	years	ago	
or	on	neutrality	today.	It	contains	even	the	same	hypocri>cal	"apologies”	and	aQempts	at	
covering	up.	Its	argumenta>on	almost	out-does	the	Stalinists.	The	editorial	declares:	"But	actually,	
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Hitler	and	Mussolini	have	been	at	war	with	Spain...	Unofficial	warfare		came	to	an	end	with	the	
bombing	of	Almeria…	That	was	open	war.”	If	this	statement	were	true,	the	editors	of	the	Call	are	
thus	advoca>ng	that	the	U.	S.	government	take	what	are	in	effect	war	measures	against	rival	
imperialist	governments	now	at	war.	Whatever	may	be	the	inten>ons	of	the	editors,	their	posi>on	
on	this	ques>on	is	a	form	of	social-patrio>sm;	its	logic	leads	inescapably	to	complete	
abandonment	of	revolu>onary	defea>sm	and	to	support	of	the	coming	war.	

Let	those	who	s>ll	have	faith	in	the	"revolu>onary"	inten>on	of	the	centrist	leaders	
ponder	the	lesson	well.	The	price	of	an	alliance	with	the	right	wing	against	the	revolu>onary	le`	
is,	now	as	always,	the	abandonment	of	revolu>onary	principle.	

Lo	Se,	“Arm	Chinese	Mass,	Only	Hope”	

Socialist	Appeal,	August	28th	1937	

When	Japanese	imperialism	noved	into	North	China	six	weeks	ago,	Gen.	Sun	Cheh-yuan,	
the	Nanking	Government's	representa>ve	in	Peiping,	uncondi>onally	accepted	all	the	condi>ons	
posed	by	the	invaders.	He	agreed	to	the	withdrawral	of	all	Chinese	forces	from	the	Peiping	Tiencin	
area	forced	some	of	the	units	under	his	command	to	evacuate	their	posi>ons.	The	Nanking	
Government,	as	its	ambassador	in	London	admiQed	on	July	26,	acceded	to	this	seQlement,	hiding	
its	capitula>on	behind	a	refusal	to	accord	"formal"	recogni>on	to	any	local	arrangement.	

The	resistance	of	the	29th	army	soldiers	to	the	orders	of	thier	own	commanders	and	the	
revolt	of	the	supposedly	pro-Japanese	Chinese	mili>a	at	Tungchow,	AhoWever,	convinced	the	
Japanese	imperialists	that	they	could	not	reliably	depend	on	any	Chinese	-	forees.	So	they	moved	
in	with	-linen,	planes	and	tanks	and	took	--ever	Peiping	and	Tientsin	themselves.	Abandoned	by	
Nanking	and	by	their	own	officers,	the	soldiers	of	the	29th	army	put	up	stn	heroic	but	fu>le	
resistance.	They	were	smashed	by	the	enemy	in	a	week.	

Japan	Refuses	Par#al	Surrender	
When	ten	days	ago	Japan,	pursuing	its	advantage,	struck	in	full	force	at	Shangai	and	in	the	

Yangtze	Delta,	Chiang	Kai-shek	again	le`	the	door	wide	open	to	a	seQlement,	reaffirming	his	
readiness.	to	come	to	terms	with	Tokyo	so	long	as	it	would	agree	to	recognize	the	nominal	
sovereignity	of	the	Nanking	regime.	But	Japanese	imperialism	soon	signified	its	unwilligness	to	
accept	another	par>al	surrender	along	the	lines	of	those	which	enabled	the	Nanking	regime	to	
give	up	Manchuria	and	Jehol	and	half	of	Chahar.	It	proceeded	with	the	aQack	on	Shanghai.	It	
dispatched	loaded	transports	southward	and	is	distribu>ng	its	en>re	fleet	along	the	China	coast	
preparatory	to	the	proclama>on	of	a	blockade.	Japanese	planes	are	systema>cally	bombing	
Nanking	and	points	far	inland	in	an	aQempt	to	destroy	military	and	avia>on	bases.	At	Shanghai	a	
decisive	baQle	.its	being	waged	in	an	aQempt	to	impose	the	will	of	Japanese	imperialism	once	and	
for	all	on	the	Chinese	bourgeoitare.	

Here	Chiang	Kai-shek	has	been	compelled	to	make	a	stand	against	the	invaders	in	defense	
the	right	of	the	Chinese	bourgeoisie	to	exploit	the	Chinese	masses.	But	all	the	channels	for	an	
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agreement	with	Tokyo	remain	open.	The	Japanese	demonstra>vely	withdrew	their	diploma>c	
representa>ve	from	Nanking,	but	the	Chinese	ambassador	remains	at	Tokyo	and	Nanking	has	not	
yet	asked	the	Japanese	ambassador,	now	sta>oned	in	Shanghai,	to	leave.	Nanking	has	refrained	
from	taking	any	irrevocable	steps,	such	as	the	open	rupture	of	economic	and	diploma>c	rela>ons	
or	a	genuine	mobiliza>on	for	war.	To	the	representa>ves	of	the	Powers	at	Shanghai,	Nanking's	
spokesmen	have	repeatedly	proclaimed	their	readiness	to	nego>ate	for	peace,	if	only	Japan	will	
desist	from	its	aQack.	

Tokyo’s	Calcula#ons	

Tokyo's	calcula>ons	are	clear.	It	has	openly	declared	that	nego>a>ons	are	out	of	the	
ques>on	un>l	a	defeat	has	been	inflicted	on	the	Nanking	government.	It	must	inflict	that	defeat	
quickly	and	decisively,	or	else	it	is	lost.	Temporizing	in	long	and	slow	nego>a>ons	is	no	longer	
possible	for	Japanese	imperialism.	Nanking's	hopes	are	no	less	clear.	It	was	ready	to	surrender	
North	China,	and	it	is	s>ll	ready	to	do	so.	Resistance	to	the	Japanese	is	being	offered	at	the	
Yanktze	Delta	to	the	extent	necessary	to	draw	terms	from	Japan	or	to	encourage	Anglo-American	
interven>on,	at	least	in	the	form	of	pressure	for	the	conclusion	of	a	truce.	

These	hopes	are	slim.	Convinced	that	the	internal	crisis	in	the	Soviet	Union	and	the	
complete	preoccupa>on	of	the	Great	Powers	with	the	crisis	in	Europe,	leaves	it	for	the	moment	
with	a	free	hand,	Japanese	imperialism	is	obviously	driving	forward	this	>me	toward	the	complete	
subjuga>on	of	China.	In	any	case	this	much	is	clear—if	the	resistance	is	le`	up	to	the	Chinese	
bourgeoisie	alone,	all	past	experience	teaches	that	the	end	will	only	be	a	new	capitula>on,	a	new	
betrayal.	Nanking,	despite	the	advance	guarantees	of	the	Stalinists	of	the	abandonment	of	all	
revolu>onary	ac>vity,	will	never	dare	arouse	the,	masses	and	arm	them.	It	knows	only	too	well	
that	such	measures	dictate	its	own	ruin.	Yet	the	armed	masses,	figh>ng	in	their	own	interests	and	
under	their	own	banner,	for	the	land	and	for	an	end	to	all	exploita>on,	are	the	only	force	capable	
of	waging	a	Consistent	and	victorious	struggle	against	the	Japanese	imperialists,	just	as	in	Spain	
today	only	the	armed	workers	and	peasants,	flying	the	banners	of	revolu>on,	can	guarantee	the	
final	victory	over	the	Fascist.	

Mobilize	the	Masses	

The	efforts	of	all	revolu>onists	in	China	and	abroad	must	be	directed	toward	precisely	this	
independent	mobiliza>on	of	the	masses.	Above	all,	the	American	workers	must	intervene	directly	
in	the	struggle	against	Japanese	imperialism.	Cargoes	des>ned	for	the	Japanese	military	machine	
must	be	immobilized.	That	is	the	key	task	here.	Let	the	slogan	be	raised	for	the	seamen	and	
longshoremen	on	the	West	Coast,	par>cularly	"Not	a	ship,	not	a	ton	of	cargo	for	Japanese	
imperialism!"	The	powerful	organiza>ons	of	the	mari>me	workers	have	it	in	their	power	in	this	
country	to	strike	a	mortal	blow	at	Japan's	imperialist	drive	in	China.	

When	the	Stalinist	party	today	calls	upon	the	government	at	Washington	to	invoke	the	
"Nine-Power	Pact"	they	line	themselves	up	with	the	drive	toward	the	future	war	of	American	
against	Japanese	imperialism.	With	this	the	working	class	has	nothing	in	common.	Against	this	the	
working	class	must	pit	all	its	forces	or	else	again	become	cannon	fodder	"to	make	the	world	safe	
against	the	Mikado".	

No,	we	must	intervene	in	our	own	way	in	support	of	the	Chinese	struggle	against	the	
Japanese	imperialist	invasion,	without	iden>fying	ourselves	or	our	ac>on	for	a	moment	with	the	
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imperialist	interests	of	"our	own"	government.	Working	class	ac>on	in	the	post-war	years	
paralyzed	the	inter-allied	interven>on	against	the	October	Revolu>on.	Lack	of	working	class	
ac>on	and	resort	to	fruitless	and	treacherous	appeals	to	the	"democra>c"	Powers	and	the	League	
of	Na>ons	delivered	Ethiopia	into	the	maw	of	the	Italian	Fascists	and	is	helping	to	strangle	the	
struggle	of	the	workers	and	peasants	of	Spain	in	their	struggle	against	Fascism.	Our	forces	are	
gigan>c,	if	only	we	will	have	faith	in	them,	boldly	raise	our	own	banners	and	act	without	and	
against	the	class	enemy!	

In	China	the	revolu>onists,	united	today	under	the	banner	of	the	Fourth	Interna>onal	in	
the	Communist	League	of	China,	will	par>cipate	to	the	fullest	exten	in	the	direct	struggle	against	
Japanese	imperialism.	They	will	strive	to	mobilize	the	workers	in	their	own	party	and	under	their	
own	banner,	and	to	arouse	the	peasants	in	the	vast	hinterland	for	the	real	struggle	against	
imperialism	and	its	agents,	the	struggle	for	the	land.	

Leon	Trotsky,	“On	the	Sino-Japanese	War”	
(September	1937)	
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Dear	Comrade	Diego	Rivera:	

During	the	past	few	days	I	have	been	reading	some	of	the	lucubra>ons	of	the	Oehlerites	
and	the	Eiffelites	(yes,	there	is	a	tendency	of	that	sort!)	on	the	civil	war	in	Spain	and	on	the	Sino-
Japanese	War.	Lenin	called	the	ideas	of	these	people	“infan>le	disorders.”	A	sick	child	arouses	
sympathy.	But	twenty	years	have	passed	since	then.	The	children	have	become	bearded	and	even	
bald.	But	they	have	not	ceased	their	childish	babblings.	On	the	contrary,	they	have	increased	all	
their	faults	and	all	their	foolishness	tenfold	and	have	added	ignominies	to	them.	They	follow	us	
step	by	step.	They	borrow	some	of	the	elements	of	our	analysis.	They	distort	these	elements	
without	limit	and	counterpose	them	to	the	rest.	They	correct	us.	When	we	draw	a	human	figure,	
they	add	a	deformity.	When	it	is	a	woman,	they	decorate	her	with	a	heavy	moustache.	When	we	
draw	a	rooster,	they	put	an	egg	under	it.	And	they	call	all	this	burlesque	Marxism	and	Leninism.	

I	want	to	stop	to	discuss	in	this	leQer	only	the	Sino-Japanese	War.	In	my	declara>on	to	the	
bourgeois	press,	I	said	that	the	duty	of	all	the	workers’	organiza>ons	of	China	was	to	par>cipate	
ac>vely	and	in	the	front	lines	of	the	present	war	against	Japan,	without	abandoning,	for	a	single	
moment,	their	own	program	and	independent	ac>vity.	But	that	is	“social	patrio>sm!”	the	
Eiffelites	cry.	It	is	capitula>on	to	Chiang	Kai-shek!	It	is	the	abandonment	of	the	principle	of	the	
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class	struggle!	Bolshevism	preached	revolu>onary	defea>sm	in	the	imperialist	war.	Now,	the	war	
in	Spain	and	the	Sino-Japanese	War	are	both	imperialist	wars.	“Our	posi>on	on	the	war	in	China	is	
the	same.	The	only	salva>on	of	the	workers	and	peasants	of	China	is	to	struggle	independently	
against	the	two	armies,	against	the	Chinese	army	in	the	same	manner	as	against	the	Japanese	
army.”	These	four	lines,	taken	from	an	Eiffelite	document	of	September	10,	1937,	suffice	en>rely	
for	us	to	say:	we	are	concerned	here	with	either	real	traitors	or	complete	imbeciles.	But	
imbecility,	raised	to	this	degree,	is	equal	to	treason.	

We	do	not	and	never	have	put	all	wars	on	the	same	plane.	Marx	and	Engels	supported	the	
revolu>onary	struggle	of	the	Irish	against	Great	Britain,	of	the	Poles	against	the	tsar,	even	though	
in	these	two	na>onalist	wars	the	leaders	were,	for	the	most	part,	members	of	the	bourgeoisie	
and	even	at	>mes	of	the	feudal	aristocracy	...	at	all	events,	Catholic	reac>onaries.	When	Abdel-
Krim	rose	up	against	France,	the	democrats	and	Social	Democrats	spoke	with	hate	of	the	struggle	
of	a	“savage	tyrant”	against	the	“democracy.”	The	party	of	Leon	Blum	supported	this	point	of	
view.	But	we,	Marxists	and	Bolsheviks,	considered	the	struggle	of	the	Riffians	against	imperialist	
domina>on	as	a	progressive	war.	Lenin	wrote	hundreds	of	pages	demonstra>ng	the	primary	
necessity	of	dis>nguishing	between	imperialist	na>ons	and	the	colonial	and	semicolonial	na>ons	
which	comprise	the	great	majority	of	humanity.	To	speak	of	“revolu>onary	defea>sm”	in	general,	
without	dis>nguishing	between	exploiter	and	exploited	countries,	is	to	make	a	miserable	
caricature	of	Bolshevism	and	to	put	that	caricature	at	the	service	of	the	imperialists.	

In	the	Far	East	we	have	a	classic	example.	China	is	a	semicolonial	country	which	Japan	is	
transforming,	under	our	very	eyes,	into	a	colonial	country.	Japan’s	struggle	is	imperialist	and	
reac>onary.	China’s	struggle	is	emancipatory	and	progressive.	

But	Chiang	Kai-shek?	We	need	have	no	illusions	about	Chiang	Kai-shek,	his	party,	or	the	
whole	ruling	class	of	China,	just	as	Marx	and	Engels	had	no	illusions	about	the	ruling	classes	of	
Ireland	and	Poland.	Chiang	Kai-shek	is	the	execu>oner	of	the	Chinese	workers	and	peasants.	But	
today	he	is	forced,	despite	himself,	to	struggle	against	Japan	for	the	remainder	of	the	
independence	of	China.	Tomorrow	he	may	again	betray.	It	is	possible.	It	is	probable.	It	is	even	
inevitable.	But	today	he	is	struggling.	Only	cowards,	scoundrels,	or	complete	imbeciles	can	refuse	
to	par>cipate	in	that	struggle.	

Let	us	use	the	example	of	a	strike	to	clarify	the	ques>on.	We	do	not	support	all	strikes.	If,	
for	example,	a	strike	is	called	for	the	exclusion	of	Negro,	Chinese,	or	Japanese	workers	from	a	
factory,	we	are	opposed	to	that	strike.	But	if	a	strike	aims	at	beQering—	insofar	as	it	can—the	
condi>ons	of	the	workers,	we	are	the	first	to	par>cipate	in	it,	whatever	the	leadership.	In	the	vast	
majority	of	strikes,	the	leaders	are	reformists,	traitors	by	profession,	agents	of	capital.	They	
oppose	every	strike.	But	from	>me	to	>me	the	pressure	of	the	masses	or	of	the	objec>ve	
situa>on	forces	them	into	the	path	of	struggle.	

Let	us	imagine,	for	an	instant,	a	worker	saying	to	himself:	“I	do	not	want	to	par>cipate	in	
the	strike	because	the	leaders	are	agents	of	capital.”	This	doctrine	of	this	ultrale`	imbecile	would	
serve	to	brand	him	by	his	real	name:	a	strikebreaker.	The	case	of	the	Sino-Japanese	War,	is	from	
this	point	of	view,	en>rely	analogous.	If	Japan	is	an	imperialist	country	and	if	China	is	the	vic>m	of	
imperialism,	we	favor	China.	Japanese	patrio>sm	is	the	hideous	mask	of	worldwide	robbery.	
Chinese	patrio>sm	is	legi>mate	and	progressive.	To	place	the	two	on	the	same	plane	and	to	speak	
of	“social	patrio>sm”	can	be	done	only	by	those	who	have	read	nothing	of	Lenin,	who	have	
understood	nothing	of	the	a_tude	of	the	Bolsheviks	during	the	imperialist	war,	and	who	can	but	
compromise	and	pros>tute	the	teachings	of	Marxism.	The	Eiffelites	have	heard	that	the	social	
patriots	accuse	the	interna>onalists	of	being	the	agents	of	the	enemy	and	they	tell	us:	“You	are	
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doing	the	same	thing.”	In	a	war	between	two	imperialist	countries,	it	is	a	ques>on	neither	of	
democracy	nor	of	na>onal	independence,	but	of	the	oppression	of	backward	nonimperialist	
peoples.	In	such	a	war	the	two	countries	find	themselves	on	the	same	historical	plane.	The	
revolu>onaries	in	both	armies	are	defea>sts.	But	Japan	and	China	are	not	on	the	same	historical	
plane.	The	victory	of	Japan	will	signify	the	enslavement	of	China,	the	end	of	her	economic	and	
social	development,	and	the	terrible	strengthening	of	Japanese	imperialism.	The	victory	of	China	
will	signify,	on	the	contrary,	the	social	revolu>on	in	Japan	and	the	free	development,	that	is	to	say	
unhindered	by	external	oppression,	of	the	class	struggle	in	China.	

But	can	Chiang	Kai-shek	assure	the	victory?	I	do	not	believe	so.	It	is	he,	however,	who	
began	the	war	and	who	today	directs	it.	To	be	able	to	replace	him	it	is	necessary	to	gain	decisive	
influence	among	the	proletariat	and	in	the	army,	and	to	do	this	it	is	necessary	not	to	remain	
suspended	in	the	air	but	to	place	oneself	in	the	midst	of	the	struggle.	We	must	win	influence	and	
pres>ge	in	the	military	struggle	against	the	foreign	invasion	and	in	the	poli>cal	struggle	against	
the	weaknesses,	the	deficiencies,	and	the	internal	betrayal.	At	a	certain	point,	which	we	cannot	fix	
in	advance,	this	poli>cal	opposi>on	can	and	must	be	transformed	into	armed	conflict,	since	the	
civil	war,	like	war	generally,	is	nothing	more	than	the	con>nua>on	of	the	poli>cal	struggle.	It	is	
necessary,	however,	to	know	when	and	how	to	transform	poli>cal	opposi>on	into	armed	
insurrec>on.	

During	the	Chinese	revolu>on	of	1925–27	we	aQacked	the	policies	of	the	Comintern.	
Why?	It	is	necessary	to	understand	well	the	reasons.	The	Eiffelites	claim	that	we	have	changed	
our	a_tude	on	the	Chinese	ques>on.	That	is	because	the	poor	fellows	have	understood	nothing	
of	our	a_tude	in	1925–27.	We	never	denied	that	it	was	the	duty	of	the	Communist	Party	to	
par>cipate	in	the	war	of	the	bourgeoisie	and	peQy	bourgeoisie	of	the	South	against	the	generals	
of	the	North,	agents	of	foreign	imperialism.	We	never	denied	the	necessity	of	a	military	bloc	
between	the	CP	and	the	Kuomintang.	On	the	contrary,	we	were	the	first	to	propose	it.	We	
demanded,	however,	that	the	CP	maintain	its	en>re	poli>cal	and	organiza>onal	independence,	
that	is,	that	during	the	civil	war	against	the	internal	agents	of	imperialism,	as	in	the	na>onal	war	
against	foreign	imperialism,	the	working	class,	while	remaining	in	the	front	lines	of	
the	military	struggle,	prepare	the	poli>cal	overthrow	of	the	bourgeoisie.	We	hold	the	same	
policies	in	the	present	war.	We	have	not	changed	our	a_tude	one	iota.	The	Oehlerites	and	the	
Eiffelites,	on	the	other	hand,	have	not	understood	a	single	bit	of	our	policies,	neither	those	of	
1925–27,	nor	those	of	today.	

In	my	declara>on	to	the	bourgeois	press	at	the	beginning	of	the	recent	conflict	between	
Tokyo	and	Nanking,	I	stressed	above	all	the	necessity	of	the	ac>ve	par>cipa>on	of	revolu>onary	
workers	in	the	war	against	the	imperialist	oppressors.	Why	did	I	do	it?	Because	first	of	all	it	is	
correct	from	the	Marxist	point	of	view;	because,	secondly,	it	was	necessary	from	the	point	of	view	
of	the	welfare	of	our	friends	in	China.	Tomorrow	the	GPU,	which	is	in	alliance	with	the	
Kuomintang	(as	with	Negrin	in	Spain),	will	represent	our	Chinese	friends	as	being	“defea>sts”	and	
agents	of	Japan.	The	best	of	them,	with	Chten	Tu-hsiu	at	the	head,	can	be	na>onally	and	
interna>onally	compromised	and	killed.	It	was	necessary	to	stress,	energe>cally,	that	the	Fourth	
Interna>onal	was	on	the	side	of	China	as	against	Japan.	And	I	added	at	the	same	>me:	without	
abandoning	either	their	program	or	their	independence.	/p>	

The	Eiffelite	imbeciles	try	to	jest	about	this	“reserva>on.”	“The	Trotskyists,”	they	say,	
“want	to	serve	Chiang	Kai-shek	in	ac>on	and	the	proletariat	in	words.”	To	par>cipate	ac>vely	and	
consciously	in	the	war	does	not	mean	“to	serve	Chiang	Kai-shek”	but	to	serve	the	independence	
of	a	colonial	country	in	spite	of	Chiang	Kai-shek.	And	the	words	directed	against	the	Kuomintang	
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are	the	means	of	educa>ng	the	masses	for	the	overthrow	of	Chiang	Kai-shek.	In	par>cipa>ng	in	
the	military	struggle	under	the	orders	of	Chiang	Kai-shek,	since	unfortunately	it	is	he	who	has	the	
command	in	the	war	for	independence—to	prepare	poli>cally	the	overthrow	of	Chiang	Kai-
shek	...	that	is	the	only	revolu>onary	policy.	The	Eiffelites	counterpose	the	policy	of	“class	
stroggle”	to	this	“na>onalist	and	social	patrio>c”	policy.	Lenin	fought	this	abstract	and	sterile	
opposi>on	all	his	life.	To	him,	the	interests	of	the	world	proletariat	dictated	the	duty	of	aiding	
oppressed	peoples	in	their	na>onal	and	patrio>c	struggle	against	imperialism.	Those	who	have	
not	yet	understood	that,	almost	a	quarter	of	a	century	a`er	the	World	War	and	twenty	years	a`er	
the	October	revolu>on,	must	be	pi>lessly	rejected	as	the	worst	enemies	on	the	inside	by	the	
revolu>onary	vanguard.	This	is	exactly	the	case	with	Eiffel	and	his	kind!	
L.	Trotsky	

“Chicago	Workers	Aid	China	Fight;	Urge	Independent	Labor	
Ac#on”	

Socialist	Appeal,	January	1	1938.	

CHICAGO,	Ill.	—	The	Chicago	Office	Workers	Local	of	the	United.	Office	and	Professional	
Workers	Union,	C.I.O.	affiliate,	at	its	last	mee>ng	adopted	a	re-solu>on	on	behalf	of	the	Chinese	
people	in	their	struggle	against	Japanese	aggression.	In	opposi>on	to	the	policy	of	the	Stalinists,	
who	advocate	following	President	Roosevelt's	"an>-Japanese	campaign,"	the	resolu>on	correctly	
states	that	labor	must,	by	its	own	organized	strength	and	independently	of	the	United	States	
government,	organize	a	boycoQ	of	producers	who	will	refuse	to	use	in	the	process	of	
manufacture,	to	load,	ship	or	un-load,	war	materials	des>ned	for	Japan,	or	any	Japanese	ar>cles	
used	in	this	country.	For	months,	the	Stalinists	have	been	showing	their	"sympathy"	for	China	by	
ge_ng	the	union	to	send	delegates	to	do-nothing	conferences	like	the	Conference	for	Peace	and	
Democracy	recently	held	in	PiQsburgh.	Confronted	by	the	le`-wing	Socialists	with	the	first	
concrete	plan	for	ac>on	on	the	part	of	organized	labor,	their	only	contribu>on	was	a	proposal	to	
postpone	ac>on	on	this	resolu>on.	The	union	membership,	nevertheless,	decided	to	consider	the	
resolu>on—and	acted	overwhelmingly	for	its	adop>on.		

A`er	explaining	the	situa>on	in	China,	the	resolu>on	proposes	the	following	ac>on:		
"Be	it	hereby	resolved:	
	"1.	That	we	support	and	ac>vely	extend	a	producers'	boycoQ	on	Japanese	war	materials	

and	Japanese	goods	in	general,	said	boycoQ	to	be	conducted	by	the	trade	unions,	and	to	take	the	
form	of	refusal	to	load,	transport,	unload	or	use	as	raw	materials		

of	manufacture	any	goods	coming	from	or	des>ned	for	Japan.		
"2.	That	we	fight	for	the	ex-tension	of	this	boycoQ	in	all	countries	of	Europe,	by	the	trade	

union	movement.		
3.	That	we	support	a	supplementary	militant	consumers'	boycoQ,	which	includes	the	

organiza>on	of	salespeople	not	to	sell,	as	well	as	the	organized	refusal	to	buy,	Japanese	goods.	
"4.	That	we	oppose	any	aQempt	to	stop	shipment	of	war	materials	and	general	supplies	to	

China,	no	maQer	whence	such	at-tempts	may	originate.	"Copy	of	this	resolu>on	to	be	sent	to	the	
Interna>onal	Office	of	the	UOPWA,	to	all	locals	of	the	UOPWA,	to	the	C.I.O.,	to	its	local	
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organiza>ons,	as	well	as	to	A.F.	of	L.	local	organiza>ons.	Resolu>on	to	be	published	in	the	press	of	
our	local	for	general	publicity."	

Down	with	War-Mongers!	Socialist	Workers	Party	Manifesto	

Socialist	Appeal,	February	19th,	1938	

Ethiopia.	Spain.	China.	Already	three	million	casual>es,	with	the	curtain	not	yet	raised	on	
the	main	act.	Already	three	million	dead,	wounded,	dying.	Hundreds	of	ci>es	already	destroyed	;	
factories,	homes,	mines,	railroads,	le`	in	shaQered,	crumbling	ruins.	Thousands	upon	thousands	
of	the	most	heroic	and	militant	of	the	workers,	peasants,	students,	torn	to	pieces	by	the	machine-
gun	spray,	the	twisted.	fragments	of	>me-fuse	bombs.	

All	this	is	but	the	faint,	mild	foreshadowing,	the	first	cracks	in	a	world	shell	which	is	near	
the	breaking	point.	Every	na>on	points	directly,	with	all	its	concentra>ng	energy,	toward	the	
looming	war.	The	precarious	balance,	upheld	by	the	Versailles	Treaty	imposed	by	the	winning	
imperialist	gangsters	in	1919,	holds	no	longer.	

No	words	can	describe	the	horror	of	the	war	which	threatens	every	day	more	closely.	The	
last	world	war,	the	most	devasta>ng	event	in	the	whole	long	history	of	mankind,	was	a	children's	
game	in	comparison.	Today	it	is	the	very	fate	of	humanity	which	is	at	issue.	

Heading	Directly	Toward	War	
The	United	States,	along	with	every	other	na>on,	heads	directly	toward	the	war.	In	these	

recent	months,	Roosevelt,	the	cunning	leader	of	American	imperialism,	is	moving	rapidly	toward	
first	place	among	the	war-makers	of	the	world.'	

In	his	October	address	at	Chicago,	Roosevelt	announced	his	direc>on	:	Toward	the	war!	
First	place	in	his	Annual	Message	to	Congress	was	given	to	the	war.	At	the	bidding	of	his	masters,	
the	rulers	of	American	industry	and	banking,	he	inserted	into	his	budget	more	than	a	billion	
dollars	for	military	appropria>ons.	

To	the	Ludlow	Amendment,	Roosevelt	and	his	associates	replied	that	the	people	have	no	
right	whatever	to	speak	on	such	a	ques>on	as	war,	that	they	will	go	to	war	when,	how,	and	
against	whom	the	imperialists	dictate,	that	no	measure	will	be	permiQed	which	might	have	even	
the	slightest	chance	for	interference	with	the	plans	of	the	war-makers.		

In	a	Special	Message	to	Congress,	Roosevelt	demanded	another	eight	hundred	million	
dollars	for	the	Navy,	over	and	above	the	billion	dollar	military	appropria>on	already	carried	in	the	
regular	budget.	As	the	Congressional	hearings	proceed,	there	is	every	indica>on	that	even	this	
sum	will	be	indefinitely	increased.	

War	Sen#ment	Being	Whipped	Up	
To	Japan,	the	presumed	enemy	na>on	of	the	Roosevelt	program,	Secretary	of	State	Hu11	

addresses	a	series	of	provoca>ve	notes	designed	to	whip	up	war	feeling	among	the	people	of	this	
country,	U.S.	naval	squadrons	and	companies	of	U.	S.	Marines	in	the	Far	East	watch	carefully	over	
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Standard	Oil	tankers	and	American-owned	factories	busily	drinking	blood-stained	profits	out	of	
the	people	of	China.	

Hull's	notes	on	the	sinking	of	the	"Panay,"	the	joint	Bri>sh,	American	and	French	notes	on	
the	Japanese	naval	building	program,	find	their	appropriate	echoes	in	every	sec>on	of	the	press.	
Jingo	headlines	re-appear,	blazoned	across	front	pages.	Atrocity	stories	fill	column	a`er	column;	
ponderous	editorials,	alike	in	pro-or	an>-Roosevelt	journals,	call	for	ever	more	warships,	ever	
larger	armament.	The	newsreels	of	the	sinking	of	the	"Panay"	are	rushed	by	airplane	to	every	
movie	theater	in	the	country	:	the	same	theaters	which	for	months	were	prevented	from	showing	
the	films	of	the	Chicago	massacre	of	the	steel	workers.	A	vicious	an>-Japanese	race-hatred	is	
being	worked	up	by	the	war-mongers.	

What	is	this	war	for	which	Roosevelt	is	preparing?	Whose	war	is	it?	What	is	it	for?	
It	is	a	war	for	the	re-division	of	the	earth.	It	is	a	war	of	the	rival	imperialist	powers	for	the	major	
shares	in	the	rights	of	exploita>on,	oppression,	tyranny.	profits.	It	is	a	war	to	decide	which	na>ons	
shall	be	most	favored	in	the	grabbing	of	markets,	natural	resources,	and	outlets	for	investment,	
for	the	benefit	of	their	own	capitalists.	It	is	a	war	to	decide	which	na>onal	set	of	robbers	shall	
control	the	interna>onal	imperialist	racket.	

Imperialists	Are	All	Alike	
In	this	war,	there	are	no	"good"	and	"bad"	capitalist	states,	no	"peaceful"	and	"aggressor"	

imperialisms.	They	are	all	tainted	with	the	same	disease,	damned	with	the	same	curse,	fascist	and	
democra>c,	West	and	East	alike.	They	are	all	driven	by	the	same	insurmountable	conflicts.	

It	is	a	war,	from	the	point	of	view	of	every	camp	and	coali>on,	against	the	masses	of	the	
people,	against	their	every	interest	and	need.	

For	the	United	States,	the	most	powerful	and	vigorous	imperialist	state,	it	is	a	war	in	which	
will	be	sought	undisputed	domina>on	for	American	capital	on	an	interna>onal	scale.	Watching	
the	new	economic	depression	ea>ng	away	the	founda>ons	of	the	social	order,	Roosevelt	lunges	
toward	the	war	as	his	solu>on	for	the	insoluble	crisis	of	U.	S.	capitalism.	Perhap.t,	fer>lized	by	
enough	blood,	profits	will	again	grow	to	a	size	that	will	sa>sfy	the	hunger	of	Morgan,	Du	Pont,	
Rockefeller.	

What	will	come	of	this	war?	Who	will	win?	What	will	the	war	solve?	
This	war	will	solve	nothing	for	imperialism	in	general.	The	same	insurmountable	conflicts	

will	remain	unaltered.	It	will	solve	nothing,	just	as	the	last	war	solved	nothing.	Untold	millions	of	
workers	will	die	and	suffer	and	kill	each	other	while	industrialists	and	bankers	manipulate	war	
contracts	to	fill	their	coffers.	The	agents	of	wealth,	and	privilege	will	descend	in	each	na>on	upon	
their	respec>ve	governments	to	squeeze	the	last	percent	out	of	every	order	
for	bombs,	gas	masks,	submarines,	machine	guns,	airplanes.		

A	peace	of	exhaus>on	will	find	one	or	another	set	at	a	temporary	advantage,	and	the	
prepara>on	for	next	war	will	again	begin.	

Masses	Have	Nothing	to	Gain	

Meanwhile	destruc>on,	death,	tyranny	for	the	masses	of	every	na>on.	Have	the	masses	anything	
to	gain?	More	food?	Food	will	be	destroyed,	and	those	who	should	raise	the	food	will	be	
destroyed.	BeQer	houses?	The	bomb	will	blow	up	the	houses.	Higher	wages?	The	war	machine,	in	
the	name	of	sacrifice	for	war,	will	beat	down	real	wages	while	scarcity	li`s	the	price	level	;	and	the	
social	wealth	represen>ng	genera>ons	of	labor	will	be	physically	annihilated.	Freedom?	The	war	
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machine	will	impose	a	totalitarian	dictatorship	in	every	na>on-	a	dictatorship	being	made	ready	in	
this	country		in	the	Sheppard-Hill	Bill	now	pending	before	Congress.	All	democra>c	rights,	above	
all	every	right	of	the	working	class—to	strike,	to	picket,	to	demonstrate,	to	organize	in	free	and	
independent	unions—will	be	smashed	by	the	war.	

The	traitors	in	the	ranks	of	labor	will	tell	us	that	it	is	our	war,	and	that	we	must	take	part	in	
it.	They	will	tell	us	that	it	is	the	war	of'	'democracy"	against	"fascism",	of	peace-lovers	against	war-
makers,	of	civiliza>on	against	barbarism.	Already	all	of	their	efforts	are	devoted	to	the	betrayers'	
tasks	of	winning	the	masses	to	support	of	the	war.	Under	the	slogans	of	"collec>ve	
security,"	by	falsifying	uQerly	the	nature	of	the	war,	with	loud	shouts	for	democracy,	they	make	
ready	to	lead	the	masses	into	the	armies	of	imperialism.	

Stalinists,	Social	Democrats	Shout	War	
First	and	foremost,	in	this	as	is	every	other	country	the	Stalinists	prepare	the	betrayal	of	

the	masses.	In	voices	louder	than	Hearts’s	they	snarl	at	the	Ludow	Amendment,	praise	
Roosevelt's	war	program,	demand	revenge	for	the	sinking	of	the	"Panay."	Day	in	and	day	out	their	
unspeakable	aQacks,	their	lies	and	viciousness	and	slanders	and	frame-ups	are	launched	against	
every	militant	in	the	labor	movement	who	raises	a	voice	against	the	coming	war.	
Within	the	labor	movement;	the	Stalinists,	under	the	whip	of	the	butcher	of	the	Kremlin—his	
hands	reeking	with	the	blood	of	the	Russian	and	Spanish	revolu>onists—are	today	the	chief	force	
building	the	fires	of	the	war	spirit.	Tomorrow	they	will	be	the	most	ac>ve	of	the	recrui>ng	agents	
of	Roosevelt	and	Chautemps	and	Chamberlain,	and	the	spearhead	of	the	lynch	gangs	hounding	
the	war's	opponents.	They	will	play	the	same	role	in	the	coming	war	that	was	enacted	by	the	
Second	Interna>onal	in	the	last	war	and	is	being	played	even	now	by	the	social-democra>c	
'par>es.	

No	pretense	even	of	a	fight	against	the	war	is	conceivable	apart	from	the	unremi_ng	
struggle	against	Stalinism	and	the	par>es	of	the	Second	Interna>onal.	

This	struggle	cannot	fall	back	into	the	dreams	and	illusions	of	pacifism	and	"isola>on".	
Isola>on	is	impossible	for	this	country	because	this	country	is	bound	hand	and	foot	to	world	
imperialist	economy.	Profits	for	U.	S.	capital	cannot	be	maintained	without	the	world	market	;	and	
a	share	in	the	world	market	cannot	be	upheld	without	figh>ng	for	it.	No	Ludlow	Amendment	ever	
devised	could	keep	U.	S.	imperialism	from	plunging	into	war.	To	rest	the	fight	against	the	war	
upon	the	illusions	of	pacifism	and	isola>on	means	to	block	the	genuine	fight	against	war.	

There	is	in	the	final	analysis	only	one	way	to	fight	the	war,	only	one	way	to	overcome	it.	
The	only	answer	to	the	imperialist	war	is	the	class	struggle	of	the	workers	and	the	socialist	
revolu>on.	For	the	coming	imperialist	war,	we	reiterate	the	baQle-cry	of	Karl	Liebknecht	and	Lenin	
in	the	last	war	:	"The	enemy	is	in	our	own	country	!"	

The	militant,	unflagging	class	struggle	of	the	workers	alone	can	delay	and	hamper	the	war-
makers.	The	socialist	revolu>on	alone	can	overthrow	the	whole	imperialist	system,	root	out	those	
causes	which	make	war	under	imperialism	inevitable,	and	build	a	society	in	which	peace	and	
freedom	can	be	achieved.	All	other	hope	is	vain.	

The	class	struggle	and	the	socialist	revolu>on	in	the	capitalist	countries	is	also	the	only	
sound	way	of	defending	the	remaining	conquests	of	the	Russian	Revolu>on,	of	protec>ng	them	
from	imperialist	aQack	and	from	bureaucra>c	Stalinist	undermining.	

Build	A	World	For	Peace	
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Workers	of	the	United	States!	Consider	your	marvellous	machines,	the	railroads	you	have	
built,	the	mines	you	have	sunk,	the	great	rolling	mills,	the	blast	furnaces,	the	precision	tools,	the	
shining	turbines	!	Are	they	to	be	used	forever	to	turn	out	profits	for	the	bosses,	and,	in	the	war,	to	
send	death	to	your	brothers?	You	have	made	them	:	Take	them	into	your	own	hands,	to	bring	
peace,	and	to	give	men	what	they	need!	
Farmers	of	the	United	States	!	Look	at	the	beau>ful	rich	land,	at	the	tractors,	reapers,	combines	!	
Are	you	raising	your	coQon	to	make	high	explosives,	your	wheat	to	provision	your	sons	in	the	
trenches?	Let	us	use	for	ourelves,	not	for	profits,	to	make	peace	possible	by	giving	men	enough	to	
eat.		

Scien>sts,	teachers,	engineers,	ar>sts,'	student	the	United	States	!	Will	you	again	let	your	
talents	be	perverted	into	the	service	of	the	war	machine,	for	the	sake	of	a	system	and	a	class	
which	does	not	permit	you	to	use	those	very	talents	for	any	genuinely	human	purpose?	Join	with	
us	to	defeat	the	war	and	to	build	a	new	society!	 	

We,	the	revolu>onists	of	the	Socialist	Workers	Party,	with	the	Fourth	Interna>onalists	
throughout	the	world,	true	to	the	great	revolu>onary	an>-war	tradi>ons	of	Lenin	and	Liebknecht,	
pledge	ourselves	to	fight	unceasingly	against	the	war,	against	every	person'	and	idea	which	
supports	it.	

No,	Aid	To	The	War-Makers	
We	will	give	nothing,	nothing	whatever,	to	support	the	war.	We	will	give	everything,	our	

energies,	our	>me,	our	brains,	our	lives,	to	fight	against	it.	The	workers	have	no	fatherland	!	They	
can	conquer	one	only	when	the	socialist	revolu>on	makes	them	masters	in	the	land.	

We	do	not	fear	the	war-makers,	or	their	hireling	traitors.	The	cold	grasp	of	death	clutches	
at	their	throat,	mighty	and	powerful	as	they	seem.	Their	strength	is	the	fevered,	diseased	strength	
of	dying	men.	History	has	already	dug	their	deep	and	terrible	grave;	they	struggle	on	its	brink.	The	
temple	of	their	world,	the	world	of	a	decayed	and	ro_ng	social	order,	crumbles	about	them.	

History,	life,	the	future,	are	with	us!	Out	of	the	vast	ruins	of	a	shaQered	civiliza>on,	with	
the	great	masses	of	mankind	we	shall	go	forward	to	build	a	new	world	!	

DOWN	WITH	THE	WAR-MONGERS!	
ENLIST	NOW	IN	THE	FIGHT	AGAINST	THE	WAR!	
AGAINST	THE	ROOSEVELT	WAR	PLANS!	
ALL	WAR	FUNDS	TO	THE	UNEMPLOYED!	
WITHDRAW	ALL	U.'S.	ARMED	FORCES	FROM	THE	FAR	EAST!	
AGAINST	THE	SHEPPARD-HILL	BILL!	
AGAINST	COLLECTIVE	SECURITY,	THE	MASK	OF	IMPERIALISM!	
NO	SUPPORT	TO	THE	U.	S.	GOVERNMENT	IN	ANY	WAR!	
END	WAR	BY	THE	SOCIALIST	REVOLUTION!	
BUILD	THE	SOCIALIST	WORKERS	PARTY,	THE	ONE	ANSWER	TO	THE	WAR-MAKERS!	
WORKERS	OF	THE	WORLD	UNITE	!	FOR	THE	FOURTH	INTERNATIONAL	AND	THE	TRIUMPH	OF	THE	
WORLD	REVOLUTION!	

Na>onal	CommiQee,	Socialist	Workers	Party	
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“Communist	League	'of	China	Needs	Our	Financial	Aid	On	Firing	
Line”	

Socialist	Appeal,	February	19th	1938	

China's	struggle	against	the	invading	legions	of	Japanese	imperialism	is	the	concern	of	
every	worker	and,	above	all,	of	every	revolu>onist.			

Sympathy	with	China's	struggle	can	be	translated	into	prac>cal	ac>on	by	giving	financial	
support—badly	needed—to	the	Chinese	sec>on	of	the	Fourth	Interna>onal.	

The	Communist	League	of	China,	hounded	by	the	Kuomintang	and	its	Stalinist	allies,	has	
been	plunged	into	a	financial	crisis	by	the	war.	It	has	appealed	to	the	Socialist	Workers	Party	for	
aid	in	con>nuing	and	extending	its	work	and	thereby	discharging	its	great	revolu>onary	
responsibili>es.	

An	appeal	is	going	out	to	all	party	branches	to	collect	funds	for	the	Chinese	revolu>onists.	
The	party	looks	for	a	quick	and	generous	response	from	every	member	able	to	contribute.	

To	sympathisers	who	will	be	reached	only	by	the	Socialist	Ap-	peal	we	ask	for	a	similar	
response.	

Send	in	your	contribu>on—large	or	small—and	send	it	in	now,	addressed	to	the	Socialist	
Appeal,	116	University	Place,	New	York	City.	Act	at	once	to	help	keep	alo`	the	revolu>onary	
banner	of	the	Fourth	Interna>onal	in	China!	

“Do	Not	Allow	the	Lessons	of	1917	to	Be	Easily	Forgo^en”	

Socialist	Appeal,	April	2nd	1938	

WARS	SINCE	THE	"WAR	TO	END	WAR',	
A`er	making	an	analysis	of	902	wars	and	1,615	internal	disturbances	over	a	period	of	

2,500	years,	a	Harvard	professor	reports	that	the	war	index	for	the	twen>eth	century	reached	"a	
total	eight	>mes	greater	than	in	all	the	preceding	centuries."		

1918-19—Polish	Ukrainian	War.	
1919-22—Inter-Allied	Interven>on	Against	Soviet	Russia.		
1919-20—Bri>sh	military	occupa>on	of	Ireland.		
1919-26—Conquests:	in	Arabia	by	Ibn	Saud.	
1920	—Soviet-Polish	War.	
1920	—	Turkish-Armenian	War.	
1921-22—Greek-Turkish	War.	
1921-26—Franco-Spanish	Wars	against	Riffs.	
1925	—French	military	expedi>on	to	Syria.	
1925-27--Civil	war	and	foreign	imperialist	interven>on	in	China.		
1925-35—Gran	Chaco	War	between	Bolivia	and	Paraguay.	
1927	—Occupa>on	of	Nicaragua	by	U.	S.	Marines.		
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1931-32—Japanese	seizure	of	Manchuria.	
1932	—Sino-Japanese	war	at	Shanghai.		
1935-36—Italo-Ethiopian	War.	
1936-38—Bri>sh	bombing	opera>ons	on	Indian's	Northwest	fron>er.	
1936-38—Spanish	Civil	War:	Franco	aided	by	Hitler	and	Mussolini.	
1937-38—Sino-Japanese	War.	
1937-38—Bri>sh	war	on	Arabs	in	Pales>ne.	

Boss	War	Is	For	Boss	Profits	and	Not	For	“Democracy”	
As	one	glances	back	over	the	poli>cal	experiences	of	the	last	two	decades	and	observes		

the	predominant	sen>ments	of	today,	one	cannot	but	be	amazed	at	the	short	Memory	of	the	
mass	of	the	people.	–The	biQer	lessons	--that	were	absorbed	in	the	past	at	frighzul	cost	are	
readily	forgoQen	under	the	impact	of	capitalist	propaganda.	

This	thought	is	sharply	called	to	mind	by	a	reading	of	Rose	M.	Stein's	"M-Day":	a	scholarly,	
documented	account	of	how	America	got	into	the	last	war,	how	capital	gained	and	labor	lost,	and	
what	the	War	Department	has	in	'store	for	labor	during	the	next	war.	

The	Real	Facts	
While	our	history	text-books	s>ll	teach	the	children	that	America	went	to	war	out	of	

considera>on	for	the	highest	of	human	ideals,	adult	America	has	come	to	snicker	cynically	at	this	
tale	and	seek	the	explana>on	in	the	more	sordid,	but	also	more	authen>c	story,	of	Morgan	&	
Co.'s		
loans	to	the	Allies.	Were	all	of	adult	America	to	read	Miss	Stein's	book	they	would	know	that	their	
cynicism	about	"making	the	world	safe	for	democracy"	is	based	upon	more	than	a	good	guess.	
Miss	Stein	gives	the	following	table	showing	the	amount	loaned	by	Morgan	to	the	Allies:		
April	1915:	$30,000,000	to	France		
June	1915:	$40,000,000	to	France	
October	1915	:	$500,000,000	to	Anglo-France	
September	1916	:	$250,000,000	to	Great	Britain	
October	1916	:	$300,000,000	to	Great	Britain	
January	1917:	$250,000,000	to	Great	Britain	
March	1917:	$100,000,000	to	France	
In	April,	1917,	the	United	States	entered	the	war.	

Behind	the	scenes	
How	many	of	the	sons	of	American	workers	and	farmers	who	shouldered	arms	to	fight	the	

"war	to	end	wars"	would	have	fought	had	they	known	the	real	designs	of	the	members	of	the	
pacifist,	liberal,	idealis>c	Wilson	Administra>on	as	revealed	in	the	correspondence	that	went	on	
between	them	?	The	following	quota>on,	given	by	Miss	Stein,	stands	in	stark	contrast	to	the	
honeyed	public	declara>ons	of	Wilson	and	his	aids.	On	March	5,	1917,	the	American	Ambassador	
to	Great	Britain,	Walter	Hines	Page,	wrote	to	the	State	Department	at	Washington:	

"Perhaps	our	going	to	war	is	the	only	way	in	which	our	present	preeminent	trade	posi>on	
can	be	maintained	and	a	panic	averted...."	(U.	S.	State	Department,	Foreign.	Rela>ons,	
1917,Supplement	2,	Vol.	I,	pp.	516-$.)•	

Why	Wars	are	Fought	
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And	there	are	s>ll	people	who	would	have	us	believe,	21	years	a`er	the	above	was	
wriQen,	that	capitalist	na>ons	go	to	war	for	other	than	economic	reasons!	Aside	from	the	
professors	with	their	racial,	psychological,	and	similar	theories	on,	the	causes	of	war,	we	have	
today	the	propaganda	of	the	Communist	Party	which	would	have	us	believe	that	Great	Britain,	
France,	and	America	will	go	to	war	against	the	fascist	na>ons	in	order	to	defend	democra>c	
ins>tu>ons,	the	sanc>ty	of	trea>es,	the	right	of	self-determina>on	for	small	na>ons,	and,	
perhaps,	even	the	Workers'	Fatherland.	

The	"democra>c"	bloc	might	fight	the	fascist	bloc,	but	only	in	the	spirit	of	the	dollar-a-year	
patriot	and	head	of	U.	S.	Steel,	Judge	Gary,	who	said	in	March	19148:	
"The	manufacturers	must	have	reasonable	profits	in	order	to	do	their	duty."	(Minutes	of	Price-
Fixing	CommiQee,	March	20,	1918.)	

This	while	the	American	troops	were	crawling	through	mud,	blood,	and	barbed	wire	for	
$30	a	month!	.	

Miss	Stein	develops	an	interes>ng	theory	on	the	connec>on	between	mu>nies	in	the	
Allied	armies	in	1917	and	the	decision	to	expand	America's	par>cipa>on	in	the	war	beyond	
material	aid	and	send	an	American	army	abroad..	

Why	Troops	Went	
The	inference	of	all	the	Allied-American	nego>a>ons	before	America	entered	and	for	a	

short	period	a`er,	was	that	America's	greatest	contribu>on	would	be	in	the	realm	of	credit	and	
material.	This	view	held	that	only	a	small	body	of	American	troops	should	be	sent	to	France	for	
purposes	of	demonstra>ng	the	solidarity	of	America.	
Miss	Stein	proves	from	numerous	official	sources	that	the	winter	of	1916-17	saw	a	deep	seated	
unrest	develop	in	the	French	armies	that	was	spurred	on	by	the	news	of	the	Russian	Revolu>on	in	
February	and	resulted	in	a	number	of	mu>nies.		

While	the	English	army	had	liQle	trouble	from	mu>nous	troops,	the	widespread	strikes	
and	discontent	at	home	made	it	perilous	to	recruit	new	troops	for	fear	of	contamina>ng	the	army	
with	the	rebellious	spirit	of	industrial	workers.	

En>re	regiments	of	the	French	army	refused	to	take	offensive	saying	that	they	would	only	
enter	the	trenches	to	hold	off	the	enemy	but	not	to	advance.	The	plans	of	French	general		
for	an	offensive	had	to	be	abandoned	un>l	efforts	could	be	made	to	rebuild	the	morale	of	the	
troops.	Miss	Stein	quotes	a	leQer	Of	Col.	House	of	June	30,	1917,	on	this	point:	“I	see	all	of	the	
belligerents	weakening,	and	the	cracking	process	being	ac>vely	at	work.	My	leQers	from	France	
indicate	that	the	condi>on	there	is	serious,	and	it	is	a	ques>on	whether	they	will	be	able	to	hold	
out	during	the	year.”	

Therefore,	America	to	the	rescue!	If	it	does	not	suffice	to	give	the	French	and	Bri>sh	
soldiersammuni>on,	then	send	two	million	Americans	to	France	to	rescue	the	Morgan	loans	and	
America's	"preeminent	trade	posi>on.”	

The	plans	for	American	par>cipa>on	were	radically	revised.	The	mu>nies	in	the	French	
and	Bri>sh	armies	made	it	indispensable	to	reinforce	American	muni>ons	with	American	man-
power.		

Ready	in	1916	
A	Congressional	inves>ga>on	of	War	Department	expenditures	in	1919	was	amazed	to	

discover	that	the	Council	of	Na>onal	Defense	had	outlined	a	complete	plan	for	the	mobiliza>on	of	
the	na>ons’	resources	for	war	in	1916,	a	year	before	the	Congress	declared	war.	The	Commission	
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under	the	leadership	of	Bernard	M.	Baruch,	had	already	decided	upon	the	coordina>on	of	
industry,	the	control	of	labor,	and	the	conscrip>on	of	soldiers.	(In	accord	with	their	perspec>ve	of	
America's	role	in	the	war	they	had	decided	on	conscrip>on	as	a	means	of	limi>ng	the	size	of	the	
army	and	selec>ng	only	those	not	needed	in	industry.)	

The	Na>onal	Council	provided	for	the	mobiliza>on	of	industry	by	means	of	War	Boards	
upon	which	industry	was	represented	by	its	Dollar-A-Year	patriots.	While	the	industrialists	were	
eager	to	serve	on	boards	like	the	Price-Fixing	CommiQee	for	a	paltry	$1	per	year,	they	were	less	
patrio>c	when	they	thought	the	price	they	received	was	too	low.	A	number	of	industries	
absolutely	went	on	strike	against	the	government,	refusing	to	manufacture	for	the	government	
un>l	their	price	terms	were	met.	The	du	Pont	Company,	powder	manufacturers,	held	up	plans	for	
the	construc>on	of	a	government	powder	mill	for	three	months	un>l	their	terms	were	met.	

Treatment	of	Labor	
Labor,	however,	was	accorded	a	vastly	different	treatment	if	it	struck	for	beQer	condi>ons.	

The	reign	of	terror	against	the	lumber	workers	of	the	Northwest	who	struck	under	the	leadership	
of	the	I.W.W.	was	carried	through	in	a	fashion	that	Hitler	and	Mussolini	might	well	envy.	The	
sadis>c	lynching	of	Frank	LiQle,	I.W.W.	organizer,	by	a	mob	of	patriots	intent	upon	making	the	
world	safe	for	democracy"	was	typical	of	what	workingmen	faced	if	they	dared	strike	against	
intolerable	condi>ons.	Sta>s>cs	indicate	how	intolerable	these	condi>ons	really	were.	Let	those	
who	expect	prosperity	from	war	carefully	study	the	following	figures:	
Taking	the	pre-War	level	of	both	wages	and	the	cost	of	living	as	100,	the	Labor	Department	index	
records	the	following	increases:	
Wage	 		Cost	of	Rates	Living	
Year	 	
1914	....	102		 	103	
1915		 	102	...	105.1	
1916		 	106	....	118-3	
1917		 	112		 	142,1	
1918	 	130		 	174.4		
Compare	the	above	with	thenet	earnings	Of	the	United	States	Steel	Corpora>on	for	the	same	
years:	
1914		 	$	52,716,390	
1915		 		$	104,433,846	
1916		 	$	316,436,899	
1917		 	$	544,994,879	
1918		 	$	500,808,116	

Present	Mobiliza#on	Plan	
The	lessons	of	mobiliza>on	of	labor	for	war	have	not	been	forgoQen	by	the	War	

Department.	Labor	can	realize	what	it	has	awai>ng	it	in	the	next	war	from	the	fact	that	a	Planning	
Commission	worked	from	1920	to	1933	to	perfect	the	scheme	now	known	as	the	"Industrial	
Mobiliza>on	Plan"	whereby	the	wage	slaves	of	America	will	be	subjected	to	a	military	discipline	
that	is	equally	severe	whether	they	are	at	the	front	or	working	in	industry.	Miss	Stein	sums	up	the	
plans	of	the	War	Department	for	the	regimenta>on	of	labor	as	follows:	

"American	Labor's	part	in	the	next	war	is	fully	outlined	in	the	Industrial	Mobiliza>on	Plan	
which	is	the	result	of	thirteen	years	of	study	in	the	War	Department's	planning	division,	and	

	19



which	has	the	approval	of	the	Secretaries	of	War	and	Navy,	and	of	prominent	industrialists.	Under	
this	Plan	labor	will	have	to	either	work	or	fight.	The	classifica>on	will	be	determined	in	the	first	
instance	by	actual	need	and	in	the	second	by	from	5,000	to	6,000	local	dra`	boards.	Assignment	
to	one	class	or	another	will	be	subject	to	change	at	any	>me.	Thus	anyone,	who	for	onereason	or	
another	incurs	the	displeasure	of	those	in	authority,	might	have	his	status	changed	and	might	be	
called	to	the	front	on	the	shortest	possible	no>ce.	

War	"Democracy"	
"Those	who	will	be	assigned	to	work	will	be	under	the	direc>on	of	a	War	Labor	

Administra>on	whose	director	will	be	"a	prominent	industrialist."	Labor	policies	will	be	fomulated	
by	the	labor	division	within	the	War	Industries	Administra>on	made	up	essen>ally	of	the	same	
personnel	as	the	War	Policies	Board	of	1918.	The	only	representa>on	allowed	labor	under	this	
Plan	is	in	the	Advisory	Council	which	in	composi>on	and	in	du>es	assigned	to	it	resembles	the	
peace>me	company	union."	

To	the	ruthlessness	of	patrio>c	lynch	mobs	will	be	added	the,	efficiency	of	a	War	Labor	
Admi-	
nistra>on.	This	is	the	"democracy"	which	Mr.	Browder	asks	the	American	working	class	to	defend!	

Miss	Stein	understands	the	one	fact	which	supporters	of	the	"good	and	bad	na>on"	idea	
refuse	to	see:	

"The	basic	fact	must	be	faced	that	modern	war	cannot	be	conducted	save	by	dictatorial	
power,	and	the	democra>c	frame-work,	even	if	`	is	allowed	to	retain	its	existence	and	iden>ty,	is	
relegated	to	a	posi>on	subservient	to	that	held	by	the	clique	in	authority."	

- 	 	 	_ _ _

S.W.P.	Policy	On	War.	FIGHT	THE	WAR-MAKERS!	

Socialist	Appeal,	April	2nd	1938	

Since	war	is	inevitably	bred	by	capitalist	society,	the	only	genuine	struggle	against	war	is	
precisely	the	struggle	against	the	social	system	which	breeds	it,	the	struggle	against	capitalism	
and	for	socialism.	Only	through	the	elimina>on	of	the	causes	for	war	will	war	itself	be	done	away	
with.	Through	socialism	alone	can	mankind	establish	the	founda>ons	for	enduring	peace.	

The	S.	W.	P.	is	against	every	imperialist	war,	and	opposes	all	wars	fought	by	any	and	all	
imperialist	states,	whether	fascist	or	democra>c,	since	such	wars	can	only	be	reac>onary	in	
character	and	counter	to	the	interests	of	the	masses	and	of	the	revolu>on.	In	the	imperialist	
United	States,	the	S.	W.	P.	fights	against	war	prepara>ons	and	militariza>on;	but	at	the	same	>me	
always	makes	clear	that	war	cannot	be	permanently	prevented	unless	the	imperialist	government	
of	the	United	States	is	overthrown	and	its	place	taken	by	a	Workers'	State,	that	las>ng	peace	is	
possible	only	under	socialism.	

Role	of	Pacifism	
Pacifism	aQempts	to	divorce	the	struggle	against	war	from	the	prosecu>on	of	the	class	

struggle	against	capitalism.	In	prac>ce,	therefore,	pacifism	is	en>rely	fu>le	and	powerless	against	
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war	itself;	and,	s>ll	further,	spreads	illusions	about	the	nature	of	war	which	divert	the	masses	
from	the	'genuine	struggle	against	it	and	play	into	hands	ofimperialism.	The	S.W.P.,	consequently,	
exposes	the	fu>lity	and	illusion	of	pacifism.	In	the	United	States,	pacifism	is	par>cularly	
dangerious	becia,use	its	ideas	are	so	widespread	and	influen>al,	and	because	it	is	in	a	sense	the	
"official"	imperialist	doctrine—indeed,	the	ideological	prepara>on	for	the	next	imperialist	war	
bases	itself	largely	on	the	no>on	that	from	the	point	of	view	of	the	United	States	it	will	be	a	"war	
for	peace."	

If,	in	spite	of	the	efforts	'	of	the	revolu>onists	and	the	militant	workers,	the	U.	S.	
government	enters	a	new	war,	the	S.	W.	P.	will	not	under	any	circumstances	support	that	war	but	
will	on	the	contrary	fight	against	it.	The	S.	W.	P.	will	advocate	the	con>nuance	of	the	class	struggle	
during	the	war,	regardless	of	the	consequences	for	the	outcome	of	the	American	military	struggle;	
and	will	try	to	prepare	the	masses	to	u>lize	the	war	crisis	for	the	overthrow	of	U.	S.	capitalism	and	
the	victory	of	socialism.	

Oppose	Social	Patrio#sm	
The	S.	W.	P.	opposes	and	will	con>nue	at	all	>mes	to	oppose	every	form	of	social-

patrio>sm,	all	advocacy	of	"na>onal	union"	or	"suspension	of	the	class	struggle"	during	the	war-
>me,	and	will	make	clear	to	the	workers	that	no	war	conducted	by	the	capitalist	government	of	
the	war	for	imperialist	profit	and	plunder.	

The	policy	of	the	S.	W.	P.	with	respect	to	imperialist	war	holds	good	under	all	condi>ons;	it	
applies	if	the	war	is	conducted	between	the	fascist	imperialists	and	the	"democra>c"	
imperialisms,	in	the	same	manner	as	if	the	war	takes	place	between	coali>ons	including	both	the	
fascist	and	"democra>c"	imperialisms	on	each	side.	It	applies	also	if	the	United	States	is	in	military	
alliance	with	the	Soviet	Union.	In	the	laQer	case,	the	S.	W.	P.	would	unreservedly	support	the	
Soviet	Union	against	imperialism;	but	would	expose	the	treacherous	imperialist	aims	of	the	
United	States	in	the	alliance,	would	call	for	the	overthrow	of	U.	S.	capitalism	and	its	replacement	
by	a	revolu>onary	workers'	government	which	alone	could	carry	forward	the	war	in	the'	interests	
of	labor,	of	the	revolu>onary	defense	of	the	Soviet	Union	and	of	the	world	socialist	revolu>on.	
The	prac>cal	steps	which	our	Party	will	take	in	the	course	of	its	opposi>on	to	such	a	war	will	be	
decided	in	the	light	of	the	considera>on	of	the	need	of	facilita>ng	the	utmost	aid	to	the	Soviet	
Union's	armed	forces	against	an	imperialist	power	in	conformity	with	our	posi>on	of	defense	of	
the	Soviet	Union	from	imperialist	aQack.	

Sino-Japanese	War	Is	Prelude	To	Greater	Pacific	Conflict.	Our	
Solidar#y	Is	With	Masses	of	China,	Japan	

Socialist	Appeal,	April	2nd	1938	

Na#onal	Revolu#onary	War	Will	Transform	The	Whole	East	

The	war	in	China	is	a	maQer	of	vital	concern	to	every	American	worker,	for	that	war	is	only	
the	prelude	to	the	greater	war	for	which	this	country	is	now	being	prepared.	
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It	is	primarily	to	dominate	the	Pacific	and	to	become	the	un	challenged	master	of	China's	
wealth,	of	its	market	and	of	its	resources,	that	American	imperialism	is	building	up	its	great	war	
machine.	

That	is	why	this	week	on	the	21st	anniversary	of	this	country's	entry	in	the	World	War,	the	
great	American	fleet	is	engaged	in	vast	maneuvers	in	the	Pacific	Ocean.	That	is	why	the	
baQleships	and	planes	of	the	American	Navy	are	drilling	within	striking	distance	of	Japan's	Pacific	
island	possessions.		

Japan's	Invasion	
Japanese	imperialism,	America's	great	Pacific	rival,	is	engaged	in	a	robber-invasion	of	

China.	With	all	the	barbarism	and	cruelty	of	modern	warfare,	it	is	aQemp>ng	to	make	itself	the	
master	of	a	greater	land	whose	people	comprise	more	than	,	one-fourth	of	the	popula>on	at	the	
en>re	world.	

We	support	with	all	of	the	strength	the	resistance	that	the	Chinese	people	are	offering	to	
the	invaders.	China's	struggle	to	free	itself	from	the	stranglehold	of	the	imperialis	freebooters	and	
hijackers	is	a	great	progressive	struggle.	Every	Chinese	victory	is	not	only	a	blow	at	Japanese	
imperialism,	but	a	blow	at	all	imperialism	and	therefore	a	blow	at	the	war-makers.	

But	this	does	not	mean	for	a	single	instant	that	the	American	workers	should	support	
"their"	government	in	a	war	against	Japan.	The	American	government	will	eventually	come	to	
grips	with	Japan	but	although	the	American	workers	will	be	told	it	is	to	"save"	China	that	they	
must	die,	it	will	be	only	to	"save"	China	for	the	money-bags	of	Wall	Street.	With	their	interests	we	
have	nothing	in	common..	

The	Fight	For	Libera#on	
The	task	of	Chinese	libera>on	rests	upon	the	Chinese	workers	and	peasants	who,	with	the	

material	and	moral	support	of	workers	all	over	the	world	can	and	will	mobilize	in	their	millions	
and	repel	the	invader.	

To	do	this	they	will	have	to	fight	against	the	Chinese	bosses	as	well,	for	the	Chinese	bosses	
have	sold	them	out	to	imperialism	before	and	will	do	so	again.	The	Chinese	employers	of	labor	
and	owners	of	land	have	subjected	the	workers	and	peasants	to	the	most	grinding	exploita>on	
known	in	the	modern	world.	Their	interest	lies	in	sharing	the	fruits	of	this	exploita>on	with	their	
foreign	masters.	General	Chiang	Kai-shek	is	figh>ng	Japanese	imperialism	only	because	it	cannot,	
because	of	'its	own	economic	weakness,	agree	to	share	the	booty	with	him.	He	is	only	too	willing,	
and	has	said	so	a	hundred	>mes,	to	turn	China	over	to	the	control	of	the	United	States	or	Great	
Britain.	

Chiang	Kai-shek	is	figh>ng	at	the	moment	for	a	choice	of	masters.	The	real	fight	for	
Chinese	libera>on	is	the	fight	against	all	masters	and	that	fight	can	be	waged	only	by	the	masses	
of	workers	and	peasants	under	the	banner	of	their	own	party	and	a	program	that	sa>sfies	their	
own	economic	interests.	

Real	Road	To	Victory	
Because	Chiang	Kai-shek	s>ll	fears	the	masses	more	than	he	fears	the	imperialist	invader,	

he	has	kept	the	struggle	within	the	limits	of	a	purely	military	defense.	This.	has	enabled	Japanese	
imperialism	to	win	control	over	all	of	North	China	and	the	coastal	provinces	to	below	Shanghai.	
Chiang	has	been	aided	in	this	by	the	Communist	Party,	which	abandoned	any	pretense	at	a	
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revolu>onary	program	for	the	masses	and	has	subordinated	itself	100	percent	to	the	Kuomintang,	
Chiang	Kai-shek's	party..	

He	will	be	prevented	from	con>nuing	this	policy	to	its	ruinous	end	only	through	the	
independent	mobiliza>on	of	the	workers	and	peasants	for	the	struggle	in	their	own	interests.	That	
is	the	real	road	to,	victory	over	Japanese	imperialism	and	the	real	road	to	Chinese	na>onal	
libera>on.	

Offering	our	fullest	solidarity	and	support	to	China's	struggle,	we	at	the	same	>me	stand	
guard	against	the	fraudulent	no>on	that,	American	imperialism	will	figh,	to	"save"	China	from	the	
clutches	of	Japah.	American	imperialism	will	fight	in	its	own	interests	only	and	those	interests	are	
not	ours.	We	can	help	our	Chinese	brothers	and	ourselves	only	by	presen>ng	a	solid	bulwark	
against	the	bosses	in	our	own	country	and	,	by	carrying	on	the	unremi_ng	struggle	against	
capitalism	to	the	victory	that	will	really	end	all	ware	by	removing	the	cause	of	war:	the	capitalist	
system	itself.	

Imperialist	Interests	In	China	Are	At	Root	Of	Coming	Clashes	

Socialist	Appeal,	April	2nd	1938	

China	is	today	the	field	of	intense	imperialist	rivalries.	Tne	Japanese	aggression	against	
China	aims	to	subject	the	Chinese	people	and	to	make	further	gains	at	the	expense	of	Geeat	
Britain	and	the	United	States.	It	is	also	a	preparatory	move	for	war	by	Japan	against	the	Soviet	
Union	in	the	east.	

The	stakes	'in	China	are	great.	Covering	an	area	of	4,300,000	square	miles	with	'a	
popula>on	of	450	millions,	China	is	rich	in	mineral'	resources—gold,	silver,	>n,	copper,	
manganese,	coal,	salt,	oil,	etc.—an	immense	market	for	trade	and	capital	'investment.	
An	examina>on	of	the	changes	in	foreign	investments	from	1914	to	1931	(the	last	year	for	which	
figures	are	available)	eloquently	explains	the	struggle	among	.	the	robber	powers.	(C.	F.	Remer,	
"Foreign	Investments	in	China").		

Percentage	of	Foreign	Capital	Investments:	
																																											1914														1931	
Great	Britain																					37.7															36.7	
Japan																																	13.6																35.1	
Russia																																16.7																8.4			
United	States																				3.1																		6.1	
Germany																											16.4																2.7	
France																																10.7																5.9	

Britain	has	maintained	first	place,	with	Japan	a	close	rival.	Japan's	investments	in	China	
(primarily	in	Manchuria)	are	however	81.9.	per	cent	of	her	total	foreign	'investments	(as	against	
Britain's	5.9	per	cent	and	America's	1.3	per	cent.)	Since	1931	Japan's	investments	in	China	have	
increased	significantly.	
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American	investments	in	China,	totalling	about	$200,000,000,	are	concentrated	mainly	in	
and	around	Shangai,	where	industry	and	trade	is	prac>cally	at	a	stands>ll	due	to	Japanese	
occupa>on	of	the	city.	The	United	States	occupied	a	leading	posi>on	in	the	increase	of	China's	
foreign	trade	during	the	first	seven	months	of	1937.	Within	a	few	months	a`er	the	Japanese	
aQack,	China's	trade	declined	approximately	one	half.	

U.	S.	Interests	

American	imperialism's	interest	in	China	lies,	however,	not	only	its	present	investments	and	trade	
but	far	more	in	the	possibility	of	extending	these	rich	sources	of	profits.	An	enthusias>c	
spokesman	for	these	capitalist	interests	has	ably	presented	the	cas:	

"It	is	good	business	for	the	United	States	to	keep	China's	vast	but	undeveloped	resources	
out	of	Japanese	control	.	.	.	Secondly,	China	remains	the	greatest	poten>al	market	and	source	of	
capital	investment	in	the	world.	Its	industrializa>on	can	be	said	to	have	hardly	begun.	The	chief	
obstacle	to	its	industrializa>on	has	been	lack	of	na>onal	stability.		Our	present	stake	in	China	is	
but	a	>ny	frac>on	of	our	poten>al	stake	in	a	unified	and	revivified:	China."	So	writes	the	Stalinist	
New	Masses!	

Pacifism	Separates	An#-War	Fight	From	Struggle	Against	
Capitalism	

Socialist	Appeal,	April	2nd	1938	

In	normal	>mes,	most	people,	in	their	own	minds	and	wishes,	are	undoubtedly	against	
war.	How,	could	it	be	otherwise	?	No	one	likes	to	get	shot,	mangled,	gassed,	drowned.	No	one	
likes	to	have	his	friends	and	family	killed	or	wounded.	No	one	likes	all	the	interferences	with	
private	life	and	liberty	which	war	brings	about.	

This	almost	universal	feeling	is	the	star>ng	point	and	the	strength	of	pacifism.	And,	since	
this	feeling	against	war	is	"good"	and	>ght,"	since	it	corresponds,	to	man's	hopes	and	ideals,	it	is	
also	the	reason	why	the	pacifist	movement	is	felt	to	have	a	kind	of	"moral	superiority,"	why	
pacifists	are	usually	looked	upon	as	"high-minded"	and	"noble."	

The	Pacifist	Argument	
Pacifism	argues	as	follows.	Most	men	are	against	war	and	for	peace;	therefore,	if	we	can	

unite	in	an	organized	movement	all	those	who	are	against	war	and	for	peace,	we	will	be	able	to	
prevent	war	and	maintain	peace.	We	will	not	ask	agreement	on	any	other	point.	We	will	not	
demand	a	common	point	of	view	toward	the	class	struggle	of	trade	unions,	toward	religion	or	
philosophy	or	morality.	We	will	get	everyone	together	who	is	for	peace	and	against	war.	

On	this	basis,	large	pacifists	movements	arise.	There	are	many	in	this	country	and	they	are	
increasing	in	size	as	the	crisis	deepens.	

In	the	first	place,	there	are	the	organiza>ons	which	are	directly	bourgeois	ino	origin,	
control	and	financing.	These	include	such	groups	as	the	Women's	Interna>onal	League	for	Peace	
and	Freedom,	World	Peaceways,	the	Fellowship	of	Reconcilia>on,	etc.	Many	of	these	groups	have	
large	memberships	and	wealthy	backers.	They	have	lobbies	in	Washington,	and	carry	on	large	
scale	propaganda.	
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In	The	Labor	Movement	
There	are,	secondly,	the	organiza>ons	which	are	partly	working-class	in	origin,	

composi>on,	financing	and	control—though	the	membership	of	these	is	seldom	if	ever	
predominantly	proletarian.	These	include	conspicuously	the	Stalinist	dominated	American	League	
for	Peace	and	Democracy	(formerly	the	American	League	against	War	and	Fascism);	and	more	
recently	the	Keep	America	Out	of	War	CommiQee,	sponsored	by	the	Socialists	and	the	
Lovestoneites.	

There	is	a	common	feature	in	all	of	these	organiza>ons,	whoever	originates	or	controls	
them:	All	of	them	advocate	a	program	against	war	which	is	separated	from	a	program	against	
capitalism.	

This	is	the	key	to	n	understanding	the	nature	of	pacifism:	Pacifism	divorces	the	struggle	
against	war	from	the	struggle	against	capitalism.	Pacifist	organiza>ons	differ	among	themselves	in	
innumerable	other	features,	but	they	are	all	alike	in	this.	

This	fundamental	characteris>c	is	likewise	the	explana>on	of	the	fatal,	hopeless,	and	in	
the	last	analysis	treacherous	error	of	pacifism.	

The	Roots	of	War	
Wars	are	not	fought	in	the	modern	world	because	"people	want	war."	If	so	the	problem	

would	be	simple.	Indeed,	the	problem	would	already	be	solved,	since	people	do	not	want	war.	
But	wars	come	nonetheless.	

Wars	are	fought	because	the	great	powers	cannot	sustain	their	na>onal	boundaries;	
because	they	must	seek	new	commodity	markets,	new	sources	of	raw	materials,	new	fields	for	
investments,	or	must	go	down	to	economic	destruc>on.	

But	these	inescapable	needs,	opera>ng	within	all	of	the	great	imperialist	powers,	flow	
necessarily	from	the	inner	conflicts	of	capitalist	economy	itself.	The	causes	of	war	are	an	
inseparable	part	of	capitalism.	So	long	as	causes	are	present,	the	effect	will	follow.	So	long	then,	
as	capitalism	endures,	wars	will	periodically	be	fought.	To	remove	the	effect,	the	cause	must	be	
eliminated.	To	get	rid	of	war	capitalism	must	first	be	got	rid	of.	

Eliminate	the	Cause	
If	someone	wishes	to	get	rid	of	hangovers,	it	would	dp	him	no	good	to	unite	everyone	who	

did	not	like	hangovers.	No	one	likes	them.	The	only	meaningful	campaign	against	hangovers	
would	be	the	campaign	against	ge_ng	too	drunk	the	night	before;	to	do	away,with	the	effect,	you	
must	eliminate	the	cause.	

Just	so	with	pacifism.	At	its	very	best,	pacifism	is	completely	and	necessarily	ineffectual	in	
the	struggle	against	war.	Pacifism	leaves	the	causes	of	war	altogether	untouched.	It	can	do	
nothing	therefore,	to	prevent	or	even	to	,hinder	war.	All	the	idealism	of	all	the	pacifists—and	
some	of	thou'	undoubtedly	have,	from	a	personal	point	of	view,	the	highest	ideals	—	is	absolutely	
helpless.	

Really	Aids	War-Makers	
But	this	is	the	lesser	half	of	the	story.	Pacifism	is	not	merely	ineffectual	in	the	struggle	

against	war;	in	prac>ce	it	aids	the	war	and	the	war-makers.	This	is,	for	many,	a	hard	truth	to	
digest,	but	there	is	no	ge_ng	around	it.	
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The	people	want	to	struggle	against	war.	The	truth	is	that	the	only	way	to	fight	against	war	
is	to	fight	against	the	capitalism	which	causes	it;	and	to	fight	against	capitalism	means	to	carry	on	
the	class	struggle	for	workers'	power	and	for	socialism.	

Pacifism	hides	this	truth.	It	exploits	the	an>-war	feelings	of	the	masses	by	leading	those	
feeling's	into	illusory	and	ineffec>ve	paths,	thus	away	from	the	only	path	of	genuine	struggle	
against	war.	As	a	result	of	this,	further,	when	the	war	comes—as	it	will	in	spite	of	the	pacifists—
the	masses	believing	in	pacifism	are	le`	helpless	in	the	face	of	the	war.	The	whole	pacifist	
movement	collapses	with	the	first	strong	breath	of	the	war	machine.	The	imperialists	find	no	
resistance,	and	they	ride	ahead	roughshod.	

Turn	Into	Support	
S>ll	worse.	Pacifism	itself	o`en,	indeed	usually,	by	an	almost	insensible	transi>on,	is	

transformed	into	patrio>sm	and	social-patrio>sm,	into	support	of	the	war.	The	experience	of	the	
last	war	shows	that	this	is	what	happens.	The	imperialists	themselves	take	over	the	pacifist	
slogans	as	the	means	for	jus>fying	—not	war	"in	general"—	but	they	war	which	they	plan	to	fight.	

It	becomes	a	war	of	"defense	against	aggression,"	a	war	to	uphold	the	"sanc>ty	of	
trea>es"	or	"interna>onal	morality."	Most	ironic	of	all,	it	becomes	a	war	to	defend	Peace!	Since	
pacifism	has	made	no	analysis	of	the	true	causes	of	war,	does	not	face	the	fact	that	all	imperialist	
wars	are	fought	to	serve'	one	or	another	set	of	imperialist	interests,	it	and	those	who	follow	its	
ideas,	accept	and	advocate	the	war	in	the	light	of	these	slogans.	

The	pacifists	in	England	were	organized	into	the	"League	of	Na>ons	Union."	Since	the	
Italian	invasion	of	Ethiopia,	this	Union	has	been	the	loudest	force	in	England	demanding,	in	effect,	
war	against	Great	Britain's	rival	imperialism—in	the	name,	of	course,	of	the	League.,	security,	and	
the	maintenance	of	peace.	

The	same	thing	is	happening	rapidly	in	this	country.	The	bourgeois	pacifist	organiza>ons	
"object"	to	the	Big	Navy	Bill;	but	their	representa>ves	all	protest	their	willingness	to	"defend"	the	
country	against	"aggression."	

The	Social	Patriots	
There	was	more	than	symbolism	in	the	change	of	name	of	the	American	League.	The	

Stalinists	were.	thereby	preparing	the	minds	of	•	members,	who	had	'joined	in	order	to	work	
"agairist	war	and	fascism,"	to	.	support	pOsi>vely	a	war	declared	ostensibly	-under-,	the	slogan	for	
peace	and	democracy"—which	is,,	of	course,	the	slOgan	under	which	Roosevelt,	also	prepares	for	
war.	

The	Keep	America	Out	of	War	CommiQee	shows	and	must	show	the	same	tendency.	From	
its	plazorm,	major	generals	and	Congressmen	and	labor	bureaucrats,	ostensibly	talking	against	
war	in	general	and	"wars	of	aggression,"	end	up	their	speeches	with	declara>ons	of	loyalty	to	the	
imperialist	government	of	the	United	States,	and	promises	to	defend	that	government	when	the	
>me	comes.	

This	is	why	revolu>onary	socialists	are	compelled	not	to	be:	indifferent	to	pacifism.	In	spite	
of	the	individual	good	will	of	many	or	most	pacifists,	pacifism	as	a	movement	and	a	program	is	
reac>onary,	is	a	servant	of	imperialism.	It	is	not	a	weapon	against	war,	but	a	dangerous	and	biQer	
enemy	of	the	revolu>onary	struggle	against	war.	It	must	be	exposed	and	fought	against.	We	must	
tell	the	truth	about	war.	There	is	no	other	war.	
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Japanese	Air	Raids	Ravage	China's	Ci#es	

Socialist	Appeal,	June	18th	1938	

Under	the	leadership	of	its	newly-formed	"War	Cabinet,"	Japan	is	making	a	desperate	
effort	to	push	its	robber	war	in	China	to	a	rapid	conclusion.	

The	chief	manifesta>on	of	the	new	drive	was	16	days	of	unremi_ng	aerial	bombardment	
of	the	thickly	-	crowded	civilian	quarters	of	Canton.	Nearly	4,000	men,	women	and	children	were	
killed	by	this	merciless	aerial	offensive	which	con>nued	without	let-up	while	the	powers	delivered	
so-called	humanitarian	protests	to	Tokio.	

Canton	Undefended	

Chiang	Kai-shek	le`	Canton	to	its	fate.	Not	a	single	Chinese	airplane	rose	to	repel	these	
unprecedented	aQacks.	There	were	only	the	feeble	puffs	of	fu>le	an>-aircra`	baQeries	which	
were	no	menace	at	all	to	the	aQackers.	

Meanwhile	in	both	Hankow	and	Tokyo	new	developments	of	the	utmost	significance	were	
taking	place,	which	clearly	indicated	that	on	both	sides	the	war	is	entering	into	a	new	phase.	

In	Tokyo,	along	with	the	decision	to	carry	out	"unlimited"	or	"total"	warfare	in	China,	
prepara>ons	were	made	to	put	in	force	most	of	the	provisions	of	the	Na>onal	Mobiliza>on	Law	
which	is	designed	to	mobilize	all	the	material	and	human	resources	of	the	country	under	the	rigid	
control	of	a	virtual	military	dictatorship.	Effort	is	also	being	pushed	to	hasten	plans	for	the	
immediate	economic	exploita>on	of	North	China	in	the	hope	of	lightening	the	terrific	burdens	
which	the	war	has	already	placed	upon	the	frail	economic	structure	of	Japan.	

Repression	Under	Way	
In	Hankow,	the	increasing	military	difficul>es	on	the	Central	China	front	were	paralleled	by	

the	beginning	of	repressive	measures	against	Communists	and	against	various	le`-wing	
intellectuals	and	organiza>ons.	
Following	the	collapse	of	the	defenses	around	Hsuchow	three	weeks	ago,	the	Chinese	retreat	
along	the	Lunghai	Railway	turned	into	a	virtual	rout.	The	situa>on	bore	many	dis>nct	similari>es	
to	the	condi>ons	that	existed	a`er	the	fall	of	Shanghai	last	November,	when	the	Chinese	army,	ill-
armed,	ill-fed	and	sabotaged	by	its	own	command,	finally	broke	in	panic	across	the	Yangtse	delta.	

That	rout	was	followed	by	the	fall	of	Nanking,	which	had	already	been	evacuated	by	
Chiang		Kai-shek	and	the	Kuomintang	government.	Only	a	handful	of		
men	were	le`	behind	to	be	fu>lely	slaughtered	by	the	invaders.	

At	the	present	>me	it	is	Hankow,	the	new	provisional	capital,	which	is	directly	endangered	
by	the	rapid	retreat	of	the	Chinese	forces	from	what	were	reported	to	have	been	strongly	for>fied	
posi>ons	along	the	Lunghai	Railway	and	along	the	Yellow	River.	The	Kuomintang	government	'is	
already	fleeing	inland	from	Hankow.	Whether	there	will	be	any	effec>ve	stand	made	in	the	
mountainous	districts	along	the	western	rim	of	the	great	Honan	plain	remains	to	be	seen.	

Decisive	Developments	
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Apparently,	this	is	going	to	depend	in	no	small	measure	upon	poli>cal	developments	in	
Hank-ow	itself	and	elsewhere	in	territory	s>ll	held	by	the	Kuomintang.	

The	course	of	hos>li>es	during	the	first	year	of	the	war	has	shown	the	hopelessness	of	a	
purely	military	defense	against	Japan.	Japan's	own	posi>on,	the	deeper	it	penetrates	into	China,	
becomes	more	and	more	hopeless	because	the	mere	superiority	of	its	arms	cannot	ensure	its	
reten>on	of	the	territory	it	has	conquered	and	cannot	establish	its	domina>on	over	the	vast	land	
of	China	and	its	450,000,000	people.	Japan's	collapse	is	almost	inevitable.	

No	Automa#c	Collapse	
But	it	will	not	come	about	automa>cally.	It	will	be	assured	and	hastened	only	if	Japan's	

invading	armies	meet	with	the	aroused	forces	of	the	whole	Chinese	people.	So	far,	under	the	
leadership	of	Chiang	Kai-shek	and	the	Kuomintang,	the	resistance	to	the	invasion	has	been	
confined	to	purely	military-defensive	measures	for	which	the	great	masses	of	the	people,	the	
workers	in	the	ci>es	and	the	peasants,	have	had	to	bear	the	thief	burden.	The	masses	have	been	
the	helpless	vic>ms	of	the	conflict,	not	the	most	ac>ve	and	vital	par>cipants	in	it.	

Mass	Movement	Needed	
So	long	as	the	struggle	against	Japanese	imperialism	is	not	clearly	linked	in	the	minds	of	

the	masses	with	their	own	struggle	in	their	own	behalf—and	this	means	also	resistance	to	the	
policies	of	the	Kuomintang	which	enable	the	merchants	and	landlords	to	pass	on	the	costs	of	the	
war	to	the	workers	and	peasants	—so	long	will	the	resistance	to	the	Japanese	remain	only	
par>ally	effec>ve.	For	so	much	longer	will	the	Japanese	be	able	to	inflict	frighzul	tolls	in	human	
lives	and	to	carry	on	their	barbarous	invasion.	

Precisely	because	the	Kuomintang	is	unwilling	to	entertain	even	the	possibility	of	a	threat	
to	the	interests	of	the	bankers,	merchants	and	landlords	whom	it	represents,	it	cannot	effec>vely	
take	the	lead	in	ins>tu>ng	the	social	measures	really	capable	of	mobilizing	the	people	and	making	
China	as	untenable	for	the	invading	forces	as	Siberia	was	for	the	•	Allied	armies	of	imperialist	
interven>on	20	years	ago.	

For	this	reason	there	always	remains	the	danger	that	the	Kuomintang	regime,	>ring	of	the	
war	and	fearful	of	the	impoverished	and	vic>mized	masses,	will	somehow	find	the	means	of	
coming	to	some	kind	of	terms	with	the	invaders.	The	very	fact	that	Japan	is	having	such	
tremendous	difficul>es	in	carrying	the	war	forward	heightens	this	danger,	because	Japan	would	
be	more	likely	to	make	formal	concessions	to	the	Chinese	bourgeoisie	in	order	to	win	for	itself	a	
breathing	space.	

Capitulatory	Moods	
Informa>on	from	Hankow.	is	by	no	means	as	yet	sufficiently	precise	or	detailed	to	permit	

one	to	conclude	that	such	a	compromise	is	an	early	prospect,	although	significant	dispatches	tell	
of	capitulatory	moods	in	the	ranks	of	the	Chinese	bourgeoisie.	The	Japanese	are	more	likely	to	
push	on	and	aQempt	to	capture	Hankow	before	si_ng	down	to	treat	with	its	conquered	vic>ms.	
Nevertheless	the	fact	that	the	Kuomintang	regime	has	begun	openly	to	suppress	even	the	mildly	
radical	ac>vi>es	of	the	peQy	bourgeois	Na>onal	Salva>on	Associa>on	and	to	limit	the	en>rely	
unradical	ac>vi>es	of	the	Stalinists	is	proof	enough	of	the	way	the	wind	is	blowing.	

It	is	extremely	significant	that	the	reports	of	this	repression	point	out	that	it	is	not	"official	
Communist	ac>vity"	which	is	feeling	the	main	brunt	of	the	repression	but	other	groups	"with	
radical	poli>cal	aims."	This	can	only	refer	to	those	le`-wing	organiza>ons,	including	the	Chinese	
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Bolshevik-Leninists,	who	have	refused	to	go	along	with	the	Stalinists	in	their	complete	capitula>on	
to	Chiang	Kai-shek	and	the	Kuomintang.	

Lesson	of	History	
Eleven	years	ago,	during	the	first	"na>onal	united	front,"	it	was	with	repressions	like	these	

that	Chiang	Kai-shek	began	preparing	his	own	complete	surrender	to	the	imperialists.	ScaQered	
accounts	of	terror	against	radical	organiza>ons,	trade	unions	and	peasant	associa>ons	culminated	
in	the	great	massacre	of	scores	of	thousands	of	workers	and	peasants	and	radical	intellectuals	
whose	blood	wiped	Chiang	Kai-shek's	slate	clean	as	far	as	the	imperialists	were	concerned.	

Let	us	not	forget	that	this	is	the	same	Chiang	Kai-shek	who	is	today	again	the	adored	hero	
of	the	Communist	Interna>onal!	Let	us	not	forget	that	he	represents	today	exactly	the	same	
interests	that	he	represented	at	that,	>me!	

25,000	Slaughtered	
In	1927,	the	Communists	were	his	principal	vic>ms.	He	slaughtered	more	than	25,000	of	

them	in	a	few	months.	Tomorrow	his	vic>ms	will	be	those	who	s>ll	want	genuinely	to	fight	for	the	
na>onal	and	social	libera>on	of	the	Chinese	masses.	Among	these	the	Communist	Party	is	no	
longer	numbered.	

In	hounding	those	earnest	militants	who	will	surely	be	repelled	by	the	criminal	treachery	
of	their	leaders,	the	Stalinists,	it	'is	not	hard	to	predict,	will	be	among	the	most	prominent	of	
Chiang	Kai-shek's	hatchet	men	and	execu>oners.	That	—	as	we	have	already	seen	in	Spain,	where	
the	Communists	were	in	the	forefront	in	shoo>ng	down	the	revolu>onary	workers	—	has	been	
the	logical	evolu>on	of	Stalinism.	

Danger	of	Repe##on	
There	most	be	no	repe>>on	of	1927.	We	may	be	sure	that	the	Chinese	Bolshevik-Leninists	

and	all	other	fighters	for	the	real	na>onal	emancipa>on	of	China	will	do	their	utmost	to	arouse	
the	masses	to	their	danger	and	to	create	and	defend	powerful	organiza>ons	which	will	know	how	
to	cope	with	betrayers	and	compromisers.	All	American	workers'	organiza>ons	must	protest	
immediately	against	any	form	of	repression	and	terror	directed	at	the	organiza>ons	of	the	
workers,	peasants	and	radical	intellectuals	in	China.	

There	is	no	way	to	fight	back	the	imperialist	barbarians	except	by	libera>ng	the	immense	
human	power	of	China's	millions.	This	fight	is	the	fight	for	their	lives	and	livelihood	and	for	the	
des>ny	of	a	na>on	which	will	play	an	immense	and	perhaps	a	decisive	role	in	the	world	
reconstruc>on	of	the	future.	

Ten	years	ago	when	Chiang	Kai-shek	was	permiQed	by	the	Communist	Interna>onal	to	
enjoy	undisputed	control	of	the	an>-imperialist	movement,	he	was	able	to	smash	it	at	his	own	
sweet	will.	This	>me	his	plan	of	surrender	must	be	uQerly	shaQered	by	the	independent	
interven>on	of	the	aroused	masses.	
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First	Year	of	China	War	Shows	Japanese	Imperialism	Doomed	
Army	Victories	Not	Effec#ve	Beyond	Soldiers'	Bayonet	Points;	
Japan		
Plunges	Toward	Bankruptcy	
CHINA'S	STRUGGLE	SHOWS	WEAKNESS.	By	LO	SEN	

Socialist	Appeal,	July	16th	1938	

To	aQempt	to	strike	a	balance	of	the	Sino-Japanese	war	as	its	first	year	draws	to	a	close	is	
like	trying	to	pass	judgment	on	a	play	a`er	viewing	the	prologue.	

Titanic	struggles	have	been	fought	on	Chinese	baQlefields.	Nearly	one	million	men	have	
lost	their	lives.	Millions	of	men,	women,	and	children	have	been	plunged	into	the	direst	misery.	

As	in	Spain,	only	on	an	infinitely	larger	scale,	the	world	has	been	treated	to	a	ghastly	
advance	showing	of	the	horrors	of	the	coming	imperialist	war.	For	that	is	what	this	war	has	been,	
for	all	its	magnitude,	for	all	its	cost-	a		prelude,	the	curtain-raising	scene	of	a	drama	that	has	s>ll	
to	be	played	out.	Its	theme	is	the	fate	and	the	future	of	civiliza>on.	

Japan's	aQempt	to	establish	its	imperialist	domina>on	over	China	by	force	of	arms	has	
already	been	proved,	in	this	first	year,	to	be	an	adventure	hopelessly	doomed	to	defeat.	China's	
vastness,	Japan's	frailty,	and	the	struggle	for	power	among	the	great	imperialist	na>ons	of	the	
world,	all	spell	defeat	for	the	ambi>ous	robber	who	is	seeking,	belatedly,	to	imitate	his	older	
imperialist	brothers	in	the	game	of	conquest.	

Not	even	from	the	military	point	of	view	can	Japan	boast	of	any	important	achievement	in	
this	year	of	warfare,	especially	when	we	consider	the	inferiority	of	Chinese	military	equipment	
and	the	even	more	important	fact	that	the	present	bourgeois	leadership	in	China	has	not	dared	to	
draw	on	the	real	resources	that	lie	in	the	Chinese	masses	for	resistance	and	counter-aQack.	
Superficially	regarded,	Japan	has	scored	an	impressive	series	of	triumphs.	It	has	occupied	most	of	
seven	provinces,	or	nearly	a	third	of	China	proper.	If	controls	all	but	two	ports	and	all	but	one	of	
the	important	railroads.	

But	its	control	over	this	vast	area	is	of	the	most	tenuous	kind.	All	kinds	of	correspondents,	
including	even	the	notoriously	pro-Japanese	HalleQ	Abend	of	the	New	York	Times,	have	tes>fied	
that	Japan's	control	extends	liQle	farther	than	the	points	of	its	bayonets	in	the	occupied	areas.	
Should	the	present	drive	along	the	Yangtze	River	result	in	the	capture	of	Hankow,	the	provisional	
Chinese	capital,	this	fundamental	fact	will	not	be	changed.	Across	every	Japanese	"victory"	falls	
the	shadow	of	ul>mate	defeat.	

Already	Crumbling	
This	is	true,	in	the	first	place,	because	with	the	greater	part	of	its	task	s>ll	lying	ahead,	

Japanese	imperialism	is	already	crumbling	at	home.	Japan's	capital	resources	are	already	seriously	
depleted.	At	the	end	of	its	fiscal	year	in	April	the	na>onal	debt	had	swelled	to	13,000,000,000	
yen,	a	huge	sum	for	small	Japan,	and	in	the	current	year	this	debt	is	schedules	to	increase	by	50	
per	cent.	A	country	already	so	heavily	drained	has	been	unable	to	meet	the	new	demands	placed	
upon	it.	Tax	returns	in	some	of	the	newly-imposed	categories	have	proved	to	be	less	than	half	
those	expected	and	counted	upon.	In	1937,	some	60	per	cent	of	new	capital	invested	went	into	
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war	industries	and	in	the	first	quarter	this	year	this	rose	to	70	per	cent.	And	these	industries	are	a	
drain,	not	a	source	of	revenue.	

While	in	the	rest	of	the	world	prices	are	dropping,	Japan's	price	level	was	13.8	higher	in	
the	first	quarter	of	this	year	than	it	was	in	1937.	Exports,	vital	to	the	maintenance	of	Japan's	light	
industrial	plant,	have	fallen	off	20	per	cent	with	no	prospects	of	recovery.	Everywhere	Japan's	
rivals	are	gleefully	pouncing	on	the	markets	she	had	gained	and	which	she	is	now	obliged	to	
abandon	at	a	rapid	rate.	Japan's	gold	reserves	and	credit	abroad	have	sagged	to	the	point	where	
cash	alone	will	serve,	and	in	this	important	commodity	Japan	is	now	seriously	lacking.	

Growing	Stringency	
On	the	home	front,	these	difficul>es	have	been	translated	into	growing	stringency,	

increasingly	severe	measures	of	governmental	control	over	industry	and	trade,	the	depression	of	
an	already	low	standard	of	living	and	corresponding	growth	first	of	apathy	and	soon	of	outright	
hos>lity	on	the	part	of	a	popula>on	unwilling	for	very	long	to	accept	propaganda	tracts	in	the	
place	of	rice.	Japan	has	already	barred	the	use	of	coQon	domes>cally	and	rigid	control	has	been	
established	over	the	manufacture,	trade	and	use	of	17	major	commodi>es	including	copper,	
gasoline,	oils,	pig	iron,	steel,	wool	fabrics,	leather,	rubber,	lead,	>n,	zinc,	nickel	and	an>mony.	
To	cope	with	the	mul>plying	difficul>es,	the	Japanese	government	is	transforming	itself,	step	by	
step,	into	an	outright	military	dictatorship.	Japan's	principal	rivals,	the	United	States	and	Great	
Britain,	will	not,	certainly,	come	to	her	aid.	Her	friends,	Germany	and	Italy,	cannot	do	so.	Unless	
the	interna>onal	situa>on	alters	radically	in	her	favor,	Japan	is	des>ned	in	the	not	too	distant	
future	to	suffer	the	most	profound	internal	convulsions.	

The	Chinese	Bourgeosie	
In	con>nuing	to	offer	resistance	to	Japan,	the	Chinese	bourgeoisie	is	gambling	on	this	

prospect.	From	a	Japan	threatened	with	internal	collapse	it	hopes	to	secure	the	most	favorable	
possible	terms.	As	against	this,	it	counts	on	holding	out	un>l	Bri>sh	and/or	American	imperialism	
is	finally	compelled	to	intervene	and	save	the	Chinese	bourgeoisie	from	Japan	by	yoking	it	more	
securely	to	chariot	wheels	of	the	City	and/or	Wall	Street.	Which	it	is	to	be	will	be	decided,	in	turn,	
by	the	outcome	of	the	struggle	between	Bri>sh	and	American	imperialism	for	world	domina>on.	
In	the	mean>me	the	Chinese	bourgeoisie	will	con>nue	to	exploit	the	limitless	man	power	at	its	
disposal—man	power	which	has	given	a	glimpse	in	the	past	year	of	its	capacity	for	heroism	and	
sacrifice—and	to	depend	on	the	magnitude	of	the	country	itself—to	>re	out	the	aQacker.	

Throughout	the	first	year	of	the	war,	the	Chinese	bourgeoisie	has	dared	only	to	conduct	a	
purely	military-defensive	struggle.	It	has	succeeded	in	making	the	invasion	a	costly	adventure	for	
Japan,	as	we	have	seen,	but	it	has	also	shown	that	such	methods	cannot	effec>vely	withstand	the	
imperialist	aQack	and	will	not,	certainly,	serve	the	interests	of	Chinese	na>onal	libera>on.	So	long	
as	the	leadership	of	China	remains	in	the	hands	of	the	bourgeoisie,	the	outcome	will	be	either	a	
compromise	with	Japan	or	the	subjec>on	of	China	to	the	United	States	and	Great	Britain.	Neither	
eventuality	will	free	China.	Neither	will	liberate	the	masses	who	are	bearing	the	chief	burdens	of	
the	conflict	of	which	they	are	also	the	principal	vic>ms.	

A	Revolu#onary	War	
The	war	against	Japanese	imperialism	will	be	forced	to	a	victorious	and	libera>ng	

conclusion	only	when	it	is	clearly	linked	in	the	minds	of	the	masses	with	their	own	struggle	in	
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their	own	behalf.	Only	in	this	way	will	it	be	possible	to	galvanize	the	vast	man	power	of	the	
country.	This	will	require	bold	social	measures	that	will	prevent	the	merchants,	bankers,	and	
landlords	from	con>nuing	to	load	the	costs	of	the	war	on	the	backs	of	the	exploited.	A	s>ll	bolder	
revolu>onary	program,	iden>fying	for	the	peasantry	the	aims	of	na>onal	libera>on	from	
imperialist	aggression	with	their	own	libera>on	from	thralldom	on	the	land,	will	bring	forth	
reserves	of	physical	and	moral	strength	against	which	the	Japanese	invaders	will	never	be	able	to	
prevail.	Par>san	warfare	waged	by	such	forces	will	make	China	as	unconquerable	as	Siberia	was	
when	it	was	overrun	by	the	invading	armies	of	the	interven>onist	powers	20	years	ago.	

But	such	a	war	cannot	be	made	to	order.	In	the	years	when	it	was	a	revolu>onary	peasant	
force,	the	Chinese	Red	Army	was	able	to	withstand	the	superior	forces	of	the	Kuomintang	
precisely	because	it	unlocked	the	simple	secret	of	successful	par>san	warfare.	"Because	the	
masses	are	interested	only	in	the	prac>cal	solu>on	of	their	problems	of	livelihood,"	Peng	Tehhuai,	
a	Red	leader	once	said,	"it	is	possible	to	develop	par>san	warfare	only	by	the	immediate	
sa>sfac>on	of	their	most	urgent	demands.	This	means	that	the	exploi>ng	class	must	be	promptly	
disarmed	and	immobilized."	

Stalinist	Capitula#on	
In	other	words,	the	fight	could	be	carried	forward	against	Japan	by	rousing	the	masses	to	

the	realiza>on,	in	word	and	in	ac>on,	that	this	fight	was	iden>cal	with	the	struggle	for	the	land,	by	
intensifying,	not	by	suspending	the	class	struggle.	By	its	complete	capitula>on	to	the	Kuomintang,	
the	Red	Army	abdicated	this	struggle.	In	return	for	a	bloc	with	the	bourgeoisie—in	whom-Stalin	
placed	all	his	hopes	for	a	Chinese	foil	against	Japan—the	Red	Army	surrendered	its	leadership	of	
the	peasants	and	foreswore	the	mobiliza>on	of	the	working	class,	already	long	since	abandoned	
by	the	Communist	Party.	The	Eighth	Route	Army—the	former	Red	Army	—	has	played	a	brilliant	
but	limited	role	in	the	military	events	of	the	past	year.	It	surrendered	the	opportunity	events	
offered	to	it	to	play	an	infinitely	more	heroic	role	on	an	incomparably	higher	plane.	The	
bourgeoisie,	for	its	part,	was	no	more	willing	than	it	was	in	the	days	of	the	first	"an>-imperialist	
united	front"	of	eleven	years	ago	to	abdicate	any	of	its	own	fundamental	economic	interests.	

With	the	connivance	of	the	Communist	Party,	it	has	set	up	a	fraudulent	"People's	Council"	
—an	appointed	body	of	docile	Kuomintang	bureaucrats	and	a	few	fu>le	intellectuals	plus	seven	
cap>ve	Communist	Party	delegates—as	a	foretaste	of	the	"democracy"	which	it	promises.	In	this	
decep>on	the	Stalinists	have	par>cipated	with	only	the	faintest	whimper	to	the	general	effect	
that	they	had	hoped	for	a	more	democra>c	body.	Actually	the	bourgeoisie	is	making	just	as	
certain	now,	as	it	did	in	1927,	to	keep	the	workers	and	peasants	yoked	to	its	wheel,	to	make	them	
bear	the	cost	of	the	war	and	to	prevent	them	from	rising	to	struggle	in	their	own	interest.	

Death	to	Strikers	
The	workers,	who	had	begun	in	1935-36—a	year	of	economic	recovery—to	reassemble	

their	scaQered	forces	and	to	conduct	increasingly	bold	and	militant	strikes,	were	thrust	back	by	
the	war,	which	has	caused	such	terrific	destruc>on	in	the	chief	industrial	centers	and	which	
naturally	checked	the	brief	economic	upturn.	To	insure	itself	against	any	aQempt	by	the	workers	
to	reject	the	new	loads	now	laid	upon	them,	the	Kuomintang	government	has	established	the	
death	penalty	for	workers	who	dare	to	strike	or	even	agitate	for	a	strike.	With	these	policies	in	
general,	the	Communist	Party,	to	use	Wang	Ming's	words,	has	declared	itself	"fully	sa>sfied."	

The	further	course	of	the	war	in	China	will	be	determined	by	many	factors,	near	to	and	
remote	from	present-day	baQlefields,	but	the	cause	of	Chinese	na>onal	libera>on	will	be	served	
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in	the	coming	period	only	to	the	degree	that	the	masses	cease	being	as	"fully	sa>sfied"	with	the	
con>nuing	domina>on	of	the	bourgeois	exploiters.	This	will	in	turn	depend	upon	the	emergence	
of	a	new	revolu>onary	party	capable	of	marshalling	the	workers	and	peasants	in	their	own	
organiza>ons	and	of	embarking	with	them	on	the	path	of	revolu>onary	struggle.	Such	a	party	will	
have	to	know	how	to	join	in	the	present	baQles	side	by	side	with	Chiang	Kai-shek	or	"the	devil	
himself,"	but	it	will	also	have	to	be	ready	to	con>nue	the	fight	when	the	Chiang	Kai-sheks	
abandon	it—as	they	did	a	decade	ago—and	to	carry	on	the	struggle	against	all	who	would	seek	to	
bar	the	way	to	the	victory	of	the	workers	and	peasants	in	the	Chinese	revolu>on	of	tomorrow.	

Walter	O’Rourke,	American	Imperialists	Turn	Hungry	Eyes	
Towards	China	
Hence,	the	Disapproval	with	Which	the	U.S.	Looks	
upon	Japan’s	Crea>on	of	a	“New	Order”	in	the	Far	East	
(10	November	1939)	
	
	

From	Socialist	Appeal,	Vol.	III	No.	86,	10	November	1939,	p.	2.	[1]	
Transcribed	&	marked	up	by	Einde	O’Callaghan	for	ETOL.	
		

The	announcement	by	Ambassador	Grew	on	October	19	that	the	United	States	looks	with	
disapproval	at	Japan’s	establishment	of	a	“new	order”	in	the	Far	East	once	again	brought	home	
the	fact	that	American	imperialists	are	turning	hungry	eyes	toward	China.	
Talking	“straight	from	the	horse’s	mouth”	Grew	said	the	“American	people”	believe	that	“...	an	
effort	is	being	made	to	establish	control,	in	Japan	s	own	interests,	in	large	areas	of	the	con>nent	
of	Asia	and	impose	on	them	a	system	of	closed	economy.”	Such	an	opinion,	he	con>nued,	a	
government	(i.e.,	the	U.S.)	“...	can	not	possibly	overlook	and	will	not	fail	to	reflect	in	its	policies	
and	ac>ons.”	

This	threat	was	answered	the	following	day	by	the	Japanese	Foreign	Minister	with	an	
equally	blunt	statement	that	Japanese	determina>on	to	bring	about	a	new	order	“...	in	East	Asia	is	
too	strong	to	be	changed	or	affected	by	the	interference	of	a	third	power.”	
		
South	America	Insufficient	

There	is	a	tendency,	even	among	those	who	recognize	the	imperialist	character	of	
American	economy	and	government,	to	believe	that	the	main	course	on	the	menu	for	American	
imperialists	is	South	America.	
“Upper”	circles,	however,	already	feel	that	South	America	is	not	enough.	

The	United	States	News,	Oct.	16,	says:	
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Effort	to	blow	up	La>n	America	into	an	area	of	vast	new	opportuni>es	for	U.S.	business	is	
more	interes>ng	than	important.	By	capturing	all	of	the	La>n	American	market	for	foreign	goods	
this	country	would	add	less	than	a	billion	dollars	to	its	business.	
Big	role	of	the	United	States	in	world-wide	maneuvers	now	under	way	is	likely	to	be	played	in	the	
Pacific.	Europe’s	pre-occupa>on	will	increase	tempta>on	for	Japan	to	spread	her	influence;	may	
lead	to	American	restraint.	(Their	emphasis	–	W.O’R.)	
		
China	More	Valuable	

The	small	South	American	market	for	foreign	goods	is	far	outweighed	by	the	opportuni>es	
for	imperialist	investment	in	China.	i.e.	for	shipping	capital	abroad.	The	ideal	country	for	
imperialist	exploita>on	is	one	with	a	large	popula>on	and	low	industrial	development.	
One	of	the	best	indexes	of	industrial	development	is	railroad	mileage	per	capita;	a	glance	at	a	very	
few	sta>s>cs	shows	why	China	presents	such	a	far	more	en>cing	dish	than	South	America	for	
American	imperialists.	The	mileage	of	railroad	for	each	million	inhabitants	is	as	follows.	(U.S.	and	
India	are	included	for	purpose	of	comparison):	

Here	is	shown	in	vivid	contrast	the	reason	for	the	superior	worth	of	China	over	South	
America	to	desperate	imperialist	na>ons.	South	America	has	35	>mes	China’s	per	capita	railroad	
mileage;	the	steel	mills	of	U.S.	Steel	(whose	chairman	Edward	R.	Ste_nius	Jr.	was	appointed	
chairman	of	the	War	Resources	Board	by	Roosevelt)	could	be	kept	busy	for	quite	a	>me	
“developing”	the	vast	Asia>c	con>nent.	

Herein	lies	the	compelling	reason	why	the	American	capitalists	must	challenge	and	
eventually	fight	Japan	over	the	right	to	exploit	China.	Herein	lies	the	reason	for	the	en>re	U.S.	
fleet	being	in	the	Pacific,	and	for	the	recent	Grew	speech	and	its	consequences.	

China

	

					19

India 			122

S.A. 			670

U.S. 1,900
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The	Danger	of	the	American	Interven#on	in	China	
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The	task	of	China’s	emancipa>on	from	the	yoke	of	imperialism	rests	with	the	Chinese	

proletariat,	supported	by	the	peasant	masses.	Just	as	the	na>onal	bourgeoisie	is	unable	to	pull	
the	country	out	of	stagna>on,	so	it	cannot	conduct	a	successful	struggle	against	a	single	
imperialist	power	(Japan),	much	less	make	a	consistent	fight	for	China’s	libera>on	from	foreign	
domina>on,	Its	struggle	against	one	imperialist	power	only	leads	it	into	the	orbit	of	another.	
For	a	number	of	years	the	na>onal	bourgeoisie,	personified	in	Chiang	Kai-shek,	employed	the	
policy	of	“non-resistance”	in	face	of	Japan’s	banditry,	preferring	to	turn	its	forces	against	the	
Chinese	workers	and	peasants.	Having	embarked	on	war	against	Japan	when	no	other	possibility	
remained	open,	Chiang	Kai-shek	has	never	forgoQen	the	struggle	against	the	Chinese	people	
(opposi>on	to	even	the	most	modest	social	reforms,	the	crushing	of	every	independent	
movement	of	the	masses).	Chiang’s	recent	aQacks	on	the	New	Fourth	and	Eighth	Route	armies	
show	that	his	reac>onary	policy	cannot	tolerate	even	the	>mid	democra>c	reforms	introduced	by	
these	Stalinist-controlled	forces.	

If,	in	spite	of	this	policy	of	social	reac>on,	the	Japanese	advance	could	be	halted	and	the	
war	brought	to	a	stalemate,	it	can	be	said	with	assurance	that	Japanese	imperialism	would	long	
ago	have	been	forced	to	abandon	the	scorching	earth	of	China	if	only	the	agrarian	revolu>on	had	
set	the	country	aflame.	The	fact	that	today	Chiang	Kai-shek	is	forced	more	and	more	to	turn	
toward	American	(and	Bri>sh)	imperialism,	thus	preparing	a	new	oppression	for	China,	is	the	
direct	consequence	of	the	fear	of	the	na>onal	bourgeoisie	before	its	own	people	and	the	
impossibility	for	it	to	mobilize	the	revolu>onary	forces	of	the	na>on	against	the	Japanese	
invaders.	

II	
American	imperialism,	pursuing	its	“manifest	des>ny,”	is	preparing	to	take	over	Bri>sh	

Empire	posi>ons	in	the	Far	East,	including	China,	and	to	bring	about	the	defeat	of	its	Japanese	
rival	in	the	Pacific.	Washington	plans	to	subdue	Japan	in	war,	to	expel	the	Japanese	imperialists	
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from	China,	and	to	assume	the	overlordship	of	the	Chinese	people.	Preparatory	steps	in	this	
direc>on	are	the	military,	naval	and	aerial	moves	in	the	Pacific	and	the	increased	“aid”	given	to	
Chiang	Kai-shek	in	the	form	of	loans	and	war	supplies.	

The	revolu>onists,	while	recognizing	the	necessity	for	China	to	accept	American	material	
aid	in	the	war	against	Japan,	cannot	ignore	the	dangers	hidden	behind	it.	They	must	combat	all	
sugges>ons	that	American	imperialism	is	actuated	by	benevolence	toward	China	and	explain	to	
the	broad	masses	the	real	mo>ve	of	this	aid—the	prepara>on	of	a	new	slavery	for	tomorrow.	

If	the	“friendly”	imperialists	demand	payment	for	their	aid	with	preferen>al	economic	
rights,	concessions,	military	bases,	etc.,	the	revolu>onists	must	oppose	such	transac>ons,	which	
in	the	end	would	mean	the	displacement	in	China	of	one	imperialism	by	another,	the	change	
being	paid	for	in	the	blood	of	the	Chinese	masses.	

Should	the	Chinese	bourgeoisie	make	any	such	bargains,	revolu>onists	must	denounce	
them	as	a	betrayal	of	China’s	struggle	for	emancipa>on.	But	they	will	not	“punish”	Chiang	Kai-
shek	by	declaring	themselves	“defea>sts”	in	China’s	war	against	Japan.	They	will	con>nue	to	stand	
for	the	defense	of	China	in	spite	of,	and	against,	the	Chinese	bourgeoisie.	

III	
Imperialist	rivalries	in	the	Pacific	are	leading	directly	to	an	armed	clash.	When,	and	

possibly	before,	the	United	States	makes	war	upon	Japan,	a	military	alliance	between	Washington	
(and	London)	and	Chungking	will	be	on	the	order	of	the	day.	However,	the	fact	that	the	war	
between	Japanese	and	American	imperialism	(in	which	Chiang	Kai-shek	will	be	a	subordinate	ally	
of	the	laQer)	will	possess	a	purely	imperialist	character,	does	not	wipe	out	the	problems	of	China’s	
struggle	to	expel	the	Japanese	invaders.	Revolu>onists	must	explain	to	the	Chinese	masses	that	
the	alliance	of	their	na>onal	bourgeoisie	with	American	imperialism	is	the	inevitable	consequence	
of	Chiang	Kai-shek’s	reac>onary	conduct	of	the	war	against	Japan;	that	the	crushing	of	every	
independent	move	for	social	reforms,	and	later	the	alliance	with	Washington,	are	two	sides	of	a	
single	policy;	that	this	policy	is	neither	able	to	assure	the	emancipa>on	of	the	country	nor	to	push	
forward	the	social	libera>on	of	the	Chinese	people.	Countering	official	enthusiasm	for	the	
American	imperialist	“liberators”	and	their	mission,	the	revolu>onists	must	expose	the	real	aims	
of	dollar	imperialism	and	show	the	great	danger	that	is	in	store	for	China,	the	danger	of	a	new	
enslavement.	To	the	reac>onary	policy	of	Chiang	Kai-shek,	they	will	oppose	the	program	of	a	
revolu>onary	war	based	on	dras>c	social	changes	(land	to	the	peasants,	workers’	control	of	
produc>on,	etc.).	

This,	however,	will	not	prevent	the	revolu>onists	from	con>nuing	to	stand	for	the	victory	
of	the	Chinese	armies	over	the	Japanese	invaders.	The	Washington-Chungking	alliance	and	the	
flood	of	American	material	assistance	to	the	Chiang	Kai-shek	regime	will	not	erase	the	task	of	
driving	the	Japanese	imperialists	from	Chinese	soil.	But	alongside	this	task	it	becomes	increasingly	
important	to	explain	to	the	Chinese	masses	the	real	character	of	American	interven>on	and	to	
show	them	that	the	eventual	outcome	of	the	war	against	Japan	will	depend	upon	the	means	by	
which	victory	is	gained.	Victory	obtained	by	selling	to	another	imperialist	power	the	riches	of	the	
country	can	only	prepare	new	forms	of	oppression	for	the	Chinese	people.	

The	growing	collabora>on	between	Chiang	Kai-shek	and	the	American	imperialists	has	
already	had	repercussions	in	the	aQacks	by	Chiang	Kai-shek	on	the	Stalinist-controlled	peasant	
armies.	While	condemning	the	class-collabora>onist	policy	of	the	Chinese	Stalinist	leaders	which	
facilitated	these	aQacks,	the	revolu>onists	proclaim	their	solidarity	with	the	brave	peasant	
fighters	under	Stalinist	leadership	and	their	readiness	to	join	with	them	in	resis>ng	the	counter-
revolu>onary	moves	of	Chiang	Kai-shek.	
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IV	
Washington’s	alliance	with	Chungking	for	war	against	Japan	will	afford	the	American	

imperialists	the	opportunity	of	covering	their	enterprise	in	China	with	democra>c	and	
libera>onist	phrases.	But	the	American	workers	cannot	entrust	to	their	exploiters—the	most	
powerful	imperialists	in	the	world—the	task	of	libera>ng	China	from	the	clutches	of	imperialist	
Japan.	The	“defense”	of	China	by	American	imperialism	is	in	reality	the	prepara>on	of	a	new	
slavery	for	that	country.	A	“sacred	union”	of	the	American	proletariat	with	its	bourgeoisie	in	the	
name	of	China’s	defense,	and	the	abandonment	of	the	proletarian	struggle	for	power,	would	
mean	that	tomorrow	China	would	be	plundered	by	Wall	Street.	American	imperialism	would	be	
strengthened	at	the	expense	of	the	Chinese	masses	and	the	American	working	class.	The	surest	
guarantee	of	China’s	independence,	of	her	emancipa>on	from	social	backwardness,	and	of	her	
development	toward	socialism,	is	the	Soviet	United	States	of	America.	To	prepare	for	this,	the	
class	struggle	cannot	be	halted	for	a	single	minute.	

V	
If	even	with	greatly	increased	American	material	aid	the	Chinese	armies	should	prove	

unable	speedily	to	expel	the	Japanese	invaders,	the	American	imperialists	will	seek	to	land	their	
own	troops	in	China	and	to	take	over	China’s	struggle	against	Japan	through	the	crea>on	of	a	
single	command	under	their	own	control.	It	will	be	the	duty	of	the	Chinese	revolu>onists	to	
oppose	the	subordina>on	of	Chinese	military	opera>ons	to	the	strategy	and	war	aims	of	
American	imperialism.	China,	moreover,	is	in	no	need	of	addi>onal	manpower	to	expel	the	
Japanese	invaders.	The	landing	of	American	armed	forces	in	China	must	therefore	be	condemned	
by	the	Chinese	revolu>onists	as	a	purely	imperialist	enterprise	and	they	must	mobilize	the	
Chinese	masses	in	opposi>on	thereto.	In	this	they	must	receive	the	support	of	the	revolu>onists	
in	the	United	States,	who	must	oppose	with	the	greatest	vigor	the	sending	of	American	armed	
forces	to	China	and	demand	the	withdrawal	of	those	already	in	the	country.	If	American	forces	are	
sent	to	China,	the	revolu>onists	must	strive	to	unite	the	Chinese	and	American	soldiers	against	
the	reac>onary	imperialists	and	their	Chinese	bourgeois	allies.	

VI	
The	tendency	for	increased	American	control	over	China’s	struggle	is	bound	to	be	

accompanied	by	an	intensifica>on	of	all	the	poli>cal	and	social	antagonisms	inside	the	Chinese	
armies	as	well	as	throughout	the	country.	Centers	of	an>-imperialist	resistance,	in	the	armies	and	
among	the	workers	and	peasants,	will	spring	up	to	confront	Chiang	Kai-shek	and	his	gang,	who	
have	led	the	war	against	Japan	in	order	to	sell	themselves	to	Wall	Street	on	more	advantageous	
terms.	In	these	condi>ons,	the	revolu>onary	program	of	defense	for	China—workers’	and	
peasants’	mili>as	based	on	serious	social	reforms	in	town	and	village—will	become	more	and	
more	a,	reality.	

VII	
Any	major	military	defeat	which	Japan	suffers	as	a	consequence	of	American	interven>on	

in	the	Far	East	will	create	revolu>onary	movements	of	the	masses	in	Japan	and	the	Japanese	
colonies	of	Manchukuo,	Korea	and	Formosa,	and	will	s>mulate	a	revolu>onary	revival	in	China.	
The	American	imperialists,	confronted	with	this	spreading	revolu>onary	upsurge,	will	grow	less	
concerned	about	the	struggle	against	Japan	than	with	crushing	the	independent	movement	of	the	
masses	which	will	threaten	their	en>re	posi>on.	Just	as	the	war	against	Japan	has	led	Chiang	Kai-
shek	to	become	a	tool	of	American	imperialism,	so	the	masses	of	China,	in	alliance	with	their	class	
brothers	in	the	Japanese	Empire,	will	be	led	to	the	social	revolu>on.	
March	31,	1941	
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When	 Japan	 embarked	 on	 its	 China	 Incident	 in	 1937,	 it	 seemed	 to	 the	 imperialist	 world	 a	
foregone	conclusion,	that	China	would	be	forced	to	capitulate	in	a	brief	>me.	All	that	Japan	would	
require	 to	 conquer	 was	 the	 >me	 to	 overrun	 the	 vast	 stretches	 of	 China.	 But	 that	 was	 itself	
recognized	 to	be	no	mean	undertaking.	Hence	 the	United	 States	hoped	 that	 at	 least	 Japanese,	
imperialism	would	become	exhausted	in	the	victorious	struggle.	No	aid	was	then	offered	to	China.	
United	States	strategy	was	to	allow	the	two	combatants	to	bleed	each	other	to	death.	

Two	factors	changed	this	strategy	of	“watchful-wai>ng,”	One	was	the	outbreak	of	the	second	
World	War	with	Germany	and	Japan	as	allies.	This	brought	the	threat	of	a	two-ocean	clash	for	the	
United	States	in	case	it	entered	the	struggle	on	the	side	of	England.	

But	the	second	factor	was	somewhat	of	an	offset	to	this	danger.	China	refused	to	acknowledge	
itself	defeated	and	a`er	four	terrible	years,	Japan	was	stalemated	and	bogged	down	in	China.	

To	avoid	flank	aQack	by	Japan,	the	United	States	saw	the	chance	by	lending	ac>ve	aid	to	Chiang	
Kai-shek,	 to	 counterbalance	 Hitler’s	 encouragement	 to	 Japan	 to	 seize	more	 Pacific	 loot.	 China	
might	 keep	 Japan	 too	 much	 occupied	 for	 the	Mikado’s	 forces	 to	 be	 very	 effec>ve	 elsewhere.	
Furthermore,	if	Japan	did	come	into	conflict	with	the	United	States,	then	it	might	be	possible	to	
secure	 bases	 of	 opera>on	 on	 the	 mainland	 against	 the	 island	 empire.	 Now	 Roosevelt	 is	 very	
anxious	to	keep	the	Chinese	Incident	going	in	a	big	way.	

American	“Poli#cal”	Aid	to	China	

The	 President	 has	 appointed	 all	 sorts	 of	 commissions	 to	 act	 as	 transmission	 belts	 for	 aid	 to	
Chungking.	Beside	military	and	technical	aid,	there	is	also	poli>cal	“aid.”	Owen	La_more	has	just	
been	 chosen	 as	 poli>cal	 adviser	 to	 Chiang	 Kai-shek.	 He	 was	 one	 of	 the	 first	 to	 recognize	 the	
importance	of	Chinese	resistance	to	Japan	from	the	point	o£	view	of	American	imperialism.	In	the	
magazine	Asia,	he	wrote	>me	and	again	of	the	mistake	being	made	by	the	government	in,	failing	
to	 give	 ac>ve	 support	 to	 China.	One	 of	 his	 editorials	was	 en>tled	There	 Is	No	 Time	 to	 Lose	 to	
emphasize	the	extreme	importance	for	keeping	Chinese	resistance	going.	

In	view	of	La_more’s	appointment,	it	is	instruc>ve	to	quote	some	of	his	views	on	the	aims	to	
be	 pursued	 by	 the	 United	 States.	 La_more	 is	 an	 “enlightened”	 spokesman	 for	 American	
imperialism.	He	realize	fully	the	importance	to	the	United	States	of	the	Pacific	area,	par>cularly	of	
China,	as	the	Lebensraum	 for	American	capitalism.	No	one	is	beQer	aware	of	the	contradic>ons	
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faced	 by	 imperialism	 in	 the	 present	 world	 conflict.	 Many	 American	 capitalists	 preferred	 to	
reconcile	themselves	to	the	swallowing	up	of	China	by	Japan,	rather	than	to	aid	defeat	Japan.	For	
if	 China	were	 successful,	 highly	 inflammable	 colonial	 forces,	would	be	 released	 throughout	 the	
en>re	Far	East.	The	Chinese	Revolu>on,	betrayed	by	Chiang	Kai-shek,	might	very	well	be	revived.	

La_more	sees	the	need	for	taking	some	chances,	but	at	the	same	>me	using	American	aid	to	
good	purpose.	Here	is	what	he	says:	

“There	are	those	who	fear	that	a	decisive	Chinese	victory	–	which	
undeniably	would	change	the	center	of	gravity	of	Asia	might	set	in	
moEon	 a	 general	 process	 of	 emancipaEon	 which	 would	 be	 too	
tumultuous	 to	 handle.	 The	 danger	 is	 that,	 for	 fear	 of	 going	 too	
fast,	we	shall	go	too	slowly.	For	sweeping	changes	are	at	hand	all	
over	Asia	...	They	cannot	be	prevented	altogether.”	

But	 La_more	 will	 do	 his	 best	 to	 steer	 things	 into	 the	 right	 channel.	 This	 is	 both	 implicit	 and	
explicit	in	all	that	he	says	

“It	 is	quite	true	that	we	shall	not	have	an	easy	>me	with	an	Asia	
headed	towards	emancipa>on.	We	shall	not	have	an	easy	>me	in	
any	case	...	If	we	are	to	have	chaos	in	China,	then	it	will	be	of	our	
own	 making.	 For	 there	 is	 no	 possibility	 that	 all	 China	 will	
acquiesce	meekly	to	Japanese	 imperial	conquest.	Apart	from	the	
fact	that	this	chaos	would	spread	all	over	Asia,	civil	war	 in	China	
would	mean,	in	the	end,	the	triumph	of	the	Chinese	communists.”	

This	was	wriQen	at	the	>me	when	Chiang	Kai-shek	was	aQacking	the	Fourth	Route	Army	of	the	
communists,	La_more	was	very	much	alarmed	at	this	blunder	of	Chiang	Kai-shek	the	moment	he	
received	American	aid.	For	La_more	understood	that	the	communists	would	gain	in	influence	as	
a	 result	 and	 that	 the	war	 against	 Japan	might	 become	a	 revolu>onary	war	of	 the	workers	 and	
peasants	supported	by	the	middle	class	not	only	against	Japan	but	against,	the	bourgeois	Chinese	
government.	

Nothing	 could	 reveal	more	 clearly	why	 La_more	was	 chosen	 as	 the	poli>cal	 “guide”	 for	 the	
Chinese	 regime	 than	his	a_tude	 towards	 the	Chinese	 revolu>on.	 “Our	 cardinal	need	 there	 is	a	
united	 China,	 carried	 forward	 on	 a	 current	 of	 orderly	 reforms.	 There	 is	 no	 need	 for	 violent	
revolu>on	(that	is,	communist	revolu>on);	but	unless	the	current	of	orderly	reform	is	given	a	free	
channel,	there	will	be	violent	revolu>on.”	

The	 interpreta>on	 of	 this	 view	 is	 clear.	 La_more	 proposes	 that	 American	 imperialism	 help	
Chiang	Kai-shek	in	building	a	“democra>c”	capitalist	China.	

We	venture	to	say	that	history	will	hardly	lend	itself	to	La_more’s	maneuvers	for	United	States	
imperialism.	Even	 if	Chiang	Kai-shek	 is	quite	willing	 to	become	the	 tool	of	American	capitalism,	
the	 Chinese	 masses	 will	 not	 have	 learned	 how	 to	 fight	 Japanese	 imperialism	 for	 the	 sake,	 of	
building	 a	 united	 and	 free	 China,	 only	 in	 order	 to	 fall	 under	 the	 domina>on	 of	 American	
imperialism.	To	conquer	China	the	United	States	will	have	to	resort	to	precisely	the	same	methods	
as	Japan	–	with	perhaps	the	same	outcome.	For	the	second	imperialist	war	will	not	end	without	
colonial	revolts,	especially	in	Asia,	China	will	not	only	undermine	the	Mikado’s	empire,	but	all	the	
imperialist	empires.	
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In	the	fi`h	year	of	the	Chino-Japanese	war	and	in	the	third	year	of	the	second	World	War,	

the	Oehlerites	and	Shachtmanites	have	suddenly	discovered	that	it	no	longer	is	permissible	for	
them	to	support	China’s	war	for	na>onal	emancipa>on.	

For	a	>me	a`er	their	break	away	from	us,	the	Oehlerites	and	Shachtmanites	con>nued	to	
repeat	a	few	of	the	scien>fic	formulas	they	learned	in	our	movement	but	never	completely	
understood.	They	accepted	our	posi>on	that	the	na>onalist	war	of	China	must	be	supported	
despite	the	crimes	of	the	Chinese	bourgeoisie	led	by	the	butcher	Chiang	Kai-shek.	

China’s	war	has	unfolded	since	1937	under	Chiang’s	leadership	who	con>nued	his	role	as	a	
willing	agent	of	any	imperialist	whom	he	could	approach.	S>ll	Oehler	and	Shachtman	remained	
supporters.	The	second	World	War	exploded.	They	saw	no	reason	for	change.	To	be	sure,	the	
Oehlerites	decided	to	penalize	the	Chinese	people	by	refusing	to	extend	them	material	aid,	
because,	they	said,	Chiang	headed	their	struggle.	The	Shachtmanites	for	their	part	were	“able	to	
give	only	cri>cal	support	to	the	Chinese	struggle”	(Labor	Ac>on,	March	16,	1942).	Nevertheless	
for	the	more	than	two	and	a	half	years	of	the	war	China	remained	assured	of	Oehlerite-
Shachtmanite	support.	But	not	today!	Why?	

The	Oehlerite	posi>on,	presented	in	the	name	of	the	theory	of	the	permanent	revolu>on,	
can	be	summed	up	in	one	proposi>on.	Marxists	must	now	conclude	that	China’s	role	is	today	
iden>cal	with	that	of	Serbia	in	1914,	and	that	therefore,	Oehler’s	posi>on	in	1942	is	the	same	as	
Lenin’s	in	1914:	

“In	precisely	the	same	way	the	Serbian	na>onal	struggle	was	no	longer	supported	by	the	
Marxists	when	it	became	a	phase	of	the	first	imperialist	war”	(Interna>onal	News,	February	
1942).	

Lenin	used	to	complain	that	a	sectarian	could	so	confuse	issues	in	a	few	lines	that	twice	as	
many	volumes	were	needed	to	unravel	the	complex	mess.	We	shall	be	as	brief	as	possible.	
		
Lenin’s	Posi#on	on	the	Na#onal	Ques#on	

Leninist	policy	on	the	na>onal	ques>on	is	not	reducible	to	an	empty	abstrac>on	which	
may	be	applied	in	the	same	way,	under	all	condi>ons,	at	all	>mes,	everywhere.	
In	his	1916	theses	on	the	na>onal	ques>on	Lenin	differen>ated	between	three	types	of	country.	

“The	first	type—are	those	advanced	countries	of	western	Europe	(and	America)	where	the	
na>onal	movement	is	a	thing	of	the	past.	The	second	type—eastern	Europe,	where	the	na>onal	
movement	is	a	thing	of	the	present.	And	thirdly,	the	semi-colonies	and	colonies	where	it	is	in	large	
measure	in	the	future”	(Lenin’s	Collected	Works,	Russian	edi>on,	vol.XIX,	pp.203-204).	
Lenin	was	not	spli_ng	hairs.	Nor	was	he	quibbling	about	gramma>cal	tenses.	He	was	laying	bare	
in	this	analysis	the	dialec>c	of	history	with	regard	to	the	na>onal	ques>on.	These	three	types	
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represent	three	different	paths	of	historical	development.	The	tasks	of	the	workers	differ	
profoundly	depending	upon	the	type	of	country	involved.	

In	the	most	advanced	countries	of	Europe	and	America	and	in	Japan	the	na>onal	issue	is	
today	simply	a	reac>onary	cover	for	the	imperialist	bourgeoisie.	The	na>onal	problem	has	been	
solved	in	these	na>ons	long	ago.	Here	the	revolu>onists	can	and	must	advance	immediately	to	
socialism.	Since	1914-18	the	imperialist	bourgeoisies	have	only	further	revealed	themselves	as	
the	mortal	enemies	of	their	own	na>ons	and	of	all	mankind.	For	the	sake	of	preserving	even	a	
share	of	their	profits	and	ruling	posi>ons	they	unhesita>ngly	slaughter	millions,	destroy	vast	
wealth	and	betray	the	vital	interests	of	their	respec>ve	peoples.	The	American	workers	need	only	
look	at	the	French	bourgeoisie	and	its	Petain	to	discover	the	real	a_tude	of	the	bosses	towards	
their	“na>on.”	Since	the	war	of	1914-18	the	lie	of	“defense	of	the	fatherland”	has	become	all	the	
more	monstrous	and	vile.	

Among	the	countries	of	the	second	type	Lenin	included	the	“prison-houses	of	the	
peoples,”	the	empires	of	Austro-Hungary	and	Russia,	and	the	Balkan	cockpit	of	Europe.	In	these	
countries	imperialist	regimes	were	denying	na>onal	independence	to	the	Czechs,	Slovaks,	Serbs,	
Ukrainians,	Poles,	Finns,	LeQs,	etc.	In	these	countries,	Lenin	taught,	the	ques>on	of	na>onal	
independence	plays	a	different	role	from	that	in	advanced	countries.	Under	certain	circumstances	
it	is	progressive;	under	other	condi>ons	reac>onary.	What	decides	is	whether	or	not	in	every	
given	situa>on	a	small	country	plays	an	independent	role	in	its	struggle	for	na>onal	existence.	If	it	
does,	then	the	Marxists	say:	Support	of	a	na>onal	struggle	in	such	a	case	is	obligatory	upon	all	
workers.	Thus,	in	an	isolated	struggle	between	a	small	country	like	Serbia	and	an	oppressor	na>on	
like	Austria,	Lenin	and	the	Serbian	socialists	supported	Serbia.	However,	because	of	the	
overwhelming	economic	and	poli>cal	preponderance	of	the	imperialist	bourgeoisie,	the	small	
European	countries	cannot	play	such	an	independent	role	in	the	condi>ons	of	an	imperialist	war.	
They	are	too	closely	integrated	economically	and	poli>cally	with	the	great	powers	to	pursue	their	
own	na>onalist	goals	at	a	>me	when	the	full	power	of	the	imperialists	is	unleashed.	Lenin	and	the	
Serbian	socialists	never	denied	during	the	last	war	that	the	Serbs	were	figh>ng	for	their	na>onal	
existence.	What	they	denied	was	the	independent	role	of	this	struggle	once	Serbia	became	
involved	in	the	imperialist	war.	Serbia’s	war	then	became	completely	subordinated	to	the	aims	
and	goals	of	the	imperialists.	To	support	Serbia	under	these	condi>ons	was	to	support	the	
imperialist	war.	

“The	na>onal	element	in	the	Austro-Serbian	war,”	wrote	Lenin,	“has	no	serious	
significance	in	comparison	with	the	all-determining	imperialist	compe>>on”	(Lenin’s	Collected	
Works,	Russian	edi>on,	vol.XIX,	p.183).	

The	experience	of	the	first	World	War	and	the	post-war	period	has	proved	to	the	hilt	
Lenin’s	analysis	that	the	complete	subservience	of	the	small	European	countries	to	the	great	
powers	precludes	for	them	the	aQainment	of	na>onal	independence	through	par>cipa>on	in	the	
imperialist	wars.	Czech	na>onalism	played	a	completely	reac>onary	role,	during	the	war	as	the	
ally	of	the	“democra>c”	imperialist	camp,	a`er	the	war	as	a	junior	partner	of	victorious	French	
imperialism;	Czechoslovakia	was	herself	an	imperialist	country,	oppressing	the	Slovaks	and	the	
Sudeten	Germans.	Serbia	emerged	from	the	war	not	as	an	independent	na>on,	but	as	an	
imperialist-vassal	state	(Yugoslavia)	set	up	at	Versailles.	Polish	na>onalism	supported	the	Central	
Powers	against	the	“democracies,”	and	switching	camps,	also	emerged	as	an	imperialist	oppressor	
of	Ukrainians	and	Germans.	

In	the	second	World	War,	the	fate	of	Czechoslovakia,	Poland,	Norway,	Denmark,	Finland,	
Roumania,	et	cetera,	demonstrates	that	the	small	countries	cannot	maintain	an	independent	
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existence	but	must	line	up	with	one	or	another	camp	whenever	the	showdown	between	the	
imperialists	comes.	

This	does	not	mean	that	the	small	European	countries	should	forsake	their	struggle	for	
independence.	But	they	can	achieve	a	las>ng	and	genuine	independence	only	in	one	way,	by	
joining	the	proletariat	of	the	ranking	imperialist	countries	in	the	struggle	against	the	imperialist	
system,	and	for	socialism.	That	is	why	Marxists,	while	refusing	to	support	the	small	countries	
par>cipa>ng	in	the	imperialist	war,	nevertheless	raise	the	slogan	of	self-determina>on.	

“The	dialec>c	of	history,”	explained	Lenin,	“is	such	that	small	na>ons	who	are	impotent	as	
an	independent	factor	in	the	struggle	against	imperialism,	play	the	role	as	one	of	the	ferments,	
one	of	the	bacilli,	aiding	the	arrival	on	the	scene	of	the	real	force	against	imperialism,	namely,	the	
socialist	proletariat.”	(idem,	p.270)	

Lenin’s	posi>on	in	regard	to	the	small	European	countries—a`er	more	than	two	decades	
in	which	the	bourgeois	na>onal	movements	of	these	countries	demonstrated	their	completely	
reac>onary	content—is	as	valid	today	as	it	was	in	1914-18.	Their	struggles	can	be	progressive	only	
in	isolated	instances.	
		
Colonial	and	Semi-colonial	Countries	

We	now	come	to	the	third	type	of	country—the	colonies	and	semi-colonies	of	Asia,	Africa	
and	South	and	Central	America.	The	world	imperialist	system	consists	of	two	diametrically	
opposed	spheres:	the	metropolitan	centers	(the	“mother-countries”)	at	one	pole	and	the	colonies	
and	semi-colonies	(the	doubly	enslaved	peoples)	at	the	other.	The	na>onal	task	of	the	workers	in	
the	colonial	and	semi-colonial	countries	differs	profoundly	from	that	of	the	other	two	types.	Their	
countries	are	integrated	in	a	different	way	into	the	imperialist	system.	The	oppression	strikes	at	all	
classes	in	the	colonies	and	semi-colonies	with	the	excep>on	of	a	>ny	minority	of	na>ve	agents	
and	partners	of	the	imperialist	rulers.	
During	the	first	World	War	there	were	also	sectarians	who	tried	to	deny	the	duty	of	Marxists	to	
give	uncondi>onal	support	to	the	na>onalist	mass	movements	in	colonies	and	semi-colonies.	
Lenin	explained:	

“Is	the	actual	posi>on	of	the	workers	in	the	oppressor	countries	and	those	in	the	
oppressed	na>ons	one	and	the	same	from	the	standpoint	of	the	na>onal	ques>on?	

“No,	it	is	not	the	same.	
“1.	The	economic	difference	lies	in	this,	that	sec>ons	of	the	working	class	in	the	oppressor	

countries	profit	from	those	crumbs	of	superprofits	obtained	by	the	bourgeoisie	of	the	oppressing	
na>ons,	who	always	tear	two	skins	from	the	backs	of	the	workers	of	the	oppressed	na>onali>es	...	
the	workers	of	an	oppressor	na>on	are	to	a	certain	extent	partners	of	their	bourgeoisie	in	the	
laQer’s	plundering	the	workers	(and	the	mass	of	the	popula>on)	of	an	oppressed	na>on.	

“2.	The	poli>cal	difference	lies	in	this,	that	the	workers	of	the	oppressor	na>ons	occupy	
a	privileged	posi>on	in	a	whole	number	of	spheres	of	poli>cal	life	as	compared	with	the	workers	
of	an	oppressed	na>on.	

“3.	Ideologically	or	psychologically	the	difference	is	this—that	the	workers	of	oppressor	
na>ons	are	always	educated	both	in	schools	and	by	life	itself	in	the	spirit	of	contempt	or	
indifference	toward	the	workers	of	oppressed	na>ons.	

“And	so,	in	objec>ve	reality	there	is	a	differen>a>on	all	along	the	line”	(Lenin’s	Collected	
Works,	Russian	edi>on,	vol.XIX,	p.218).	
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Marxists	give	poli>cal	expression	to	this	differen>a>on	in	objec>ve	reality	by	singling	out	
the	different	tasks	confron>ng	the	workers	of	the	oppressed	na>ons	with	regard	to	the	na>onal	
ques>on.	

Today	as	in	1914-18,	the	task	of	the	European	workers,	no	maQer	what	their	country,	is	
the	accomplishment	of	the	socialist	revolu>on,	i.e.,	resuming	the	road	pioneered	by	the	
Bolsheviks	in	the	Czarist	empire	of	1917.	The	na>onal	element—for	all	its	importance—can	play	
in	Europe	only	the	same	subordinate	role	that	it	did	in	1914	in	the	case	of	Serbia.	But	the	workers	
in	colonial	and	semi-colonial	countries	in	Asia	have	before	them,	first	of	all,	the	objec>ve	tasks	of	
the	democra>c	revolu>on.	For	them	the	na>onal	ques>on	is	the	most	burning	and	immediate.	
Whoever	seeks	to	divert	them	from	the	solu>on	of	this	task	cannot	speak	in	Lenin’s	name.	

When	Lenin	wrote	his	theses	on	the	na>onal	ques>on	during	the	first	World	War,	these	
semi-colonial	and	colonial	struggles	were	s>ll	in	the	future.	Despite,	or	rather	because	of	this	fact,	
he	kept	reitera>ng	in	the	very	midst	of	an	imperialist	war,	that	such	struggles	were	progressive,	
and	must	be	supported	if	and	when	they	did	occur.	On	October	14,	1914,	Lenin	said:	

“The	class-conscious	proletarians	in	India	and	China	cannot	follow	any	but	the	naEonal	
road,	as	their	countries	have	not	been	formed	as	yet	into	naEonal	states.	If	China	had	to	wage	an	
aggressive	war	for	this	purpose,	we	could	only	sympathize	with	it,	since	objecEvely	that	would	be	
a	progressive	war.”	(Lenin’s	Collected	Works,	English	edi>on,	vol.XVIII,	p.69)	
In	August	1915,	Lenin	wrote:	

“The	socialists	recognized	and	do	recognize	at	this	very	moment	the	legiEmacy,	
progressiveness	and	jusEce	of	‘defending	the	fatherland’	or	of	a	‘defensive	war.’	Far	instance,	if	
Morocco	were	to	declare	war	against	France	tomorrow,	or	India	against	England,	or	Persia	or	
China	against	Russia,	et	cetera,	these	wars	would	be	‘just,’	‘defensive’	wars	...	Every	socialist	
would	then	wish	the	victory	of	the	oppressed,	dependent,	non-sovereign	states	against	the	
oppressing,	slave-holding,	pillaging	‘great’	naEons.”	(idem,	p.220)	

Dozens	of	similar	quota>ons	could	be	cited	from	Lenin’s	speeches	and	ar>cles	during	and	
a`er	the	first	World	War.	The	difference	between	Serbia	and	China	remains	no	less	profound	
today.	It	is	impermissible	even	to	talk	about	the	theory	of	the	permanent	revolu>on	unless	one	
first	understands	that	the	posi>on	of	the	colonial	and	semi-colonial	countries	in	rela>on	to	the	
imperialists	is	different	not	only	in	degree	but	in	kind	from	that	of	the	small	European	countries.	
The	colonial	and	semi-colonial	peoples	can	play	and	are	playing	an	independent	role	not	only	in	
isolated	struggles,	but	also	in	the	very	midst	of	an	imperialist	war.	

Na>onal	struggles	of	colonial	and	semi-colonial	peoples	are	doubly	progressive.	First,	the	
struggle	tears	vast	masses	of	backward	peoples	out	of	barbarous	systems,	par>cularism	and	
foreign	bondage,	and	thus	opens	the	road	for	their	economic	and	cultural	advancement.	
Secondly,	it	strikes	mighty	blows	at	the	very	heart	of	imperialism,	and	thus	facilitates	the	struggle	
for	socialism	of	the	workers	in	Europe,	the	United	States	and	Japan.	

This	was	Lenin’s	posi>on.	These	principles	were	later	incorporated	in	the	programma>c	
documents	of	the	first	four	World	Congresses	of	the	Communist	Interna>onal.	The	Trotskyist	
movement,	the	genuine	con>nuator	of	Leninism,	has	never	swerved	from	this	posi>on.	
Lenin	died	in	January	1924,	on	the	eve	of	the	first	great	movement	of	libera>on	in	Asia.	The	
Chinese	revolu>on	erupted	in	1925.	The	Indian	masses	began	to	move	in	the	late	twen>es.	
Owing	to	uneven	development	the	na>onalist	movement	in	the	colonies	and	semi-colonies	is	
today	differen>ated	into:	1.	those	countries	where	it	is	a	thing	of	the	present	(China,	Ceylon,	
Malaya,	Syria,	India);	2.	those	where	it	is	s>ll	largely	in	the	future	(Kenya	Colony,	Libya,	Togoland,	
Liberia).	
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What	is	the	criterion	whereby	Marxists	determine	whether	a	colonial	or	semi-colonial	
country	is	conduc>ng	a	progressive	struggle?	We	determine	our	posi>on,	first	of	all,	on	the	basis	
of	fact.	Does	this	struggle	play	an	independent	role?	If	it	does,	we	support	it.	The	ac>ons	of	the	
imperialists	are	decisive	only	to	the	extent	that	the	na>onalist	element	of	the	struggle	is	
destroyed	by	them	or	their	agents.	Any	one	who	opposes	support	of	China’s	war	against	Japan	
must	first	demonstrate	that	the	na>onalist	element	in	China’s	war	against	Japan	has	no	serious	
significance	in	comparison	with	the	direct	interven>on	of	China’s	imperialist	“allies.”	

*	*	*	
Marxists	begin	by	taking	the	historical	task	as	their	point	of	departure.	China	must	solve	

her	na>onal	problem.	Is	China’s	struggle	today	s>ll	a	na>onal	struggle?	Oehler	s>ll	speaks	of	the	
Chinese	armies	as	na>onalist	armies.	This	is	precisely	what	we	maintain.	We	support	China’s	war	
uncondi>onally,	because,	among	other	things,	her	armies	are	today	s>ll	primarily	waging	a	
na>onal	war.	Oehler	calls	our	policy	“spreading	na>onalist	confusion.”	The	confusion,	however,	is	
in	his	own	head	and	not	in	our	Leninist	policy.	
		
Pe^y-Bourgeois	Confusionism	

Shachtman	mo>vates	his	current	posi>on	on	China	as	follows:	
“China’s	struggle	against	Japan	was	progressive	when	it	was	an	an>-imperialist	struggle;	it	loses	
that	characteris>c	when	it	becomes	a	struggle	against	one	imperialist	power	conducted	and	
directed	by	another	imperialist	power	and	its	interests”	(Labor	Ac>on,	March	16,	1942).	
No	more	than	Oehler	does	he	aQempt	to	determine	in	fact	whether	or	not	what	he	claims	has	
actually	taken	place.	

To	dispose	of	China’s	na>onalist	struggle,	Shachtman	waves	a	magic	wand	and—presto!	
change-o!—“the	character	of	the	war	has	changed.”	

“In	the	person	of	Chiang	Kai-shek,	China	has	become	a	tool	in	the	hands	of	Anglo-
American	imperialism	...”	(loc.	cit.).	

China—“in	the	person	of	Chiang	Kai-shek”!	
Chiang	looms	>tanic	in	the	imagina>on	of	many	muddle-heads.	But	just	how	has	the	

august	person	of	Chiang	wiped	out	the	na>onal	struggle	of	China?	Shachtman	does	not	say.	
Not	so	long	ago	Shachtman	applied	the	self-same	formula	to	the	Soviet	Union.	He	then	argued	in	
effect	that	“in	the	person	of	Stalin”	the	Soviet	Union	had	become	not	only	a	tool	of	imperialism,	
but	also	a	counter-revolu>onary	state,	etc.,	etc.,	and	hence	unworthy	of	his	support.	Apparently	
he	now	wishes	to	extend	this	same	formula	to	China.	But	why	stop	there?	Why	is	India	exempted?	
If	Anglo-American	imperialists	ever	had	a	tool,	they	surely	possess	one	in	the	person	of	Nehru.	
Hitler	is	opera>ng	as	best	he	can	with	Bose.	Thus	far,	the	score	stands:	for	China—one	tool	in	one	
imperialist	camp,	for	India	—	two	tools	in	two	camps.	According	to	Shachtman’s	logic	it	would	
therefore	follow	that	India’s	na>onal	struggle	is	twice-damned	and	doubly	unworthy	of	his	
“cri>cal	support.”	

Chiang	is	a	counter-revolu>onary	scoundrel	today,	as	he	was	yesterday,	as	he	will	be	
tomorrow.	Nehru	will	try	to	repeat	in	India	all	the	abomina>ons	of	Chiang,	in	China.	If	this	is	a	
cogent	argument	for	not	suppor>ng	China	or	India,	then	how	could	the	ques>on	of	support	have	
ever	arisen?	Why	has	Shachtman	supported	China	all	these	years?	No,	this	undeniable	fact	is	only	
an	argument	for	conduc>ng	an	irreconcilable	struggle	against	these	and	all	other	representa>ves	
of	the	colonial	and	semi-colonial	bourgeoisies.	A	Marxist	would	draw	from	this	the	conclusion	
that	the	na>onalist	struggle	must	be	guided	in	such	a	way	as	to	make	it	easier	for	the	masses	to	
learn	from	their	own	experience	the	true	nature	of	such	bourgeois	leadership.	We	propose	to	
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help	the	movement	to	sweep	over	the	heads	of	the	treacherous	bourgeois	leadership	and	thus	
gain	the	opportunity	for	a	real	proletarian	leadership	to	come	to	the	fore.	But	to	do	this,	one	must	
not	turn	one’s	back	on	the	movement	beforehand.	We	remain	supporters	of	na>onal	struggles	
whether	they	are	led	by	Chiang	in	China,	by	Nehru	or	Bose	in	India.	This	is	what	we	mean	
by	uncondi>onal	support.	But	this	does	not	at	all	mean	that	so	far	as	the	outcome	of	the	struggle	
itself	is	concerned,	the	leadership	is	of	no	consequence.	On	the	contrary,	the	ques>on	of	the	
leadership	is	of	paramount	importance.	That	is	why	we	are	irreconcilable	opponents	of	Chiang,	
Nehru,	Bose	and	Co.	and	their	respec>ve	bourgeoisies.	

To	invoke	Chiang	Kai-shek’s	role	as	tool	of	“Anglo-American	imperialism”	seQles	nothing	in	
and	of	itself.	A	tool	is	one	thing;	a	finished	job	is	something	else	again.	If	Shachtman	means	to	say	
thereby	that	Chiang’s	role	is	automa>cally	reducible	to	that	of	Wang	Ching-wei,	the	Japanese	
puppet	opposing	China’s	independence,	he	is	merely	employing	a	piece	of	sophistry	which	
falsifies	present	reality	and	is	fatal	to	a	really	revolu>onary	policy.	

It	goes	without	saying,	England	and	the	United	States	hope	to	establish	the	same	
rela>onship	in	China	with	respect	to	Chiang	that	Japan	has	with	Wang.	But	have	they	already	
established	it	as	Japan	has?	We	answer,	empha>cally	no!	

To	invest	his	reasoning	with	a	semblance	of	seriousness	Shachtman	tries	to	adduce	
historical	illustra>ons.	China,	he	says,	now	occupies	the	same	posi>on	as	“that	occupied	by	
countries	like	Ethiopia	and	Libya,	Slovakia	and	Norway”	(Labor	Ac>on,	March	16,	1942).	
Oehler	with	his	Serbia	is	ra>onal	in	comparison	with	this	mish-mash.	

Slovakia	and	Norway	lie	prostrate	under	the	Nazi	boot,	but	at	no	>me	did	Shachtman	
propose	to	defend	those	“fatherlands.”	China’s	armies	are	figh>ng	against	the	same	invader	today	
as	when	Shachtman	was	for	the	defense	of	this	fatherland.	

For	both	Slovakia	and	Norway	the	na>onal	ques>on	was	decided	long	ago;	the	only	path	
open	for	them	is	to	join	directly	and	immediately	in	the	struggle	for	the	Socialist	United	States	of	
Europe.	In	short,	China’s	posi>on	is	not	the	same	as	Slovakia’s	and	Norway’s	but	just	the	opposite.	

In	Ethiopia	England	now	rules	through	Haile	Selassie’s	regime.	Libya	is	s>ll	in	Italy’s	hands	
by	grace	of	Hitler	and	Rommel.	For	both	Ethiopia	and	Libya	the	na>onal	struggle	lies	ahead.	Their	
present	posi>on	is	not	comparable	to	that	of	Norway,	Slovakia	or	China.	
		
Can	China’s	War	Change	Character?	

To	jus>fy	his	latest	betrayal	of	Marxism,	Shachtman	points	in	two	opposite	direc>ons	with	
one	hand	to	European	peoples	whose	sole	progressive	road	is	socialism,	and	with	the	other	to	
African	peoples	who	have	not	yet	entered	the	road	of	na>onal	existence.	Shachtman’s	crime	
consists	in	deser>ng	the	exis>ng	na>onalist	struggle	in	the	semi-colonial	country	of	China,	just	as	
he	deserted	the	defense	of	the	Soviet	Union.	

Naturally,	should	China’s	imperialist	“allies”	establish	ther	domina>on	over	China	as	
absolutely	as,	say,	England	has	over	Ethiopia,	then	China’s	war	against	Japan	would	remain	her	
war	in	name	only.	However,	to	pose	the	ques>on	of	a	change	in	the	character	of	China’s	war,	it	is	
first	of	all	necessary	to	demonstrate	that	the	rela>onship	of	forces	has	unques>onably	shi`ed	in	
favor	of	the	imperialists.	This	is	the	crux	of	the	whole	issue.	

The	only	semi-coherent	argument	adduced	by	either	Oehler	or	Shachtman	for	their	flip-
flop	on	China	is	the	declara>on	by	Britain	and	the	United	States	of	war	against	Japan.	Oehler	
blurts	this	out:	“Before	the	imperialist	war	(December	7,	1941)	we	classified	the	Chinese	struggle	
as	progressive.”	Shachtman	employs	a	shame-faced	evasion:	“Up	to	recently,	to	defend	China	in	
her	war	with	Japan	was	righteous	and	just	...”	
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We	await	a	ra>onal	explana>on	of	just	how	the	Japanese	imperialists	succeeded	in	also	
blowing	up	China’s	war	by	bombing	Pearl	Harbor	on	December	7,	1941	(or	“up	to	recently”).	
For	reasons	known	only	to	himself,	Shachtman	drags	in	Burma	to	support	his	posi>on	on	China:	
“The	Chinese	Army	is	...	already	figh>ng	on	Burmese	soil	to	maintain	the	imperialist	rule	of	the	
Bri>sh	bourgeoisie	...”	

Shachtman	declares	that	the	Chinese	troops	in	Burma	are	figh>ng	on	behalf	of	Anglo-
American	imperialism.	Is	this	so?	Yes	and	no.	More	no	than	yes.	The	Anglo-American	imperialists	
have	a	stake	in	the	defeat	of	the	Japanese	in	Burma	as	elsewhere,	but	this	is	not	the	only	factor	in	
that	par>cular	segment	of	the	struggle.	The	victory	of	the	Chinese	forces	in	Burma	over	Japan	
would	give	a	tremendous	impetus	to	the	na>onal-revolu>onary	movement	in	all	Asia,	including	
that	of	the	Burmese	peasants,	and	would	bulwark	the	independence	of	China.	
		
The	Real	Situa#on	in	China	

The	exis>ng	Burmese	situa>on	proves	just	the	contrary	of	what	this	peQy-bourgeois	
confusionist	seeks.	Japan	is	beQer	situated	to	assert	her	domina>on	over	the	insurgent	peasants	
of	Burma	than	both	England	and	the	United	States	are	today	in	rela>on	to	China.	Should	the	
Burmese	peasants	therefore	suspend	their	struggle	for	libera>on?	Should	the	Marxists	on	this	
account	refuse	to	support	them?	

It	is	incomprehensible	how	anyone	can	support—and	correctly	so!	—	a	peasant	struggle	in	
such	an	unstable	rela>onship	of	forces	as	that	in	Burma	and	in	the	same	breath	withdraw	support	
from	the	struggle	of	the	Chinese	people	who	are	in	a	far	more	advantageous	situa>on.	
A	demagogue	might	invoke	the	Burmese	struggle	to	say	that	those	who	are	today	suppor>ng	
China	bear	their	share	of	responsibility	for	the	blood	of	any	insurgent	Burmese	peasants	
slaughtered	by	Chiang	in	Burma.	

But	Chiang	is	also	covered	from	head	to	foot	with	the	blood	of	Chinese	workers	and	
peasants	whom	he	butchered	yesterday	as	he	s>ll	does	today.	Only	a	Shachtman	could	imply	that	
any	of	this	blood-guilt	is	borne	by	those	who	support	China	today	just	as	they	have	during	all	
these	years,	despite	and	against	Chiang.	

The	extension	of	military	hos>li>es	does	not	and	cannot	eliminate	the	na>onal	ques>on.	
On	the	contrary,	it	sharpens	this	struggle	in	the	extreme	degree,	especially	in	colonial	and	semi-
colonial	countries.	Above	all,	China	and	India.	

The	outbreak	of	hos>li>es	between	Japanese	and	Anglo-American	imperialism	has,	in	
actual	fact,	complicated	rather	than	solved	Japan’s	difficul>es	in	China.	On	the	other	hand,	China	
is	freer	today	to	play	an	independent	role	vis	à	vis	Anglo-American	imperialism	than	at	any	other	
>me	since	1937.	

The	imperialists	in	both	camps	cannot	at	will	transform	colonial	and	semi-colonial	
struggles	into	their	opposite.	They	have	the	will,	but	they	lack	the	magic	powers	with	which	both	
Shachtman	and	Oehler	endow	them.	As	maQers	stand	at	present,	all	the	imperialists	who	
unques>onably	intend	to	destroy	na>onalist	struggles	if	given	the	opportunity,	are	not	crushing	
these	struggles	but	are	involuntarily	doing	just	the	opposite	in	rela>on	to	China	and	India.	
Yes,	these	bandits	are	now	up	to	their	necks	in	the	dangerous	game	of	suppor>ng	Chinese	and	
Indian	na>onalist	movements.	Hitler	and	Japan	fan	the.flames	in	India.	The	United	States	and	
England	are	commiQed	to	the	same	maneuver	in	China,	hoping	to	spread	the	revolt	to	
Manchuria,	Korea,	Formosa.	Each	hopes	to	weaken	thereby	his	imperialist	opponent	today,	and	
then	to	strangle	these	movements	on	the	morrow.	Japan	feels	sure	she	can	repeat	in	India	what	
she	did	in	Korea.	American	imperialists	think	they	can	repeat	in	China	their	past	performances	in	
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the	Philippines,	Cuba,	Panama.	This	is	easier	said	than	done.	Meanwhile,	China	is	in	posi>on	to	
profit	from	the	contradic>ons	in	the	imperialist	camps.	So	is	India.	
The	inten>ons	of	the	ruling	classes	by	no	means	decide	great	issues.	Let	us	recall	two	historical	
instances.	

During	the	Civil	War,	England	and	France	gave	aid	to	the	South.	Lincoln’s	government	
entered	into	a	de	facto	alliance	with	Czarism.	Russian	warships	under	the	command	of	Grand	
Duke	Alexis	appeared	in	San	Francisco	harbor	at	one	of	the	cri>cal	junctures	in	the	rela>ons	
between	Washington	and	France	and	Great	Britain.	Thus,	in	order	to	defend	its	na>onal	existence	
and	independence,	the	most	progressive	government	in	the	world	at	that	>me,	the	United	States,	
was	obliged	to	ally	itself	with	the	most	reac>onary	regime	in	the	world—Czarist	Russia.	This	fact	
did	not	prevent	Marx	from	wholeheartedly	suppor>ng	the	war	of	the	North	against	the	South,	
and	against	the	South’s	imperialist	backers.	

Toward	the	end	of	the	eighteenth	century,	two	of	the	most	reac>onary	regimes	in	Europe,	
the	monarchy	of	France	and	the	monarchy	of	Spain,	supported	the	struggle	of	thirteen	insurgent	
English	colonies	in	North	America.	Both	of	these	feudal	empires	possessed	vast	colonies	of	their	
own	on	this	con>nent.	In	suppor>ng	the	American	revolu>on	of	1776,	the	French	and	Spanish	
monarchs	were	intent	primarily	on	dealing	a	blow	to	their	rival,	mighty	England,	then	rising	to	
supremacy.	They	doubtless	proposed	to	deal	with	these	colonial	upstarts	at	their	leisure	at	some	
future	>me.	Spanish	and	French	armies	and	navies	fought,	side	by	side,	with	the	forces	of	the	
American	revolu>onists.	From	the	conflict	America	emerged	as	an	independent	na>on,	signing	a	
separate	peace	with	England	in	defiance	of	her	pact	with	France.	The	Royal	Exchequer	of	France	
already	sadly	depleted	was	further	drained	by	the	considerable	cost	of	French	support	to	the	
American	revolu>on.	The	financial	bankruptcy	of	the	French	monarchy,	as	is	well	known,	played	a	
part	in	bringing	about	its	downfall	and	unleashing	the	Great	French	Revolu>on	a	decade	later.	It	is	
likewise	well	known	that	as	a	direct	consequence	of	the	French	revolu>on,	the	Spanish	monarch	
toppled	from	his	throne.	Very	liQle	remained	of	the	colonial	empires	of	France	and	Spain	in	the	
western	hemisphere.	

Many	other	examples	could	be	cited	to	show	that	>me	and	again	the	ruling	classes	found	
colonial	and	na>onal-revolu>onary	movements	passing	over	their	heads	and	taking	en>rely	
different	direc>on	from	the	one	they	had	expected	and	planned	for.	

The	contradic>ons	which	are	now	convulsing	all	imperialists	surpass	in	intensity	the	
contradic>ons	bese_ng	the	French	and	Spanish	monarchies	in	the	eighteenth	century.	This	is	
especially	true	of	Japan	—	today	the	main	enemy	of	China,	just	as	Britain	is	today	the	main	enemy	
of	India.	

The	Japanese	empire	now	sits	astride	the	volcano	of	agrarian	revolu>on	at	home	and	has	
temporarily	added	to	her	social	volcanoes	abroad	(Korea,	Manchuria,	Formosa)	those	of	Indo-
China,	Malaya,	Philippines,	Java,	Sumatra,	Borneo,	Burma,	etc.	The	Mikado’s	strategists	are	bent	
on	further	warming	their	posteriors	on	the	already	white-hot	lava	of	India.	

The	Chinese	revolu>on,	despite	seventeen	years	of	terrible	bloodle_ng,	s>ll	smoulders.	
Great	lessons,	great	experiences,	great	tradi>ons	have	been	accumulated.	By	no	means	the	least	
of	these	are	the	tradi>ons	and	experiences	of	the	years	of	struggle	against	Japan.	The	decisive	
baQles	of	this	war	are	s>ll	ahead.	

India’s	struggle	for	libera>on	strengthens	China	and	is	in	its	own	turn	strengthened	by	the	
laQer.	All	the	millions	of	Asia	are	watching,	learning,	wai>ng.	To	the	Indian	workers	we	say:	China’s	
struggle	is	your	struggle.	Support	it.	Whoever	tells	you	otherwise	is	not	your	friend,	but	the	friend	
of	your	enemies.	
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Not	so	very	far	from	Asia	stands	the	Soviet	Union	where	the	socialist	revolu>on	s>ll	lives	
on.	Traitors	have	turned	against	the	USSR,	but	not	the	masses	of	Asia.	They	are	wai>ng,	watching,	
learning,	preparing	to	act.	Our	task	is	to	aid	them	and	not	to	deal	them	blows.	
From	all	this	we	draw	the	conclusion	that	the	chances	of	the	na>onalist	movement	in	Asia	
sweeping	over	the	heads	of	all	the	imperialists	are	far	greater	in	1942	than	they	were	in	America	
in	1774.	

Oehler	and	Shachtman	today	say	in	effect:	Chiang	is	the	main	enemy.	We,	on	the	contrary,	
say	to	the	Chinese	workers:	The	Japanese	invader	is	the	main	enemy.	Fire	at	Japan	first—and	
shoot	with	anybody	who	shoots	in	the	same	direc>on.	In	this	way	you	are	best	preparing	
yourselves	to	assume	the	leadership	of	the	Chinese	na>on	today.	In	this	way	you	will	best	be	able	
to	deal	on	the	morrow	with	all	the	traitors	from	Chiang	down.	

Given	the	opportunity,	Chiang	will	again	betray	the	Chinese	people	as	he	has	done	so	
many	>mes	in	the	past.	Roosevelt	and	Churchill	are	depending	a	lot	on	Chiang	whom,	like	
Shachtman	and	Oehler,	they	iden>fy	with	the	Chinese	na>on.	Only	they	place	a	plus	where	
Shachtman	and	Oehler	put	a	minus	sign.	At	the	same	>me,	it	is	by	no	means	excluded	that	a	
sec>on	of	the	Chinese	bourgeoisie,	par>cularly	the	one	led	by	Chiang,	may	decide	that	they	can	
strike,	a`er	all,	a	beQer	bargain	with	Tokyo.	Meanwhile,	the	final	outcome	will	be	decided	not	by	
the	plans	in	the	minds	of	statesmen	but	by	the	struggle	itself.	To	intervene	and	par>cipate	in	this	
struggle,	it	is	necessary	to	equip	the	Chinese	masses	with	a	correct	program,	tell	them	who	their	
main	enemy	is	today	so	that	they	may	concentrate	their	fire	in	the	right	direc>on.	
The	divergence	between	us,	on	the	one	hand,	and	the	sectarians	and	the	peQy-bourgeois	
confusionists,	on	the	other,	is	not	at	all	accidental.	It	represents	the	divergence	between	Marxism	
and	pseudo-Marxism.	Those	who	orient	themselves	in	poli>cs	on	the	basis	of	a	principled	
method,	i.e.,	the	Marxist	dialec>c,	invariably	find	themselves	in	conflict	with	those	who	operate	
with	sterile	formulas	and	those	who	slither	all	over	the	landscape,	depending	upon	episodic	
developments	in	the	field	of	diplomacy,	or	moves	on	military	maps,	or	the	most	recent	
impressions.	

In	May	1940	Leon	Trotsky	predicted:	“By	its	very	crea>on	of	enormous	difficul>es	and	
dangers	for	the	imperialist	metropolitan	centers,	the	war	opens	up	wide	possibili>es	for	the	
oppressed	peoples.	The	rumbling	of	the	cannon	in	Europe	heralds	the	approaching	hour	of	their	
libera>on.”	This	predic>on	is	beginning	to	be	realized	before	our	very	eyes.	The	peoples	of	Asia	
are	s>rring	to	life.	A	revolu>onary	situa>on	exists	in	India;	her	chances	for	a	successful	struggle	
for	emancipa>on	have	never	been	so	great	as	they	are	at	the	present	>me.	China’s	possibili>es	
for	success	are	increasing.	We	are	passing	through	the	cri>cal	juncture	in	the	imperialist	epoch	
when	the	na>onalist	element	in	the	colonies	and	semi-colonies	is	assuming	>tanic	propor>ons.	
The	Oehlerites	and	Shachtmanites	have	chosen	precisely	this	moment	to	desert	the	struggle	for	
na>onal	emancipa>on	in	one	of	its	chief	centers,	China!	Yet	these	people	are	trying	to	issue	
direc>ves	to	the	revolu>onary	vanguard	in	the	name	of	the	theory	of	the	permanent	revolu>on.	
This	spectacle	would	be	funny,	if	it	were	not	so	pathe>c.	

Real	Marxists	will	give	uncondi>onal	support	to	China’s	war	against	Japan	and	to	India’s	
struggle	for	na>onal	existence.	The	na>onalist	struggles	of	the	Chinese	and	Indian	peoples	against	
Japan	and	England	are	indispensable	and	integral	parts	of	that	great	revolu>onary	>dal	wave	in	
the	colonial	countries	which,	merging	with	the	impending	socialist	revolu>on	in	the	advanced	
countries,	will	sweep	away	forever	the	decayed	imperialist	system.	
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Anthony	Massini,	Character	of	China’s	War	
China	Is	Figh#ng	Against	Imperialist	Domina#on	
(25	April	1942)	

	
From	The	Militant,	Vol.	6	No.	17,	25	April	1942,	p.	7.	
Transcribed	&	marked	up	by	Einde	O’Callaghan	for	the	Encyclopaedia	of	Trotskyism	On-Line	
(ETOL).	

The	current	(April)	issue	of	the	magazine,	Fourth	Interna>onal,	contains	a	complete	and	
detailed	Marxist	analysis	of	the	ques>ons	raised	in	Myra	Ward	Beech’s	leQer	on	China.	We	
recommend	that	all	readers	of	The	Militant	who	are	interested	in	this	very	important	ques>on	
read	that	ar>cle,	en>tled	Why	We	Defend	China	by	John	G.	Wright.	Here	we	make	only	a	few	
remarks	on	the	ques>on.	

China’s	war	is	the	struggle	of	a	semi-colonial	country	for	its	na>onal	independence.	
China’s	main	enemy	today	is	Japan,	the	imperialist	invader;	Japan	today	is	the	chief	obstacle	to	
the	right	of	the	Chinese	na>on	to	rule	itself.	The	victory	of	China	over	Japan	in	this	war	would	be	a	
powerful	blow	against	the	whole	imperialist	world	and	an	inspira>on	to	all	the	oppressed	peoples	
to	throw	off	their	chains	of	imperialist	slavery.	For	this	reason	Marxists	consider	China’s	war	as	
progressive	and	have	supported	it	since	the	beginning	of	the	Japanese	invasion.	

Our	support	of	China’s	war	has	nothing	in	common	with	poli>cal	support	of	Chiang	Kai-
shek,	or	the	Kuomintang,	which	he	leads,	or	the	Chinese	capitalist	class	whose	interests	he	
represents.	On	the	contrary,	we	have	supported	China	in	spite	of	and	against	the	reac>onary	
policies	of	Chiang	Kai-shek’s	regime.	
		
Ques#on	of	Material	Aid	and	Alliances	

We	unceasingly	cri>cized	and	exposed	the	reac>onary	policies	which	drowned	the	1925–
27	Chinese	revolu>on	in	blood,	established	a	military	dictatorship	oyer	the	people,	demoralized	
the	masses	and	thus	opened	wide	the	doors	for	Japanese	invasion	and	s>ll	obstruct	the	successful	
prosecu>on	of	the	war	against	Japan.	

It	is	clear	therefore	that	our	posi>on	in	support	of	China’s	war	was	not	arrived	at	because	
of	the	slightest	confidence	in	Chiang	or	his	policies.	

We	do	not	oppose	acceptance	by	China	of	aid	from	Anglo-American	imperialism;	we	do	
not	oppose	an	alliance	of	China	with	one	imperialist	power	against	another	–	neither	of	these	in	
and	of	themselves	would	change	thy	situa>on	so	as	to	warrant	a	change	in	the	policy	of	the	
Marxists,	for	neither	of	these	by	themselves	could	transform	the	character	of	China’s	War	against	
Japan.	What	we	oppose	is	any	subordina>on	of	China’s	war	for	freedom	to	the	aims	and	strategy	
of	imperialist	allies	of	China.	

To	determine	the	correct	posi>on	toward	China’s	war	today,	it	is	therefore	necessary	for	
those	who	supported	China’s	war	before	December	7	only	to	look	at	what	has	happened	since	
then	and	to	ask:	Has	China	or	China’s	war	come	under	the	control	of	China’s	imperialist	allies,	has	
China’s	war	become	subordinated	to	the	strategy	and	aims	of	those	allies?	If	it	has,	then	Marxists	
can	no	longer	support	China.	If	it	hasn’t	then	Marxists,	while	remaining	aware	of	future	dangers,	
must	con>nue	to	support	China.	
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What	has	happened	since	December	7	and	the	extension	of	the	world	war	to	the	Pacific?	
The	struggle	for	na>onal	libera>on	in	the	most	important	colonial	and	semi-colonial	countries	in	
the	Southwest	Pacific	has	become	stronger	and	bolder,	rather	than	weaker.	The	grip	of	Britain	on	
India,	for	example,	has	been	loosened.	London	and	Washington	now	find	it	necessary	to	make	
overtures	and	promises	to	the	Indian	na>onalist	movement:	and	the	answers	they	receive	from	
the	na>ve	capitalists	are	not	the	subdued	and	respeczul	ones	they	used	to	be.	
		
China	Bolder	Now	

Similarly,	the	grip	of	Washington	and	London	has	been	loosened	on	China.	The	Chinese	
regime	feels	freer	than	ever	before	to	resist	dicta>on	of	China’s	military	struggle	by	the	United	
States	and	Britain.	Even	less	than	on	December	6	do	the	wishes	and	desires	of	Roosevelt	and	
Churchill	today	determine	the	course	of	China’s	war.	The	Chinese	government	is	demanding	more,	
not	less.	

Win.	P.	Simms,	Scripps-Howard	Foreign	Ed.,	told	on	Apr.	18	of	“the	rising	demand	on	the	
part	of	the	Chinese,	Indians	and	others	for	a	Pacific	Charter.”	He	reports:	

“In	the	East,	observed	Ta	Knius	Pao,	one	of	Chungking’s	leading	newspapers,	‘many	
na>ons	are	of	a	colonial	or	quasi-colonial	status.	The	Roosevelt-Churchill	declara>on	(Atlan>c	
Charter)	is	applicable	to	independent	na>ons	which	were	overrun	by	the	Axis	powers.	It	has	made	
no	provisions	concerning	the	postwar	posi>ons	of	such	countries	as	India	and	Burma.’	
“The	spirit	of	the	proposed	Pacific	Charter,”	paper	said,	“should	aim	at	the	libera>on	of	Korea,	the	
Liuchu	Islands	and	Formosa	from	Japanese	domina>on	and	the	freedom	from	Allied	control	of	
India,	the	Dutch	East	Indies,	Malaya,	Australia,	New	Zealand	and	the	Philippines.	China,	it	added,	
‘is	certainly	not	helping	one	imperialism	fight	against	another	imperialism.’”	

One	can	hardly	imagine	such	statements	coming	from	the	Chinese	capitalists	five	months	
ago.	And	one	can	easily	imagine	what	Washington	and	London	think	when	they	hear	such	things.	
There	is	no	ques>on	but	that	China’s	hand	in	the	war	has	been	strengthened,	that	it	is	more	
independent	of	Anglo-American	control	than	ever	before.	
		
What	Chiang’s	Role	Is	an	Argument	For	

In	other	words,	it	is	completely	false	to	reduce	the	ques>on	of	China’s	war	to	the	
reac>onary	policies	of	Chiang	Kai-shek.	We	condemn	Chiang’s	interven>on	in	India	because	it	was	
a	blow	at	China’s	struggle,	because	its	effect	was	to	alienate	the	sympathy	of	India’s	masses	for	
China’s	war.	It	.	is	another	example	of	how	the	Chinese	capitalists	hamper	the	struggle	for	
independence.	

But	this	is	no	argument	against	suppor>ng	China’s	progressive	war	–	it	is	only	an	argument	
against	placing	any	confidence	in	Chiang,	it	is	only	an	argument	for	the	con>nua>on	of	the	
poli>cal	struggle	against	Chiang	by	the	Chinese	masses,	while	they	con>nue	to	direct	their	fire	at	
the	main	enemy	of	Chinese	na>onal	existence,	Japan.	
		
Problem	of	Ethiopia	

The	situa>on	of	Ethiopia	is	not	at	all	like	the	situa>on	in	China	today.	It	is	more	like	the	
situa>on	in	India,	because	Ethiopia	is	today	a	colony	of	Britain.	

In	1935	we	supported	Ethiopia’s	war	against	Italy	as	the	war	of	a	backward	country	for	
independence	from	an	imperialist	power.	We	said	it	was	correct	for	the	Ethiopians	to	accept	aid	
from	the	Bri>sh	in	order	to	drive	the	Italian	conquerors	out	of	their	land.	We	warned	the	
Ethiopian	people	then,	as	we	warn	the	Chinese	masses	today,	to	be	on	guard	against	their	
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imperialist	“allies,”	We	predicted	the	Ethiopian	people	would	have	to	fight	the	Bri>sh	who	would	
try	to	take	over.	That	Britain	was	not	figh>ng	for	Ethiopian	independence	was	shown	two	months	
ago,	when	Britain	forced	the	signing	of	a	Bri>sh-Ethiopian	treaty	which	gives	Britain	control	of	the	
police,	courts,	military	forces,	railroad,	etc.	

In	other	words,	Ethiopia	has	been	reduced	to	the	status	of	a	Bri>sh	colony;	and	under	such	
condi>ons	the	only	kind	of	war	in	which	Marxists	could	support	Ethiopia	would	be	a	war	against	
Britain,	Ethiopia’s	main	enemy	today.	

Max	Shachtman,	China	in	the	World	War	
Marxism	on	the	Wars	of	Colonies	for	Independence	

and	the	Wars	of	Imperialism	for	Colonies	

(June	1942)	
	

From	New	Interna#onal,	Vol.	VIII	No.	5,	June	1942,	pp.	162–172.	
Transcribed	&	marked	up	by	Einde	O’Callaghan	(December	2012).	

	

John	 G.	 Wright	 does	 not	 approve	 of	 the	 posi>on	 adopted	 by	 the	 Workers	 Party	 on	 China	
following	the	spread	of	the	World	War	to	Asia	and	the	Pacific.	That	much	is	fairly	clear	from	his	
ar>cle	 in	 the	 April	 1942	 Fourth	 Interna#onal,	 a	 typical	 example	 of	 the	 snort-sneer-and-snarl	
school	of	polemics	to	which	he	is	devoted.	To	an	ordinary	reader,	nothing	else	in	the	ar>cle	is	very	
clear.	We	venture	to	say	this	because	we	are	dealing	with	the	man	known	as	the	whirling	dervish	
of	the	Socialist	Workers	Party.	He	starts	every	argument	–	witness	the	ar>cle	in	ques>on	–	with	a	
piercing	 shriek	 which	 rises	 in	 a	 shaQering	 crescendo	while	 he	 executes	 furious	 piroueQes	 and	
leaps	into	space;	his	chest	heaves	violently	and	there	is	foam	on	his	lips;	finally,	as	Beck	described	
the	original	OQoman	twirlers,	“worn	out	and	perspiring,	with	glazing	eyes	and	pale	face,	he	falls	
into	 the	 sacred	 convulsion	 (haluk).”	Wright’s	 ar>cle	 on	 China	was	 obviously	wriQen	 in	 a	haluk.	
There	is	no	other	way	of	explaining	how	he	got	the	courage	to	invoke	Lenin	in	jus>fica>on	of	the	
present	social-patrio>c	posi>on	of	the	SWP	on	China	which	he	expounds	and	defends.	

Wright’s	en>re	argument	 is	based	upon	a	cool	distor>on	of	Lenin’s	posi>on	on	 the	ques>on.	
We	say	“distor>on”	rather	than	“misunderstanding”	because	it	is	uQerly	impossible	for	anyone	to	
misunderstand	Lenin’s	views	once	he	has	read	them,	and	Wright	has	at	 least	 read	them.	 In	 the	
course	of	 irrefutably	demonstra>ng	this	charge,	 it	will	be	possible,	we	believe,	for	the	reader	to	
gain	a	deeper	insight	 into	the	Leninist	view	of	the	na>onal	and	colonial	ques>on	as	 it	relates	to	
the	 imperialist	 war	 and	 to	 understand	 why	 the	 Workers	 Party	 took	 the	 posi>on	 it	 did	 in	 its	
resolu>on	 on	 China	 and	 the	World	War	 printed	 in	 Labor	 Ac#on	 (March	 16,	 1942).	 This	 is	 the	
resolu>on	for	which	Wright	takes	us	to	task.	Briefly,	it	declares	that	with	the	spread	of	the	World	
War	 to	 the	 East,	 the	 just	 struggle	 for	 na>onal	 independence	 of	 China	 has	 been	
decisively	integrated	into	and	subordinated	to	the	reac>onary	inter-imperialist	war	and	that	it	can	
therefore	no	longer	be	supported	by	the	revolu>onary	Marxists.	
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Why	Lenin	Dis#nguished	Three	Types	of	Countries	

Wright	begins	his	elucida>on,	of	 the	“Leninist	policy	on	the	na>onal	ques>on”	by	quo>ng	from	
Lenin’s	 ar>cle	 in	 1916	 in	which	 he	 dis>nguished	 three	 types	 of	 countries.	 First,	 “the	 advanced	
capitalist	countries	of	Western	Europe	and	the	United	States	of	America”	where	“the	bourgeois,	
progressive	na>onal	movements	came	to	an	end	 long	ago”;	 secondly,	 “Eastern	Europe:	Austria,	
the	Balkans	and	par>cularly	Russia,”	where	the	tasks	of	the	proletariat	“cannot	be	achieved	unless	
it	champions	the	right	of	na>ons	to	self-determina>on”;	and	thirdly,	“the	semi-colonial	countries,	
like	China,	Persia,	 Turkey	and	all	 the	 colonies,”	whose	 libera>on	 is	demanded	by	 socialists	who	
“must	 render	 determined	 support	 to	 the	 more	 revolu>onary	 elements	 in	 the	 bourgeois-
democra>c	movements	for	na>onal	libera>on	in	these	countries	and	assist	their	rebellion	–	and	if	
need	be,	 their	 revolu>onary	war	 –	against	 the	 imperialist	 powers	 that	 oppress	 them.”	 (Works,	
vol.	XIX,	p.	55)	The	na>onal	movement	in	the	first	type	of	country,	wrote	Lenin,	is	a	thing	of	the	
past;	in	the	second	–	a	thing	of	the	present;	in	the	third	–	a	thing	of	the	future.	

”In	the	most	advanced	countries	of	Europe	and	America	and	in	Japan,”	says	Wright	about	the	
first	type,	“the	na>onal	 issue	is	today	simply	a	reac>onary	cover	for	the	imperialist	bourgeoisie.	
The	 na>onal	 problem	 has	 been	 solved	 in	 these	 na>ons	 long	 ago.”	 This	 statement,	 like	 many	
others	made	by	Wright,	is	thoughtless	parro>ng	of	what	Lenin	wrote	a	quarter	of	a	century	ago,	
and	has	liQle	in	common	with	Marxism	applied	to	the	real	situa>on	in	Europe	today.	The	na>onal	
issue	 in	 such	advanced	countries	of	Europe	as	France,	Norway,	Holland,	Bohemia	and	others	 is	
not	simply	a	“reac>onary	cover	for	the	imperialist	bourgeoisie,”	but	is,	or	should	be,	made	into	an	
issue	by	the	revolu>onary	proletarian	vanguard,	precisely	in	order	that	it	does	not	remain	a	cover	
for	 all	 kinds	 of	 de	 Gaulles	 and	Wilhelminas	 and	 Haakons	 and	 Beneses,	 but	 rather	 one	 of	 the	
bridges	 to	 the	 socialist	 struggle	 for	 power.	 Every	 thinking	 Marxist	 understands	 this;	 people	
suffering	 from	 pseudo-Leninist	 psiQacosis	 do	 not.	 That	 is	 undoubtedly	 why	 the	 Cannonites	
con>nue	 to	 suppress	 the	 views	 of	 the	 German	 Trotskyists	 on	 this	 ques>on.	 However,	 since	 a	
discussion	of	this	aspect	of	the	na>onal	ques>on	today	would	lead	us	too	far	afield,	and	since	it	
does	not	cons>tute	the	essence	of	Wright’s	distor>on	of	Lenin’s	posi>on,	we	reluctantly	leave	it	
for	another	occasion.	

It	 is	 to	 a	 comparison	 between	 the	 second	 and	 third	 types	 of	 countries	 listed	 by	 Lenin	 that	
Wright	 really	 addresses	 himself,	 and	 it	 is	 this	 comparison	 that	 leads	 us	 to	 the	 heart	 of	 the	
problem.	

The	First	World	War	was	an	imperialist	war,	but	like	all	other	great	and	therefore	complex	social	
phenomena,	it	was	not	“pure”	in	type.	Involved	in	it	were	other,	contradictory	elements,	like	the	
just	struggle	of	na>onal	minori>es	and	small	na>ons	against	their	oppressors.	One	example	was	
the	struggle	of	the	Poles	against	their	Russian	oppressors;	another	was	the	struggle	of	the	Serbs	
against	 their	 Austrian	 oppressors.	 Lenin	 regarded	 these	 struggles	 (“wars”)	 as	 just	 and,	 given	
certain	condi>ons	about	which	more	will	be	 said	herein,	worthy	of	 the	support	of	both	honest	
democrats	 and	 revolu>onary	 socialists.	He	 argued	 that	 if	 the	war	were	 confined	 to	 an	 isolated	
duel	between	the	Serbs	and	Austro-Hungarian	imperialism,	the	Marxists	would	support	the	Serbs	
and	 even	 work	 for	 the	 victory	 of	 the	 Serbian	 bourgeoisie.	 Similarly,	 if	 there	 were	 an	 isolated	
struggle	between	the	Poles	and	the	Great	Russian	Empire.	

But	 under	 the	 concrete	 condi>ons	 of	 the	 European	 war,	 the	 inter-imperialist	 conflict	 (the	
Entente	versus	the	Central	Powers)	and	not	the	na>onal	struggle	of	the	Serbs	or	the	Poles	was	the	
decisive	element.	That	is	why	it	would	be	exactly	correct	to	speak	of	the	First	World	War	(and	the	
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Second,	 for	 that	 maQer)	 as	 a	 decisively	 or	 a	 predominantly	 imperialist	 war.	 Since	 the	 decisive	
dominates	the	subordinate,	the	character	of	the	laQer	 is	determined	by	the	former.	That	 is	why	
Lenin	refused	to	support	even	Serbia	or	Poland	 in	 the	war,	because	he	knew	that	such	support	
meant	at	least	par>al	support	to	the	reac>onary	imperialist	war.	

Now	 let	 us	 see	 how	Wright	 presents	 Lenin’s	 views	 on	 this	 aspect	 of	 the	 ques>on,	 and	 then	
check	with	what	Lenin’s	views	really	were.	According	to	Wright,	Lenin	said	that	in	countries	of	the	
second	type,	where	Czechs,	Poles,	Serbs,	Finns,	etc.,	were	figh>ng	for	na>onal	independence,	

...	the	ques>on	of	na>onal	independence	plays	a	different	rôle	from	that	in	
advanced	 countries.	 Under	 certain	 circumstances	 it	 is	 progressive;	 under	
other	condi>ons	reac>onary.	What	decides	is	whether	or	not	in	every	given	
situa>on	 a	 small	 country	 plays	 an	 independent	 rôle	 in	 its	 struggle	 for	
na>onal	existence.	 If	 it	does,	then	the	Marxists	say:	Support	of	a	na>onal	
struggle	 in	 such	 a	 case	 is	 obligatory	 upon	 all	 workers.	 Thus,	 in	
an	 isolated	struggle	between	a	small	country	like	Serbia	and	an	oppressor	
na>on	 like	 Austria,	 Lenin	 and	 the	 Serbian	 socialists	 supported	 Serbia.	
However,	 because	 of	 the	 overwhelming	 economic	 and	 poli>cal	
preponderance	 of	 the	 imperialist	 bourgeoisie,	 the	 small	 European	
countries	 cannot	 play	 such	 an	 independent	 rôle	 in	 the	 condi>ons	 of	 an	
imperialist	war.	They	are	too	closely	integrated	economically	and	poli>cally	
with	the	great	powers	to	pursue	their	own	na>onalist	goals	at	a	>me	when	
the	full	power	of	the	imperialists	is	unleashed.	

This	formula>on	of	Lenin’s	views	will	do	as	a	model	of	a	first-rate	muddle	un>l	something	bigger	is	
provided	–	and	we	may	calmly	rely	on	Wright	to	produce	even	more	fantas>c	muddles	as	he	twirls	
around.	Lenin	at	no	Eme	declared	that	“what	decides”	the	progressive	or	reac>onary	character	of	
the	struggle	for	na>onal	independence	of	an	oppressed	European	na>on	or	people	was	“whether	
or	not	in	every	given	situa>on	a	small	country	plays	an	independent	rôle	in	its	struggle	for	na>onal	
existence.”	In	fact,	he	said	exactly	the	opposite,	that	is,	that	these	small	na>ons	could	not	play	an	
independent	 rôle	 in	 our	 epoch,	 the	 epoch	 of	 imperialism.	Not	 only	 did	 he	 say	 this,	 but	Wright	
knows	he	said	it!	And	Wright	not	only	knows	it,	but	he	actually	quotes	Lenin	to	this	effect!	On	the	
very	same	page	from	which	we	took	the	just-quoted	paragraph,	in	the	very	next	column	to	it,	is	to	
be	found	the	appropriate	quota>on	from	Lenin:	

The	 dialec>c	 of	 history	 is	 such	 that	 small	 na>ons	which	 are	 impotent	 as	
an	 independent	factor	in	the	struggle	against	 imperialism,	play	the	role	as	
one	of	 the	 ferments,	one	of	 the	bacilli,	aiding	 the	arrival	on	 the	scene	of	
the	real	force	against	imperialism,	namely,	the	socialist	proletariat.	(Works,	
vol.	XIX,	Russ.	ed.,	p.	270;	Eng.	ed.,	p.	303)	

Now	 if	 the	 “independent	 rôle”	 played	 by	 a	 small	 country	 in	 the	 struggle	 against	 an	 imperialist	
oppressor	“decides”	the	support	of	the	proletariat	(and	the	proletarian	party)	–	as	Wright	says	–	
and	 if	 these	 small	 countries	 are	 powerless	 “as	 an	 independent	 factor	 in	 the	 struggle	 against	
imperialism”	 –	 as	 Lenin	 says	 with	 Wright’s	 evident	 approval	 –	 we	 are	 le`	 at	 a	 total	 loss	 to	
understand	why	 the	 devil	 the	 ques>on	 of	 suppor>ng	 the	 na>onal	wars	 of	 small	 countries	was	
ever	raised	at	all,	either	by	Lenin	or	by	Wright.	
		

Fundamentals	of	Lenin	on	the	Na#onal	Ques#on	
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Fortunately,	 while	 Wright	 obviously	 does	 not	 have	 the	 slightest	 understanding	 of	 what	 he	 is	
quo>ng	from	Lenin,	Lenin’s	own	posi>on	communicates	itself	without	any	difficulty	to	the	normal	
reader:	

In	general,	Lenin	favored	the	struggle	for	na>onal	independence	of	any	country	oppressed	by	
another	 on	 the	 grounds	 of	 what	 he	 rightly	 called	 consistent	 democracy.	 If,	 as	 any	 genuine	
democrat	would	have	 to	grant,	 the	right	of	any	people	 to	self-determina>on	cons>tutes	one	of	
the	 elementary	 democra>c	 rights,	 then	 socialists	who	 aim	 at	 the	most	 complete	 realiza>on	 of	
democracy	must	necessarily	support	any	people,	any	na>onal	minority,	any	small	country	which	
seeks	 to	 exercize	 this	 right,	 and	 support	 it	 even	 to	 the	point	 of	 secession	 from	 the	 ruling	 (and	
oppressing)	“motherland.”	Nobody	who	is	opposed	to	the	forcible	annexa>on	of	one	people	(or	
country)	 by	 another,	 can	 possibly	 fail	 to	 support	 the	 annexed	 people	 in	 a	 struggle	 for	 na>onal	
independence	(self-rule),	even	if	this	struggle	is	led	by	the	bourgeoisie,	and	even	if	this	struggle	is	
ini>ated	militarily	by	the	oppressed	people.	The	Finns	have	the	right	to	rule	themselves	as	they	
see	 fit,	 and	 not	 be	 ruled	 by	 the	 Great	 Russians;	 similarly	 with	 the	 Poles;	 similarly	 with	 the	
Mongolians.	The	Irish	have	the	right	to	rule	themselves,	and	not	be	ruled	by	the	Bri>sh.	And	so	
on.	

In	 general,	 furthermore,	 Lenin	 favored	 such	 na>onal	 struggles	 not	 because	 of	 any	
“independent	 rôle”	 they	might	 play,	 but	 because	 they	would	 “sharpen	 the	 revolu>onary	 crisis.	
That	 is,	 being	 directed	 in	 each	 case	 at	 weakening	 the	 rule	 of	 an	 imperialist	 power	 (the	 Poles	
against	Russian	imperialism;	the	Irish	against	Bri>sh	imperialism,	etc.),	they	would	tend	to	speed	
“the	arrival	on	the	scene	of	the	real	force	against	imperialism,	namely,	the	socialist	proletariat”	

In	parEcular,	however,	Lenin	opposed	giving	support	to	such	a	struggle,	no	maQer	how	just	it	
was	 to	 begin	 with,	 if	 it	 was	 transformed	 into	 or	 subordinated	 to	 an	 inter-imperialist	 war.	 For	
example:	If,	in	1914,	the	struggle	between	Serbia	and	Austro-Hungary	had	remained	isolated,	had	
remained	what	Lenin	called	a	“duel”	between	the	powerful	imperialism	and	the	small	country,	it	
would	 have	 been	 correct	 for	 socialists	 to	 support	 Serbia	 in	 the	 war	 despite	 the	 rule	 of	 the	
bourgeoisie	and	even	though	she	were	backed	by	the	Russian	Czar.	But	that	war	proved	to	be	only	
the	very	briefest	overture	to	the	war	between	the	two	great	 imperialist	coali>ons,	 in	which	the	
na>onal	struggle	of	Serbia	formed	only	a	minor,	a	subordinate,	a	non-determining	part.	

In	parEcular,	 further,	Lenin	opposed	giving	support	to	the	na>onal	struggle	of	a	small	na>on,	
no	maQer	 how	 just	 “in	 itself,”	 if	 such	 support	meant	 aiding	 one	 imperialist	 power	 at	war	with	
another.	For	example:	Lenin,	like	Marx	and	Engels,	was	a	life-long	supporter	of	the	Polish	struggle	
for	 na>onal	 independence.	 He	 wrote	 I	 don’t	 know	 how	 many	 polemics	 against	 those	 who	
challenged	the	socialist	validity	of	this	posi>on.	Yet,	when	the	World	War	broke	out,	he	was	even	
opposed	 to	 pu_ng	 forward	 the	 slogan	 of	 independence	 for	 Polandl	 Josef	 Pilsudski,	 Ignace	
Daszynski	 and	 other	 leaders	 of	 the	 right-wing,	 na>onalis>c	 Polish	 Socialist	 Party	 (PPS)	 had	
organized	an	armed	Polish	Legion	to	fight	for	the	libera>on	of	Poland	from	Russian	imperial	rule.	
But	the	Legion	fought	as	part	of	the	armed	forces	of	the	Central	Powers,	par>cularly	of	Austria-
Hungary.	The	“struggle	for	Polish	freedom”	became	an	integral,	subordinated	part	of	the	struggle	
of	one	of	the	imperialist	camps	against	the	other.	Without	abandoning	his	basic	posi>on	in	favor	
of	the	right	of	self-determina>on,	for	the	Poles	specifically,	Lenin	nevertheless	wrote:	

The	 Polish	 social	 democrats	 [he	 referred	 to	 the	 SDPL,	 the	 party	 of	 Rosa	
Luxemburg]	 cannot,	 at	 present,	 advance	 the	 slogan	 of	 Polish	
independence,	 because,	 as	 proletarian	 interna>onalists,	 the	 Poles	 can	
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do	nothing	to	achieve	it	without,	like	the	“Fraki,”	sinking	into	mean	servility	
to	one	of	the	imperialist	monarchies.	(Works,	vol.	XIX,	p.	297)	

In	other	words,	revolu>onary	socialists	cannot	support	even	the	just	struggle	for	independence	of	
a	people	or	na>on	where	 it	means,	prac>cally,	 suppor>ng	one	 imperialist	 camp	 in	 its	war	with	
another.	We	have	here	again	an	example	of	the	emphasis	laid	by	Lenin	on	the	isolated	(not	at	all	
on	the	allegedly	“independent”)	character	of	the	na>onal	struggle	as	a	condi>on	for	proletarian	
support.	

In	 parEcular,	 s>ll	 further,	 Lenin	 opposed	 giving	 support	 to	 the	 na>onal	 struggle	 of	 a	 small	
na>on,	 if	 such	 support	 of	 a	 democra>c	 right	 conflicted	 with	 socialist,	 and	 therefore	 superior,	
rights.	 In	one	 sense,	 the	preceding	example	of	Poland	 in	 the	 last	war	 illustrates	 this	point.	 In	a	
much	more	striking	and	literal	sense,	however,	 it	 is	 illustrated	by	Lenin’s	posi>on	with	regard	to	
the	 interven>on	of	 the	 Red	Army	on	 the	 soil	 of	 “democra>c”	Menshevik	Georgia	 in	 1920.	 The	
democra>c	 na>onal	 sovereignty	 of	 Georgia	 –	 at	 any	 rate,	 as	much	 sovereignty	 as	 “protec>ve”	
Bri>sh	imperialism	then	allowed	it	–	was	undoubtedly	ignored	by	Lenin.	But	the	march	on	Georgia	
which	resulted	in	the	federated	incorpora>on	of	that	country	into	a	revolu>onary	workers’	state	
was	in	the	superior	interests	of	the	socialist	proletariat	and	the	socialist	revolu>on.	

In	parEcular,	finally,	Lenin	opposed	giving	support	to	a	na>onal	struggle	when	it	was	merely	a	
front	for	reac>onary	(example:	feudal	or	feudal-ecclesias>cal)	elements	exploi>ng	a	just	demand	
for	 people	 for	 freedom	 from	 imperialism.	 We	 need	 not	 dwell	 on	 this,	 as	 it	 does	 not	 enter	
significantly	into	our	present	discussion.	It	will	suffice	to	point	out,	as	one	example,	the	“na>onal	
struggle”	–	i.e.,	the	pogroms	–	of	the	Pales>ne	Mu`i	against	the	Jews	in	1929.	

As	 simply	 and	 briefly	 as	 possible,	 that	 is	 Lenin’s	 posi>on	 on	 the	 na>onal	 ques>on.	 It	 is	 not	
the	 whole	 of	 Lenin’s	 posi>on	 because	 the	 ques>on	 of	 the	 rela>ons	 between	 the	 socialist	
proletariat	and	the	na>onalist	bourgeoisie,	between	the	democra>c	and	the	socialist	revolu>ons	
–	 problems	 that	 arose	 so	 acutely	 in	 the	 years	 of	 the	 struggle	 against	 Stalinism	 –	 has	 been	
deliberately	 omiQed	 here.	 But	 it	 is	 enough	 of	 Lenin’s	 posi>on	 to	 sa>sfy,	 for	 the	moment,	 the	
needs	of	the	present	discussion.	

Now	it	is	en>rely	possible	that	Wright	might	express	himself	as	more	or	less	in	agreement	with	
our	 formula>on	 of	 Lenin’s	 views;	 that	 he	 might	 retreat	 from	 his	 uQerly	 invalid	 criterion	 of	
“independence”	with	the	complaint	that	he	was	misunderstood	or	even	misrepresented.	This	 is	
possible,	but	not	very	likely,	because	of	the	arguments	he	proceeds	to	unfold.	For	his	main	point	
is:	While	all	that	has	been	said	may	or	does	hold	true	with	regard	to	Lenin’s	posi>on	on	countries	
of	 the	 “second	 type,”	 fundamental	 modifica>ons	 are	 required	 with	 regard	 to	 countries	 of	 the	
“third	 type”	 (China,	 India,	 Persia,	Morocco,	 etc.).	 It	must	be	 remembered	 that	Wright	 is	 out	 to	
show	 that	 what	 Lenin	 refused	 to	 do	 with	 Serbia	 in	 the	 war	 of	 1914,	 namely,	 support	 it,	 the	
followers	of	 Lenin	must	do	with	China	 in	 the	war	of	 1942.	And	here	–	on	 guard!	 For	Wright	 is	
about	to	take	us	for	a	real	whirl.	
		

How	Wright	Dis#nguishes	the	‘Second’	and	Third’	

Unlike	Serbia,	China	must	be	supported	in	the	war	because	she	is	a	country	of	the	“third	type.”	
And	how	does	this	type	differ	from	the	“second,”	according	to	the	way	Wright	interprets	Lenin?	
This	way:	
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Today,	 as	 in	 1914–18,	 the	 task	of	 the	 European	workers,	 no	maQer	what	
their	 country,	 is	 the	 accomplishment	 of	 the	 socialist	 revolu>on,	 i.e.,	
resuming	 the	 road	 pioneered	 by	 the	 Bolsheviks	 in	 the	 czarist	 empire	 of	
1917.	 The	na>onal	 element	 –	 for	 all	 its	 importance	 –	 can	play	 in	 Europe	
only	the	same	subordinate	role	that	it	did	in	1914	in	the	case	of	Serbia.	But	
the	 workers	 in	 colonial	 and	 semi-colonial	 countries	 in	 Asia	 have	 before	
them,	first	of	all,	the	objecEve	tasks	of	the	democraEc	revoluEon,	For	them	
the	na>onal	ques>on	is	the	most	burning	and	immediate.	Whoever	seeks	
to	divert	them	from	the	solu>on	of	this	task	cannot	speak	in	Lenin’s	name.	

And	further,	a`er	two	en>rely	 irrelevant	quota>ons	from	Lenin	which	are	calculated	to	 impress	
the	glass-eyed	reader:	

The	difference	between	Serbia	and	China	remains	no	less	profound	today.	
It	 is	 impermissible	 even	 to	 talk	 about	 the	 theory	 of	 the	 permanent	
revolu>on	unless	one	first	understands	that	the	posi>on	of	the	colonial	and	
semi-colonial	countries	in	rela>on	to	the	imperialists	is	different	not	only	in	
degree	but	in	kind	from	that	of	the	small	European	countries.	The	colonial	
and	semi-colonial	peoples	can	play	and	are	playing	an	independent	rôle	not	
only	in	isolated	struggles,	but	also	in	the	very	midst	of	an	imperialist	war.	

With	the	quo>ng	of	these	two	paragraphs,	we	have	kept	our	promise	that	Wright	would	provide	
us	with	bigger	and	beQer	muddles	as	he	went	along.	But	as	we	read	his	lines	over	and	over,	it	is	
plain	 that	 not	 even	we	dreamed	 that	muddle-headedness	 could	 be	 reduced	 to	 such	 a	 refined,	
triple-dis>lled	essence.	Let	us	examine	them	closer,	and	bear	in	mind	that	they	were	not	wriQen	
by	a	Stalinist,	but	by	a	self-avowed,	self-patented	and	self-copyrighted	Trotskyist.	

As	 in	 1914,	 the	 task	 of	 the	 workers	 in	 all	 European	 countries	 without	 excep>on	 is	 the	
accomplishment	 of	 the	 socialist	 revolu>on	 by	 taking	 the	 road	 pioneered	 by	 the	 Bolsheviks	 in	
Russia	in	1917;	in	the	colonies	and	semi-colonies	of	Asia,	on	the	other	hand,	the	workers	face	first	
of	all	the	“objec>ve	tasks	of	the	democra>c	revolu>on.”	Thus	Wright.	And	God	help	those	who,	
like	Shachtman,	“seek	to	divert	them	from	the	solu>on	of	this	task,”	for	Wright	posi>vely	will	not	
allow	them	to	speak	 in	Lenin’s	name.	Our	 terror	at	 this	 threat	 is	 relieved	by	 the	 recollec>on	of	
some	cogent	facts:	

1.	 In	1914,	Lenin	did	not	 contend	(neither	did	Trotsky)	 that	 the	accomplishment	of	 the	socialist	
revolu>on	was	the	proletarian	task	in	all	the	European	countries,	at	least	not	in	the	sense	Wright	
means	 it	 –	 as	 the	 “most	burning	and	 immediate.”	On	 the	 contrary.	 To	 the	working	 class	of	 the	
biggest	European	country,	Russia	–	 yes,	 czarist	Russia!	–	 Lenin	assigned	 the	mission	of	 carrying	
through	 the	bourgeois-democraEc	 and	 not	 the	 socialist	 revolu>on.	 For,	 according	 to	 Lenin,	 the	
“objec>ve	tasks	of	the	democra>c	revolu>on,”	which	Wright	says	are	primarily	before	the	Asia>c	
colonial	 workers	 today	 in	 contrast	 to	 Europe	 25	 years	 ago,	 were	 precisely	 the	 tasks	 primarily	
before	 the	 workers	 of	 Russia!	 When	 Wright,	 invoking	 Lenin,	 declares	 that	 the	 workers	
of	all	 European	countries	 today	must	 follow	 the	 road	of	 the	Bolsheviks	 in	Russia	 in	1917,	he	 is	
either	 saying	 that	all	 the	European	countries	 s>ll	have	 their	bourgeois-democra>c	 revolu>on	 to	
carry	through,	or	else	he	is	saying	nothing.	Our	muddler,	 in	his	effort	to	“dis>nguish”	oppressed	
China	from	oppressed	Serbia,	has	succeeded	only	in	iden>fying	oppressed	China	with	oppressive	
czarist	Russia!	
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2.	He	may	reply:	But	in	imperialist	Russia,	the	“objec>ve	tasks	of	the	democra>c	revolu>on”	could	
not	be	and	were	not	solved	in	an	independent	stage.	They	were	solved	under	the	dictatorship	of	
the	 proletariat,	 and	 under	 its	 class	 rule	 the	 revolu>on	 proceeded	 “permanently”	 from	 its	
democra>c	to	its	socialist	tasks.	 In	other	words,	 in	Russia	the	“objec>ve	tasks	of	the	democra>c	
revolu>on”	were	solved	under	the	socialist	dictatorship.	And	that	is	what	is	meant	when	we	say	
that	the	task	of	the	workers	of	all	the	European	countries	“is	the	accomplishment	of	the	socialist	
revolu>on.”	

Such	a	reply	would	be	en>rely	proper	and	correct.	Only,	it	is	not	one	whit	less	valid	if	applied	to	
“the	workers	in	colonial	and	semi-colonial	countries	in	Asia”!	Even	a	half-baked	Trotskyist	should	
know	 this;	 even	 a	 translator	 of	 Trotsky	 should	 know	 this.	 Even	 he	 should	 know	 that	 “it	 is	
impermissible	 even	 to	 talk	 about	 the	 theory	 of	 the	 permanent	 revolu>on”	 unless	 one	
understands	that	a	country	like	China,	for	example,	can	aQain	genuine	na>onal	independence,	or	
solve	any	other	of	the	fundamental	democra>c	tasks	facing	it,	only	by	“the	accomplishment	of	the	
socialist	 revolu>on,”	 that	 is,	 by	 establishing	 the	 dictatorship	 of	 the	 proletariat.	 In	 this	 respect,	
China	 and	 India	 today	 differ	 in	 no	 way	 from	 Serbia	 of	 1914.	 The	 reader	 who	 is	 interested	 in	
Trotsky’s	view	on	the	ques>on,	and	not	merely	in	the	view	of	the	self-avowed,	self-patented	and	
self-copyrighted	Trotskyist,	may	study	the	former’s	brochure,	The	Permanent	Revolu#on.	

3.	“The	colonial	and	semi-colonial	peoples	can	play	and	are	playing	an	independent	rôle	not	only	
in	isolated	struggles,	but	also	in	the	very	midst	of	an	imperialist	war,”	says	Wright.	The	people	(i.e.,	
the	masses	of	workers	and	peasants)	can	play	an	independent	rôle	not	only	in	colonial	and	semi-
colonial	countries	but	in	arch-imperialist	countries	like	Japan,	Germany	or	the	United	States.	But	
in	the	one	type	or	the	other,	they	can	play	an	independent	rôle	on	one	condi>on	and	one	only:	if	
they	(specifically,	the	workers)	are	organized	as	a	class	by	the	vanguard	forces	and	(the	peasants	
suppor>ng	the	workers)	direct	their	struggle	against	the	bourgeoisie.	Under	any	other	condi>ons,	
the	people,	be	 they	 in	 the	colonies	or	 in	 the	metropolises,	are	 the	dupes,	 the	 tools,	 the	vo>ng	
herds	or	the	cannon	fodder	of	the	ruling	class,	and	any	talk	of	their	“independence”	is	nonsense,	
where	 it	 isn’t	 posi>vely	 pernicious.	 One	 would	 think	 that	 in	 the	 year	 1942,	 a	 Marxist	 would	
understand	this	elementary	fact	of	the	class	struggle.	

4.	Perhaps	we	are	quibbling.	Perhaps	Wright	did	not	really	mean	colonial	peoples	but	colonial	and	
semi-colonial	 countries.	 Well,	 if	 that’s	 what	 he	 meant,	 his	 case	 only	 grows	 worse.	 What	 is	 a	
“country”	–	even	a	colonial	country?	 It	 is	primarily	an	arena	of	the	struggle	between	classes.	 In	
the	colonial	country	as	 in	the	 imperialist	motherland,	one	class	rules,	the	bourgeoisie.	 In	China,	
the	 bourgeoisie	 is	 different	 in	 many	 important	 ways	 from	 the	 bourgeoisie	 in	 Japan,	 as	 is	
commonly	 known;	 but	 in	 both	 countries	 it	 is	 the	 ruling	 class	 and	 it	 represents	 an	 historically	
reac>onary	obstacle	to	progress.	To	speak	of	semi-colonial	China,	or	colonial	India,	as	“countries”	
that	 can	 play	 an	 “independent	 rôle”	 at	 the	 present	 >me,	 that	 is,	 in	 the	 era	 of	 decadent	
imperialism,	is	to	say	that	the	colonial	bourgeoisie	can	play	an	independent	rôle.	“Country”	–	that	
is	no	abstrac>on.	It	is	concre>zed	in	its	ruling	class	–	precisely	in	its	ruling	class!	–	and	in	the	social	
rela>ons	they	represent	and	dominate.	“Colonial	countries”	are	no	excep>on	whatsoever	in	this	
respect.	 For	 if	 they	 are,	 then	 the	 whole	 boQom	 falls	 out	 of	 the	 struggle	 carried	 on	 against	
Stalinism	by	the	Le`	Opposi>on	(Trotskyists)	on	the	na>onal	and	colonial	ques>ons.	 If	they	are,	
the	Fourth	 InternaEonal	must	 stop	 saying	what	 it	has	always	 said,	namely,	 that	precisely	 in	 the	
colonial	 and	 semi-colonial	 countries	 na>onal	 independence	 can	 be	 obtained	 only	 under	 the	
leadership	of	the	proletariat	and	that	in	principle	there	is	no	difference	between	Chiang	Kai-shek	
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and	the	class	he	represents,	and	Alexander	Kerensky	and	the	class	he	represented,	so	far	as	their	
respec>ve	a_tude	toward	imperialism	is	concerned.	

5.	According	to	Wright,	there	is	a	fundamental,	or	principled,	difference	between	the	countries	of	
Europe	and	those	of	Asia,	between	the	“small	na>ons”	and	the	“colonies,”	between	the	“second	
type”	 and	 the	 “third.”	 He	 writes	 literally	 that	 “the	 posi>on	 of	 the	 colonial	 and	 semi-colonial	
countries	in	rela>on	to	the	imperialists	is	different	not	only	in	degree	but	in	kind	from	that	of	the	
small	European	countries.”	You	rub	your	eyes	and	read	again,	just	to	make	sure	you	saw	what	you	
saw.	Then	you	turn	to	the	first	page	of	the	magazine	in	which	it	appears	and,	yes,	to	be	sure!	it	is	
the	Fourth	Interna#onal.	How	did	that	get	by	the	editor?	you	ask.	The	answer	is	a	saddening	one:	
The	editor	doesn’t	know	any	beQer,	either;	and	besides,	he	is	too	busy	with	other	things	to	no>ce	
that	Wright	has	catapulted	himself	right	down	to	the	theore>cal	level	of	Stalinism.	
		

Lenin	and	Trotsky	on	the	‘Second’	and	‘Third’	Types	

On	this	point	we	have	ample	–	indeed,	overwhelming	–	evidence	from	the	wri>ngs	of	Lenin	and	
Trotsky.	 Let	 us	 hear	 first	 from	 the	 laQer.	 (Interes>ngly	 enough,	 despite	 the	 rich,	 up-to-date	
contribu>on	made	by	Trotsky	 to	 the	colonial	ques>on	 in	 the	course	of	fi`een	years	of	 struggle	
against	 Stalinist	 perversion,	Wright	 does	 not	 so	much	 as	 quote	 one	 single	word	 from	 Trotsky’s	
wri>ngs	 on	 the	 subject!)	 Trotsky	 is	 speaking	 of	 the	 Stalinist-Bukharinist	 aQempt	 to	 draw	 a	
dis>nc>on	 in	 principle	 (”in	 degree	 and	 in	 kind,”	 as	Wright	 would	 say)	 between	 the	 bourgeois-
democra>c	struggles	in	the	West	and	the	colonial	struggles	in	the	East,	and	he	says:	

For	a	communist,	a	war	of	a	colonial	na>on	against	an	imperialist	na>on	is	
a	 bourgeois	 revolu>onary	 war.	 Lenin	 thus	 raised	 the	 na>onal	 libera>on	
movements,	the	colonial	insurrec>ons,	and	wars	of	the	oppressed	na>ons,	
to	 the	 level	of	 the	bourgeois-democra>c	revolu>ons,	 in	par>cular,	 to	 that	
of	the	Russian	revolu>on	of	1905.	But	Lenin	did	not	at	all	place	the	wars	for	
na>onal	libera>on	above	bourgeois-democra>c	revolu>ons	as	is	now	done	
by	Bukharin,	a`er	his	180	degree	turn	[and	by	Wright,	please	note	–	M.S.].	
Lenin	insisted	on	a	dis>nc>on	between	an	oppressed	bourgeois	na>on	and	
a	bourgeois	oppressor	na>on.	But	 Lenin	nowhere	 raised	and	never	 could	
raise	 the	 ques>on	 as	 if	 the	 bourgeoisie	 of	 a	 colonial	 or	 a	 semi-colonial	
country	 in	 an	 epoch	 of	 struggle	 for	 na>onal	 libera>on	 must	 be	 more	
progressive	and	more	revolu>onary	than	the	bourgeoisie	of	a	non-colonial	
country	in	the	epoch	of	the	democra>c	revolu>on.	This	does	not	flow	from	
anything	 in	 theory;	 there	 is	 no	 confirma>on	 of	 it	 in	 history.	 (The	 Third	
Interna#onal	Aper	Lenin,	p.	171)	

Correct:	Wright’s	dis>nc>on	does	not	exist	in	Marxian	theory:	it	cannot	be	found	in	history;	it	is	a	
product	of	a	haluk.	

But	 perhaps	 Trotsky	 exaggerated.	 Perhaps	 he	 was	 carried	 away	 by	 his	 polemic	 against	 the	
Stalinists.	No,	there	is	no	such	possibility.	If	anything,	Lenin	was	even	more	categorical	and	explicit	
on	 this	 point.	 He	 did	 indeed	 divide	 the	 colonies	 from	 Europe	 as	 two	 different	 types.	 But	
essen>ally,	 only	because	 the	 struggles	of	 the	 former	were	 s>ll	 ahead,	while	 those	of	 the	 laQer	
were	already	going	on.	As	for	a	fundamental	difference,	“not	only	in	degree	but	in	kind,”	Wright	
does	 not	 even	merit	 recogni>on	 as	 an	 innovator.	 Lenin	 specifically	 rejected	 the	 same	 point	 of	
view	>me	and	>me	again.	
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Here	is	what	he	wrote	in	his	war>me	polemic	against	Kievsky	(G.L.	Pyatakov)	in	connec>on	with	
the	demand	for	“freedom	of	secession	for	all	oppressed	na>ons”:	

And	in	this	respect	the	only	difference	we	see	between	the	Mongolian	and	
Egyp>an	 peasants	 and	workers	 and	 the	 Polish	 and	 Finnish	 peasants	 and	
workers	is	that	the	laQer	are	highly	developed,	poli>cally	more	experienced	
and	 economically	 beQer	 equipped	 than	 the	 Great	 Russians,	 etc.,	 and	
therefore	 they	 probably	 will	 very	 soon	 convince	 their	 people,	 who	 now	
justly	hate	 the	Great	Russians	 for	 the	execu>oner’s	 role	 they	are	playing,	
that	 it	 is	not	wise	 to	extend	 this	hatred	 to	 the	 socialist	workers	and	 to	a	
socialist	Russia	...	(Works,	vol.	XIX,	p.	254)	

In	 the	 very	next	breath,	 Lenin	 con>nued	 (bear	 in	mind	 that	by	 “Poles”	 are	 to	be	understood	a	
country	of	the	“second	type”	and	by	“Mongolians”	a	country	of	the	“third	type”):	

There	 is	 no	 other	 difference	 between	 our	 a_tude	 toward	 the	 Poles	 and	
that	toward	Mongolians,	nor	can	there	be	any	other.	(Ibid.,	p.	255)	

On	the	very	same	page,	even	more	explicitly,	if	that	were	possible:	

But	what	about	Russia?	The	peculiar	feature	of	Russia	is	that	the	difference	
between	 “our”	 colonies	 and	 “our”	 oppressed	 na>ons	 is	 not	 clear,	 not	
concrete	and	not	vital!	...	

While	 it	 may	 be	 excusable	 for	 a	 Marxist,	 wri>ng,	 say,	 in	 Germany,	 to	
forget	 this	 peculiar	 feature	 of	 Russia,	 it	 is	 not	 excusable	 for	 P.	 Kievsky.	 A	
Russian	 socialist	 who	 does	 not	 merely	 repeat	 what	 others	 say,	 but	
who	thinks	for	himself,	must	realize	that	as	far	as	Russia	is	concerned,	it	is	
par>cularly	 absurd	 to	 aQempt	 to	 draw	 a	 serious	 dis>nc>on	 between	
oppressed	na>ons	and	colonies.	

If	Lenin	had	read	Wright’s	central	argument,	the	above	quota>ons	could	not	have	been	wriQen	as	
a	more	direct	and	annihila>ng	rebuff	to	 the	“con>nuator	of	Leninism”	who	 issues	bulls	on	who	
can	and	who	“cannot	speak	in	Lenin’s	name.”	But	s>ll	there	may	be	a	reader	who	imagines	that	
Lenin	refused	to	“draw	a	serious	dis>nc>on	between	oppressed	na>ons	and	colonies”	only	so	far	
as	Russia	was	concerned.	No,	his	posi>on	was	more	thorough-going	 than	that.	Here	 is	what	he	
wrote	in	1916,	in	summarizing	the	whole	discussion	of	this	ques>on	with	his	principal	theore>cal	
adversaries,	the	followers	of	Luxemburg:	

The	Polish	comrades	 ...	 tried	to	draw	a	dis>nc>on	between	“Europe”	and	
the	colonies.	Only	in	regard	to	Europe	are	they	inconsistent	annexa>onists	
and	object	to	the	annulment	of	annexa>ons	once	they	have	been	effected.	
For	the	colonies,	however,	they	put	forward	the	categorical	demand:	“Get	
out	of	the	colonies!”	(Works,	vol.	XIX,	p.	383)	

Again,	a	few	pages	later:	

By	singling	out	the	colonies	and	contras>ng	them	with	Europe,	the	Polish	
comrades	 become	 involved	 in	 contradic>ons,	 which	 immediately	 shaQer	
the	whole	of	their	mistaken	line	of	argument.	(Ibid.,	p.	286)	

As	the	reader	knows,	our	muddler	insists	that	Lenin	aQached	a	higher	significance	in	principle	to	
the	colonies	than	to	the	small	European	na>ons.	The	fact	is,	as	Lenin	emphasized	in	his	polemics	
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during	the	war	(1916),	he	looked	for	the	na>onal	struggles	in	Europe	to	be	even	more	valuable	to	
the	world	revolu>on	than	the	struggles	of	the	colonies.	

The	 fact	 is	 that	 revolu>onary	movements	of	all	kinds	–	 including	na>onal	
movements	–	 are,	under	 the	 condi>ons	prevailing	 in	Europe,	more	 likely,	
more	 possible,	 more	 stubborn,	 more	 conscious	 and	 more	 difficult	 to	
subdue	than	in	the	colonies.	(Works,	vol.	XIX,	p.	285)	

And	in	con>nuing	his	polemic	against	the	aQempt	by	the	Poles	to	contrast	“Europe”	to	“Asia,”	he	
expressed	himself	with	the	greatest	unequivocalness:	

Social	 democracy,	 we	 read	 in	 the	 Polish	 theses	 (1,	 4),	 “must	 u>lize	 the	
struggle	of	the	young	colonial	bourgeoisie	against	European	imperialism	in	
order	to	sharpen	the	revoluEonary	crisis	in	Europe.”	(Author’s	italics)	

Is	it	not	dear	that	it	is	least	of	all	permissible	to	contrast	Europe	with	the	
colonies	in	this	respect?	The	struggle	of	the	oppressed	na>ons	in	Europe,	a	
struggle	capable	of	going	to	the	lengths	of	insurrec>on	and	street	figh>ng,	
of	 breaking	 down	 the	 iron	 discipline	 in	 the	 army	 and	 mar>al	 law,	 will	
“sharpen	 the	 revolu>onary	 crisis	 in	 Europe”	 infinitely	more	 than	 a	much	
more	developed	rebellion	in	a	remote	colony.	A	blow	delivered	against	the	
English	imperialist	bourgeoisie	by	a	rebellion	in	Ireland	is	a	hundred	>mes	
more	significant	poli>cally	than	a	blow	of	equal	weight	delivered	in	Asia	or	
in	Africa.	(Ibid.,	pp.	302f.)	

Is	anything	more	required	for	the	reader	to	see	what	Lenin’s	posi>on	on	this	point	actually	was?	
And	 is	anything	more	required	 to	understand	that	our	self-styled	“con>nuator	of	Leninism”	has	
not	merely	diverged	from	Lenin’s	standpoint,	but	has	entered	right	into	head-on	conflict	with	it?	
		

Two	Criteria	for	Judging	Colonial	Wars	

Wright	explained	to	his	 readers	 that	 the	criterion	 for	suppor>ng	or	not	suppor>ng	a	country	of	
the	“second	type”	 in	a	war	was	whether	or	not	 it	 “plays	an	 independent	 rôle.”	Lenin	never	put	
that	forward	as	his	criterion,	but	let	it	go	for	the	moment.	What	interests	us	now	is	what	criterion	
should	be	employed	by	the	proletariat	with	regard	to	wars	conducted	by	countries	of	the	“third	
type.”	Wright	went	through	elaborate	conclusions	to	explain	the	fundamental	difference	between	
the	one	and	the	other,	to	show	that	the	laQer	differed	from	the	former	“not	only	in	degree	but	in	
kind”	and	must	therefore	be	approached	differently.	What	then	is	his	criterion	in	the	case	of	the	
colonies?	The	answer	is	truly	seduc>ve	in	its	overwhelming	simplicity:	the	criterion	for	the	“third	
type”	of	country	is	...	exactly	the	same	as	the	criterion	for	the	“second	type”	of	country!	Yes,	sir,	
a`er	all	 the	wind	and	 fury	have	died	down,	and	 the	 fundamental	differences	between	 the	 two	
have	 been	 emphasized	 and	 belabored,	 we	 learn	 that	 a	 war	 conducted	 by	 either	 one	 of	 them	
must,	a`er	all,	be	judged	in	exactly	the	same	way.	Unbelievable,	but	there	it	is,	black	on	white:	

What	 is	 the	 criterion	whereby	Marxists	 determine	whether	 a	 colonial	 or	
semi-colonial	country	 is	conduc>ng	a	progressive	struggle?	We	determine	
our	 posi>on,	 first	 of	 all,	 on	 the	 basis	 of	 fact.	 Does	 this	 struggle	 play	
an	independent	rôle?	If	it	does,	we	support	it.	(Wright’s	emphasis.)	

But	that’s	exactly	what	Wright	wrote	one	page	earlier	about	the	wars	of	countries	of	the	“second	
type”!	Toward	what	end	was	so	much	good	and	pa>ent	paper	smeared	up	in	between	these	two	
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conclusions?	 The	most	merciful	 answer	 that	 can	 be	 given	 is	 that	 in	Wright’s	 construc>on,	 the	
difference	 boils	 down	 to	 the	 rather	 dogma>c	 asser>on	 that	 the	 struggles	 of	 small	 European	
countries	“can	be	progressive	only	in	isolated	instances”	(does	Wright	mean	“only	in	rare	cases”?	
It	 is	 not	 clear	 from	 his	 text),	 whereas	 the	 struggles	 of	 Asia>c	 colonies	 can	 be	 progressive	 in	 a	
greater	number	of	cases	because,	allegedly,	they	can	play	“an	independent	rôle”	even	“in	the	very	
midst	of	an	imperialist	war.”	

Before	 we	 go	 over	 to	 the	 very	 important	 ques>on	 of	 “fact”	 in	 judging	 our	 a_tude	 toward	
China’s	war	with	Japan	in	the	midst	of	the	Second	World	War,	let	us	dwell	for	some	informa>ve	
moments	on	 the	guiding	 lines	suggested	by	Lenin	 in	 this	ques>on.	He	was	acquainted	with	 the	
problem	of	a	just	war	of	a	colony	against	an	imperialist	power	and	the	rela>ons	between	such	a	
war	and	an	 imperialist	war,	or	between	such	a	war	and	aid	given	to	a	colony	by	one	 imperialist	
power	against	another.	

In	his	war>me	polemic	against	“Junius”	(Rosa	Luxemburg),	Lenin	gave	examples	to	support	his	
thesis	 that	 just	wars	of	na>onal	 libera>on	“may	 lead	 to	an	 imperialist	war,”	 in	which	case	 they	
could	not	be	supported,	“or	they	may	not;	that	depends	on	many	circumstances.”	To	illustrate,	he	
cited	the	war	of	the	thirteen	American	colonies	for	independence	from	England.	

Out	of	enmity	toward	England,	i.e.,	in	conformity	with	their	own	imperialist	
interests,	 France	 and	 Spain,	 which	 s>ll	 held	 parts	 of	 what	 are	 now	 the	
United	 States,	 concluded	 friendly	 trea>es	 with	 the	 states	 that	 had	 risen	
against	 England.	 The	 French	 forces	 together	with	 the	 American	 defeated	
the	English.	Here	we	have	a	war	for	na>onal	libera>on	in	which	imperialist	
rivalry	 is	a	contributory	element	of	no	great	 importance	 (Works,	 vol.	XIX,	
p.	204)	

Now,	in	the	same	issue	of	the	Fourth	Interna#onal	containing	Wright’s	ar>cle,	there	is	a	cri>cism	
of	the	Stalinist	war	posi>on	by	the	editor,	Morrow.	In	it	Morrow	quotes	the	above	passage	from	
Lenin’s	 cri>cism	 of	 Junius	 as	 it	 appeared	 for	 the	 first	 >me	 in	 English	 in	 the	 Bri>sh	 Labour	
Monthly	of	January	1935.	The	quota>on	deserves	some	comment:	

1.	 The	Labour	Monthly	 transla>on	 is	 no	 good.	Morrow	unwi_ngly	 accepts	 the	bad	 transla>on	
because	 it	 seems	 to	 support	 the	 SWP	 posi>on	 on	 China	 against	 ours!	 Here	 is	 how	 the	 last	
sentence	of	the	Lenin	quota>on	above	appears	in	the	Fourth	Interna#onal:	

We	thus	see	a	na>onal	libera>on	war,	in	which	the	imperialist	coopera>on	
[with	 the	 colony	–	F.M.]	 appears	merely	 as	 a	 secondary	element	without	
serious	significance	...	

Whereupon	Morrow	triumphantly	comments:	“Lenin	was	considering	the	great	colonial	and	semi-
colonial	countries	like	India,	China	and	Persia,	figh>ng	their	main	imperialist	oppressors	where	it	
was	possible	for	the	imperialist	coopera>on	with	the	colonial	country	to	be	‘merely	a	secondary	
element.’”	

What	Lenin	actually	wrote	was	not	that	“imperialist	cooperaEon”	with	the	colony	(as	Morrow	
interpolates)	 was	 the	 secondary	 element,	 but	 that	 a	 just	 na>onal	 war	 for	 independence	 was	
possible	in	which	“imperialist	rivalry”	would	be	“a	contributory	element	of	no	great	importance.”	
The	 difference	 between	 the	 two	 words	 (coopera>on	 or	 rivalry)	 is	 of	 key	 importance.	 Lenin	
considered	 the	 American	 war	 for	 independence	 a	 just	 war,	 not	 in	 spite	 of	 French	 imperialist	
“coopera>on”	with	the	thirteen	colonies,	but	in	spite	of	the	“rivalry”	between	French	and	English	
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imperialism.	Why?	Because,	to	repeat	his	words,	this	rivalry	was	only	“a	contributory	element	of	
no	great	 importance.”	Every	student	of	the	American	Revolu>on	knows	this.	The	revolu>on	was	
not	a	product	of	the	rivalry	between	France	or	Spain	and	England;	the	revolu>on	was	at	no	>me	
an	integral	part	of	a	war	between	France	and	England	(indeed,	there	was	no	war	between	the	two	
countries	at	 the	>me	of	the	American	Revolu>on;	there	was	only	the	con>nued	“rivalry”	which	
had	taken	the	form	of	war	a	few	years	before	the	revolu>on	and	in	the	Napoleonic	wars	a`er	the	
revolu>on);	 the	 revolu>on	 was	 at	 no	 >me	 subordinated	 to	 the	 struggle	 between	 France	 and	
England;	the	revolu>on	was	at	no	>me	directed	or	controlled	by	French	or	Spanish	imperialism;	at	
no	>me	did	the	American	bourgeoisie	come	under	the	financial,	poli>cal	or	military	domina>on	of	
French	 or	 Spanish	 imperialism,	 even	 though	 French	 cooperaEon	 with	Washington	 at	 one	 >me	
became	so	important	(Rochambeau’s	expedi>on)	as	to	be	virtually	decisive.	

It	is	from	the	point	of	view	of	these	facts,	known	to	most	schoolboys,	that	Lenin	was	able	to	say	
that	Anglo-French	rivalry	was	only	a	“contributory	element	of	no	great	importance.”	We	shall	see	
presently	if	the	same	can	be	said	about	the	present	situa>on	of	China.	

2.	Morrow,	who	had	to	rely	on	a	poor	transla>on	of	Lenin,	may	be	excused	for	the	moment.	But	
Wright	 knows	 beQer.	 He	 is	 acquainted	with	 the	 important	 passage	 from	 Lenin	 “in	 the	 original	
Russian.”	Does	he	quote	it?	No;	he	paraphrases	it	in	his	own	words	but	at	even	greater	length	that	
the	original.	We	get	the	same	stupid	analogy	between	China’s	war	today	and	the	war	of	1776.	He	
even	improves	on	Morrow,	and	adds	another	“historical	 instance.”	Marx	supported	the	North	in	
the	American	Civil	War.	Yet,	Russian	warships	under	the	command	of	Grand	Duke	Alexis	appeared	
in	San	Francisco	harbor	at	one	of	the	cri>cal	junctures	in	the	rela>ons	between	Washington	and	
France	and	Great	Britain.	Thus,	 in	order	to	defend	 its	na>onal	existence	and	 independence,	the	
most	 progressive	 government	 in	 the	world	 at	 that	 >me,	 the	United	 States,	was	 obliged	 to	 ally	
itself	with	the	most	reac>onary	regime	in	the	world	–	czarist	Russia.	

This	 “historical	 instance”	 is	 supposed	 to	 jus>fy	 support	 of	 China	 in	 the	 Second	World	War!	
Unbelievable	again,	but	we	are	ready	to	take	our	oath	that	it	is	to	be	found,	black	on	white,	in	the	
April	 1942	 issue	 of	 the	 Fourth	 Interna#onal,	 for	 all	 English-reading	 people	 to	 look	 at	 with	
wonderment	for	genera>ons	to	come.	

What	 good	 Alexis’	 warships	were	 supposed	 to	 do	 Lincoln	 in	 San	 Francisco	 harbor,	 we	 don’t	
exactly	know;	perhaps	they	were	maneuvering	to	get	the	firing	range	of	Richmond	or	Vicksburg.	
But	 Wright	 misses	 a	 real	 bull’s	 eye	 when	 he	 fails	 to	 men>on	 that	 Alexander	 II	 really	
sent	two	Russian	fleets,	and	one	of	them	dropped	anchor	in	New	York	harbor.	And	that	the	Czar	
gave	 his	 admirals	 sealed	 orders	 to	 place	 themselves	 at	 Lincoln’s	 disposal	 if	 France	 or	 England	
intervened	militarily	on	the	side	of	the	South.	And	that	this	“hint”	was	enough	to	cool	the	ardor	
of	Napoleon	III,	who	was	playing	with	the	idea	of	a	coali>on	to	support	the	South.	

But,	pray,	what	has	all	this	interes>ng	and	erudite	detail	to	do	with	China	in	the	war	today?	Was	
there,	perhaps,	in	the	early	1860s,	a	big,	all-domina>ng	war	going	on	between	Russia	and	France,	
with	Lincoln	(the	North)	allying	himself	with	Russia	to	help	Alexander	win	his	war	over	the	LiQle	
Napoleon?	Was	there	even	one	shell	fired	from	the	famous	Russian	warships,	except	perhaps	in	
salute?	 Did	 the	 Grand	 Duke	 Alexis	 perhaps	 replace	 McClellan	 or	 Grant	 –	 or	 Lincoln	 –	 as	
commander	of	the	Union	armies?	Was	the	conduct	of	the	Civil	War	by	the	North	in	any	way	at	all	
(except	for	the	obscure	incident	men>oned	by	Wright)	dependent	upon	the	Grand	Duke,	or	the	
Czar,	or	the	Czarina,	or	the	Czarevitch,	or	the	whole	Russian	Imperial	Court?	
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And	while	we’re	at	it,	let	us	also	ask	why	Wright	inflates	the	whole	trivial	business	of	Russia	in	
the	American	Civil	War	to	the	 imposing	propor>ons	of	an	“alliance”?	 Is	 it	 in	order	to	gloss	over	
the	treacherous	capitulatory	and	reac>onary	alliance	the	Chinese	na>onal	bourgeoisie	has	made	
with	“democra>c”	imperialism	by	sugges>ng	that,	a`er	all,	Lincoln	“also”	made	an	alliance	with	a	
reac>onary	power	which	was	“approved”	by	Marx?	We	will	return	to	this	ques>on	later.	
		

Lenin	and	Zinoviev	on	Colonial	Libera#on	

But	back	to	Wright’s	paraphrasing	of	the	quota>on	from	Lenin’s	cri>cism	of	Junius.	Why	didn’t	he	
quote	 Lenin?	 And	 why	 did	 Morrow	 stop	 so	 short	 with	 that	 part	 of	 the	 quota>on	 which	 he	
reproduced?	It	is	the	part	that	follows	that	is	right	to	the	point!	For	in	it	Lenin	discusses	precisely	
the	ques>on	now	at	issue.	Here	is	what	he	says:	

A	war	for	na>onal	 libera>on	waged,	for	example,	by	an	alliance	of	Persia,	
India	 and	 China	 against	 certain	 imperialist	 powers	 is	 quite	 possible	 and	
probable,	 for	 it	 follows	 logically	 from	 the	 na>onal	 libera>on	movements	
now	going	on	in	those	countries.	Whether	such	a	war	will	be	transformed	
into	an	 imperialist	war	among	the	present	 imperialist	powers	will	depend	
on	 a	 great	 many	 concrete	 circumstances,	 and	 it	 would	 be	 ridiculous	 to	
guarantee	that	these	circumstances	will	arise.	(Works,	vol.	XIX,	p.	205.)	

Is	 it	 any	 wonder	Morrow	 lost	 the	 balance	 of	 his	 quota>on?	 Or	 that	Wright	 suddenly	 found	 it	
expedient	 to	paraphrase	 Lenin	 instead	of	 quo>ng	 from	him?	 Lenin	does	not	 speak	of	 a	war	of	
China	against	an	 imperialist	power	or	powers,	but	a	war	against	 them	of	China,	plus	 India,	plus	
Persia	 (now	 Iran).	 Such	a	war	 Lenin	would	 support	 (just	as	we	 supported	 the	 “isolated”	war	of	
China	 against	 Japan	 up	 to	 the	 >me	 this	 war	 was	 decisively	 incorporated	 into	 the	 general	
imperialist	World	War).	But	suppose	a	general	war	among	the	 imperialist	big	powers	broke	out	
and	 “swallowed	 up”	 the	 war	 of	 the	 colonial	 alliance	 against	 the	 imperialist	 oppressor?	 Lenin	
replies,	in	effect:	That	might	happen,	in	which	case	it	would	be	impermissible	to	con>nue	giving	
support,	but	“it	would	be	ridiculous	to	guarantee”	that	it	will	happen.	That	is	why	he	wrote	in	his	
polemic	against	Kievsky:	

In	 short,	 a	 war	 between	 imperialist	 great	 powers	 (i.e.,	 powers	 which	
oppress	 a	 number	 of	 foreign	 na>ons,	 entangling	 them	 in	 the	 web	 of	
dependence	 on	 finance	 capital,	 etc.)	 or	 war	 in	 alliance	 with	 them,	 is	 an	
imperialist	war.	 Such	 is	 the	war	 of	 1914–16;	 the	 plea	 of	 “defense	 of	 the	
fatherland”	 in	 this	war	 is	 decep>on,	 it	 is	 used	 to	 jus>fy	 the	war.	 (Works,	
vol.	XIX,	p.	220.	Lenin’s	emphasis.)	

Even	more	specific	on	this	score	was	Zinoviev,	who	during	the	war	was	closest	to	Lenin	and	his	
thoughts.	 In	wri>ng	of	 a	 colonial	war	 against	 an	 imperialist	 government	 as	 a	 just	war,	 Zinoviev	
remarked	 in	 a	 footnote	 that	 this	 thesis	 “perhaps	 requires	 a	 certain	 limita>on.”	 To	 illustrate,	 he	
gave	 the	 example	 of	 Persia	 (a	 country	 of	 the	 “third	 type”!)	 during	 the	 First	 World	 War.	 In	
September–October	1915,	 the	Persian	government,	as	a	 liberal	Russian	paper	put	 it,	 “evidently	
seriously	studied	the	ques>on	of	libera>ng	itself	from	Russo-English	influence	[!]	by	means	of	an	
alliance	with	Germany	 and	 Turkey.”	 The	 Shah	was	preparing	 the	first	 rebellious	 steps,	 but	 “the	
appearance	of	a	Russian	detachment	before	the	walls	of	Teheran	–	succeeded	in	pu_ng	an	end	to	
the	Shah’s	vacilla>ons.”	A	real	uprising	then	broke	out	 in	the	country;	revolu>onary	commiQees	
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were	formed	in	the	center	and	in	the	South;	but	in	the	winter	and	spring	of	1916	the	uprising	was	
crushed	by	Russian	troops.	

“What	a_tude,”	asked	Zinoviev,	“should	be	taken	toward	such	a	state	of	things	in	Persia?”	And	
here	is	the	interes>ng	reply	from	Lenin’s	then	closest	collaborator:	

It	 is	 obvious	 that	 the	 socialists	 sympathize	 with	 all	 their	 heart	 with	 the	
revolu>onary	 movement	 in	 Persia	 which	 is	 directed	 at	 Russo-English	
imperialists.	But	in	case	Persia	had	parEcipated	in	the	war	of	1914–16	and	
placed	 itself	 on	 the	 side	 of	 the	 German	 coaliEon,	 the	 Persian	war	would	
only	 hove	 been	 an	 unimportant	 episode	 in	 the	 imperialist	 robber	 war.	
Objec>vely,	 the	 rôle	 of	 Persia	 would	 have	 been	 very	 liQle	 dis>nguished	
from	the	rôle	of	Turkey	in	the	war	years	of	1914–16.	(Lenin-Zinoviev,	Gegen	
den	Strom,	The	Second	InternaEonal	and	the	War	Problem,	by	G.	Zinoviev,	
pp.	499f.	My	emphasis	–	M.S.)	

The	hopeless	confusion	into	which	Wright	got	himself	in	trying	to	make	a	dis>nc>on	between	the	
Leninist	posi>on	on	Serbia	 in	the	First	World	War	and	China	 in	the	Second	World	War,	we	have	
already	seen.	What	remains	to	be	seen,	in	the	light	of	what	is	so	clearly	and	explicitly	wriQen	by	
Zinoviev,	is	how	Wright	will	dis>nguish	between	the	rôle	of	Persia	in	the	First	World	War	and	the	
rôle	of	China	today.	For	those	who	can	witness	gyra>ons	without	yawning,	the	spectacle	is	worth	
looking	forward	to.	
		

What	Are	the	Real	Facts	of	the	War?	

There	 is	 le`,	finally,	 in	determining	our	a_tude	toward	China	 in	the	war,	 the	ques>on	of	“fact”	
men>oned	 by	Wright	 with	 such	 unexpected	 suddenness	 and	 in	 such	 violent	 discordance	 with	
everything	that	went	before.	Most	important	ques>on,	indeed!	The	ques>on	of	“fact”	to	establish	
is	simply	this:	Has	the	war	of	China	against	Japan	become	an	integral	and	subordinate	part	of	the	
general	inter-imperialist	World	War,	or	has	it	not?	Or,	to	use	Lenin’s	formula:	in	judging	the	Sino-
Japanese	 war,	 is	 the	 inter-imperialist	 rivalry	 or	 conflict	 “a	 contributory	 element	 of	 no	 great	
importance”	or	is	the	na>onal	struggle	of	China	“of	no	great	importance	compared	with	the	all-
determining	imperialist	rivalry”?	A	third	posi>on,	sharply	dis>nguished	from	either	of	these	two,	
is	out	of	the	ques>on.	

Now,	 judged	by	the	fairly	precise	yards>ck	of	Lenin,	there	would	seem	to	be	no	possibility	of	
two	answers	to	the	ques>on	of	China	in	the	war	today.	That	is,	provided	one	based	himself	on	the	
facts,	 the	 reali>es,	 which	 are	 universally	 acknowledged.	 More	 accurately,	 all	 but	 universally	
acknowledged,”	 for	 Wright	 and	 his	 poli>cal	 colleagues	 have	 an	 almost	 unique	 and	 mys>cal	
concep>on	of	what	is	happening	in	the	world	at	war	today.	

To	all	ordinary	people,	and	especially	to	those	for	whom	the	word	“dialec>cs”	is	not	a	license	
for	 uQering	 the	most	 demonstrable	 nonsense,	 the	 Second	World	War	 is	 a	 total	 war.	 It	 is	 not	
necessary	to	lay	claim	to,	or	possess,	special	military-strategical	ability	to	understand	that	in	this	
war,	 far	more	 than	 even	 the	 First	World	War,	 all	 the	 present	 fronts	 are	 inseparably	 linked	 and	
mutually	interdependent.	The	character	of	the	war,	the	conduct	of	the	war	and	(for	the	present)	
the	outcome	of	the	war,	are	determined	by	the	two	couples	of	imperialist	>tans	which	dominate	
each	 camp	 respec>vely,	 the	 United	 States	 and	 Great	 Britain,	 and	 Germany	 and	 Japan.	 (Within	
each	of	the	two,	in	turn,	there	is	a	senior	and	a	junior	partner!)	All	the	other	countries	in	the	two	
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great	coali>ons	are	reduced	to	vassalage	to	the	giants	which	differs	in	each	case	only	in	degree.	
This	vassalage	 is	determined	by	 the	economic	 (industrial-technical),	and	therefore	 the	financial,	
and	 therefore	 the	 poli>cal,	 and	 therefore	 the	military	 domina>on	of	 the	war	 by	 the	 two	 great	
“power-couples.”	 Italy	 is	 less	 dependent	 upon	 the	 masters	 of	 its	 coali>on	 than	 Hungary,	 and	
Hungary	 less	 than	Slovakia.	But	 these	 facts	do	not	alter	 the	state	of	 their	vassalage	–	 they	only	
determine	 its	 degree.	 Stalinist	 Russia	 is	 less	 dependent	 upon	 the	masters	 of	 its	 coali>on	 than	
China	(it	would	lead	us	too	far	afield	to	show	in	what	sense,	however,	it	is	even	more	dependent	
upon	U.S.-England	 than	China),	 and	China	 less	 than	 the	Philippines.	 But	 again,	 these	 facts	only	
determine	the	degree	of	their	vassalage.	Except,	therefore,	for	inconsequen>al	cranks	and	special	
pleaders	 in	 the	 bourgeois	 world,	 everyone	 in	 it	 understands	 the	 total	 nature	 of	 the	 war	 as	 a	
whole;	 the	total	nature	of	each	coali>on;	the	rela>ve	posi>on	and	weight	of	each	sector	of	 the	
coali>on;	the	mutual	interdependence	of	all	fronts.	

None	of	this	exists	in	the	dream-world	of	Wright	and	his	friends.	To	them,	there	are	at	least	two	
and	perhaps	three	dis>nct	and	separate	wars	going	on	at	the	same	>me,	but,	in	essence,	parallel	
to	each	other.	There	is	the	imperialist	war	between	U.S.-England	and	the	Axis	(we	are	compelled	
to	assume	that	 the	SWP	considers	 this	an	 imperialist	war	since	 it	has	not	 found	 it	necessary	 to	
give	 its	opinion	on	 the	subject).	Then	 there	 is	another	war	–	between	Germany	and	 the	Soviet	
Union,	A	third	war	–	at	least	one	phase	of	the	second	war	–	is	that	between	Japan	and	China,	and	
in	it	the	SWP	supports	China.	

Are	 these	 two	wars	 (or	 three	wars)	 taking	place	 independently	of	each	other?	Whatever	our	
theories	may	have	been	yesterday,	or	are	today,	all	the	facts	speak	against	such	an	asser>on.	

Anglo-American	 and	 Japanese	 imperialism	 have	 been	 figh>ng	 a	 most	 desperate	 war	 since	
December	7,	1941,	for	the	domina>on	of	the	Pacific	and	of	the	Asia>c	con>nent.	In	the	course	of	
a	few	months,	territories	of	hundreds	of	thousands	of	square	miles,	inhabited	by	tens	of	millions	
of	people,	have	changed	hands,	so	to	speak.	Does	Wright	expect	any	Marxist,	any	person	with	a	
liQle	poli>cal	experience,	or,	in	general,	any	moderately	informed	and	moderately	sane	person	to	
believe	 that	 this	 war	 between	 the	 two	 big	 imperialisms	 is	 only	 “a	 contributory	 element	 of	 no	
great	importance”	in	rela>on	to	the	war	of	China	against	Japan?	Is	this	the	kind	of	“fact”	on	which	
Wright	 bases	 himself	 in	 order	 to	 determine	 his	 posi>on?	Who	 is	 expected	 to	 take	 seriously	 a	
comparison	between	Czar	Alexander	 II’s	 intrigues	 against	Napoleon	 III	 and	 their	 rela>on	 to	 the	
American	 Civil	 War,	 on	 the	 one	 side,	 and	 the	 world-shaking,	 all-determining	 war	 for	 the	
domina>on	 of	 the	 Orient	 between	 the	 U.S.	 and	 Japan	 and	 its	 rela>ons	 to	 China’s	 war,	 on	 the	
other?	

In	 the	 environs	 of	 the	 radical	 movement,	 somewhere	 in	 New	 York,	 there	 is	 a	 man	 named	
Marlen,	 whose	 sufferings	 indicate	 the	monotypic	 described	 in	 the	 studies	 of	Wechniakoff	 and	
Letourneau.	 The	mania	 which	 preoccupies	 his	 life	 is	 the	 insistent,	 year-in-year-out	 declara>on	
that	the	only	war	going	on	in	the	world	since	1939	has	been	the	all-imperialist	struggle	to	crush	
Russia,	cunningly	concealed	behind	a	phoney	war	which	the	democra>c	and	fascist	imperialisms	
have	 pretended	 to	 carry	 on	 against	 each	 other.	 The	 invasions	 of	 Poland,	 Norway,	 the	 Balkans,	
Holland	and	Belgium	and	France,	of	Iceland	and	Greenland	and	Libya,	the	air	raids	on	England	and	
Germany	 –	 all	 these	 are	 just	 cleverly	 contrived	 frauds,	 jokingly	 arranged	 among	 England,	
Germany,	 Italy	 and	 the	United	States	 to	 create	 the	 impression	 that	 they	have	a	war	on	among	
themselves,	whereas	in	reality	the	only	war	being	fought	is	the	one	all	of	them	are	figh>ng	against	
Russia.	
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Wright	puts	forward	a	variant	–	a	much	milder	variant,	to	be	sure,	but	a	variant	nevertheless	–	
of	our	monotypic’s	ultramundane	animadversions.	Russia’s	war	with	Germany	is	 independent	of	
the	 war	 with	 Germany	 of	 U.S.-Britain,	 with	 which	 Russia	 is	 allied.	 China’s	 war	 with	 Japan	 is	
independent	 of	 the	 war	 with	 Japan	 of	 U.S.-Britain,	 with	 which	 China	 is	 allied.	 In	 both	 cases,	
presumably,	 the	 inter-imperialist	war	 is	merely	a	 second-rate,	 contributory	element	of	no	great	
importance	in	the	“just	wars”	of	Russia	and	China,	or	as	Trotsky	would	have	put	it,	it’s	like	“a	war	
on	 the	 face”	 –	 not	 pleasant,	 “reac>onary,”	 but	 in	 any	 case	 not	 decisive	 in	 judging	 the	 main	
quali>es	of	the	face	itself.	
		

The	Historical	References	Re-examined	

If	 we	 go	 back	 to	 Wright’s	 fabulous	 historical	 instances,	 the	 answer	 to	 our	 present	 problem	
becomes	 s>ll	 simpler.	 The	 Russo-French	 rivalry	 did	 not	 dominate	 the	 American	 Civil	 War;	 the	
Anglo-American	war	with	Japan	does	dominate	the	war	in	the	East,	and	only	a	purblind	dogma>st	
or	a	man	in	a	haluk	can	regard	it	as	a	sort	of	minor	side-show	in	China’s	war	with	Japan.	

Baron	von	Steuben	was	a	 great	drill-master	of	 the	American	 colonial	 army	and	Rochambeau	
and	his	French	monarchist	forces	were	a	most	valuable	aid	to	the	American	colonial	bourgeoisie;	
but	the	 laQer	was	at	all	>mes	the	real	master	of	 its	poli>cal	and	military	posi>on.	On	the	other	
hand,	the	American	General	S>llwell,	as	head	of	the	Chinese	general	staff,	symbolizes	the	decisive	
subordina>on	of	China’s	struggle	to	the	 interests	and	exigencies	of	the	 imperialist	war	between	
Washington	 and	 Tokyo	 (the	 American	 press	 speaks	 uniformly	 and	 with	 full	 jus>fica>on	 of	
“S>llwell’s	 Chinese	 troops”).	Washington	 gladly	 accepted	 the	 aid	 of	 Rochambeau’s	 troops,	 it	 is	
true;	 but	 the	 American	 colonial	 army	 did	 not	 have	 to	 fight	 to	 preserve	 the	 rule	 of	 French	
monarchical	 imperialism	over	 the	Louisiana	Territory!	The	Chinese	colonial	army,	however,	now	
that	 it	 has	 been	 incorporated	 into	 the	 general	 World	 War,	 has	 already	 fought	 under	 its	 new	
commander,	 General	 S>llwell	 (presumably	 he	 represents	 the	 “independent	 rôle”	 China	 is	 now	
playing!),	 for	 the	 preserva>on	 of	 the	 rule	 of	 Bri>sh	 imperialism	 in	 Burma,	 while	 the	
“generalissimo,”	Chiang,	 is	 sent	on	a	mission	 to	 India	as	 recrui>ng	sergeant	 for	Anglo-American	
imperialism.	

Finally,	 the	 victory	 of	 Rochambeau’s	 French	 monarchist	 troops	 over	 Cornwallis	 helped	 the	
colonies	 win	 their	 freedom	 and	 independence	 from	 England,	 without	 in	 the	 slightest	
degree	bringing	them	under	the	domina>on	of	French	imperialism.	Again,	that	is	why	Lenin	could	
speak	of	Anglo-French	 rivalry	during	 the	American	Revolu>on	as	a	 “contributory	element	of	no	
great	importance.”	Now,	once	more,	we	ask:	Can	that	situa>on	legi>mately	be	compared	by	any	
ra>onal	 person	with	 the	 subordina>ng	 alliance	 the	 Chinese	 bourgeoisie	 has	made	with	 Anglo-
American	 imperialism?	 Will	 the	 laQer’s	 victory	 over	 Japan	 help	 China	 win	 its	 freedom	 and	
independence?	 If	Wright’s	 fantas>c	 comparison	 has	 any	meaning	 accessible	 to	 the	mind	 of	 an	
earthly	being,	his	 answer	 to	 this	ques>on	must	be	 in	 the	affirma>ve.	But	 the	 resolu>on	of	 the	
Founding	 Conference	 of	 the	 Fourth	 Interna>onal	 spoke	 its	 prophe>c	 word	 on	 this	 ques>on	
several	years	ago:	“The	imperialists	of	the	West	will	intervene	against	Japan	only	to	preserve	their	
own	robber	 interests	 in	the	Far	East.	 If	 Japanese	 imperialism	should	be	defeated	 in	China	by	 its	
imperialist	 rivals,	 and	 not	 by	 the	 revolu>onary	 masses,	 this	 would	 signify	 the	 enslavement	 of	
China	by	Anglo-American	capital.”	(Resolu#ons,	etc.,	p.	85)	

Not	a	word	about	this	from	Wright,	however.	He	is	too	busy	amusing	himself	with	his	ludicrous	
denuncia>ons	of	Shachtman	as	a	criminal	and	a	traitor	and	a	two->me	deserter.	Pathe>c	hack!	He	
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is	so	busy,	indeed,	that	he	does	not	find	>me	or	space	for	a	single	word	of	cri>cism	–	much	less	
denuncia>on	–	of	Chiang	Kai-shek,	as	representa>ve	of	the	na>onal	bourgeoisie,	not	for	accep>ng	
material	aid	from	one	imperialist	group	or	another	(which	is	perfectly	permissible	in	itself,	and	to	
which	nobody	could	object),	but	for	his	complete	capitula>on	to	Anglo-American	imperialism.	It	is	
startling,	 when	 one	 stops	 to	 think	 of	 it,	 but	 it	 is	 true.	 Instead,	 Wright	 actually	 glosses	 over,	
embellishes,	defends	this	imperialist	alliance!	Starling;	unbelievable;	but	it	is	true.	

He	 teaches	us	 that	Chiang	under	Anglo-American	 imperialism	 is	not	quite	 the	same	as	Wang	
Chin-Wei	under	 Japanese	 imperialism.	 Isn’t	 the	flavor	of	 this	argument	reminiscent	of	 the	good	
old	days	of	the	dispute	in	the	Russian	Communist	Party	in	1927?	

He	writes:	 “Shachtman	 declares	 that	 the	 Chinese	 troops	 in	 Burma	 are	 figh>ng	 on	 behalf	 of	
Anglo-American	imperialism.	Is	this	so?	Yes	and	no.	More	no	than	yes.”	But	it	is	not	Shachtman	he	
needs	to	convince	of	 this	puerile	dream-theory;	 it	 is	Anglo-American	 imperialism;	 it	 is	 Japanese	
imperialism;	and	not	least	of	all,	it	is	the	bulk	of	the	people	of	Burma.	An	unenviable	job!	

He	 writes:	 “China	 is	 freer	 today	 to	 play	 an	 independent	 rôle	 vis-à-vis	 Anglo-American	
imperialism	than	at	any	other	>me	since	1937.”	How	can	he	possibly	write	this,	you	may	ask,	 in	
face	 of	 the	 increasingly	 patent	 subjec>on	 of	 China	 (military-strategical,	 poli>cal,	 economic)	 to	
Anglo-American	imperialism?	The	only	scien>fic	answer	to	this	legi>mate	ques>on	is:	Wright	is	in	
a	haluk.	

We	denounce	Chiang	and	the	class	he	represents	for	having	subordinated	China’s	just	war	for	
independence	 to	 the	 needs	 and	 interests	 of	 one	 imperialist	 camp.	 We	 summon	 the	 Chinese	
masses,	par>cularly	the	proletariat,	to	break	the	reac>onary	alliance	with	imperialism,	as	did	the	
Russian	masses	 in	1917,	 and	 resume	 the	 struggle	 for	 independence	on	a	higher	 level,	 the	only	
level	on	which	 it	 can	now	be	conducted.	Wright	says:	 “We,	on	 the	contrary,	 say	 to	 the	Chinese	
workers:	The	 Japanese	 invader	 is	 the	main	enemy.	Fire	at	 Japan	first	–	and	shoot	with	anybody	
who	 shoots	 in	 the	 same	 direcEon.”	 (My	 emphasis	 –	M.S.)	 Could	 there	 be	 a	 more	 craven	 or	
decep>ve	way	of	selling	the	Chinese	masses	the	reac>onary	alliance	with	imperialism?	We	warn	
against	the	“good	friends”	who,	you	see,	are	“shoo>ng	in	the	same	direc>on”;	Wright	says:	It’s	all	
right;	nothing	much	to	worry	about;	Lenin	approved	of	 the	same	kind	of	alliance	as	 far	back	as	
1776	and	1861.	

A]er	the	Chinese	bourgeoisie	has	integrated,	i.e.,	sold	out,	the	Chinese	na>onal	struggle	to	the	
struggle	 of	 one	 imperialist	 camp	 against	 the	 other,	 Wright	 s>ll	 says:	 “Given	 the	 opportunity,	
Chiang	will	again	betray	the	Chinese	people	...”	

This	 is	 like	shou>ng	a	warning	to	a	woman	who	has	just	been	ravished:	“Keep	an	eye	on	that	
man,	he	may	yet	aQack	you.”	

Just	when	the	Chinese	masses	need	an	alarm	signal,	Wright	sings	them	a	lullaby.	Chiang	is	only	
a	 tool,	 but	 “a	 tool	 is	 one	 thing;	 a	 finished	 job	 is	 something	 else	 again.”	 China	 isn’t	 Ethiopia;	
“China’s	posi>on	is	not	the	same	as	Slovakia’s	and	Norway’s	but	just	the	opposite”	(yes,	the	very,	
very	opposite!).	Do	England	and	the	U.S.	completely	dominate	Chiang?	“We	answer,	empha>cally	
no.”	(Wright’s	assurances	are	about	the	only	consola>on	the	poor	“generalissimo”	has	nowadays.)	
The	Chinese	aren’t	really	figh>ng	for	Bri>sh	imperialism	in	Burma.	China	is	freer	today	to	play	an	
independent	 rôle	 than	 for	 five	 years	 past.	 And	 so	 on	 and	 on	 and	 on,	 interrupted	 only	 with	
reminders	that	the	traitors	to	watch	out	for	are	...	Oehler	and	Shachtman.	
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Who	 disseminates	 this	 dope	 to	 the	 Chinese	 people	 and	 their	 friends	 –	 yes,	 this	 dope,	 this	
narco>c,	this	opiate?	The	self-styled,	self-patented,	self-copyrighted	“Trotskyist.”	
		

John	G.	Marlborough	S’en	va-t-en	Guerre	

Before	 taking	our	overdue	departure	 from	Wright,	 there	 are	 a	 few	addi>onal	 comments	worth	
recording.	

The	main	enemy	of	China	today,	he	says,	is	Japan;	the	main	enemy	of	India	is	Britain.	Good,	let	
us	accept	this	for	the	moment.	And	who	was	the	main	enemy	of	Burma?	Presumably	that	country	
stood	in	the	same	category	as	India	before	the	Japanese	conquest,	and	in	the	same	category	as	
China	following	the	Japanese	conquest.	

Wright	adds:	 “We	remain	supporters	of	na>onal	 struggles	whether	 they	are	 led	by	Chiang	 in	
China,	by	Nehru	or	Bose	 in	 India.	 This	 is	what	we	mean	by	uncondiEonal	 support.”	We	already	
know	 from	 no	 less	 an	 authority	 than	Wright	 himself	whose	 tool	 Chiang	 is.	 And	 the	 other	 two	
whose	 struggles	 he	 supports	 uncondi>onally?	 “If	 Anglo-American	 imperialists	 ever	 had	 a	 tool,	
they	 surely	 possess	 one	 in	 the	 person	 of	Nehru.	Hitler	 is	 opera>ng	 as	 best	 he	 can	with	 Bose.”	
Good,	very	good.	

Now,	wars	are	not	fought	in	people’s	heads,	but	on	land	and	sea	and	in	the	air,	by	one	body	of	
armed	men	against	another	body	of	armed	men.	In	a	war	between	two	camps,	it	is	possible	for	a	
third	party	to	oppose	both;	it	is	possible	to	support	one	against	the	other;	but	it	is	not	possible	to	
support	both	at	the	same	>me.	Amendment,	please:	it	 is	not	possible	for	ordinary,	earth-bound	
people;	but	for	Wright	anything	is	possible.	

Wright	 supports	 Nehru’s	 “na>onal	 struggle”	 which	 is	 backed	 (i.e.,	 dominated)	 by	 Anglo-
American	 imperialism,	 and	 he	 supports	 Bose’s	 “na>onal	 struggle”	 which	 is	 backed	 (i.e.,	
dominated)	 by	 German-Japanese	 imperialism.	 Nehru	 and	 Co.,	 despite	 all	 their	 impotent	
phrasemongering,	 will	 fight,	 at	 the	 showdown,	 at	 the	 side	 of	 (i.e.,	 under	 the	 direc>on	 of)	 the	
“Anglo-Indian”	(i.e.,	the	Bri>sh	imperial)	army,	on	the	grounds	that	Japan	is	the	main	immediate	
enemy.	Bose,	on	the	other	hand,	will	fight	under	the	direc>on	of	the	Japanese	imperialist	army,	
on	the	ground	that	Britain	is	the	main	immediate	enemy.	Which	of	these	“two	na>onal	struggles”	
will	Wright	“uncondi>onally	support”?	

Since	 in	 India	 there	 are	 “two	 tools	 in	 two	 camps,”	 writes	 the	 muddler,	 then,	 “according	 to	
Shachtman’s	 logic,	 it	would	 therefore	 follow	 that	 India’s	 na>onal	 struggle	 is	 twice-damned	and	
doubly	 unworthy	 of	 his	 ‘cri>cal	 support.’”	 His	 murderous	 sarcasm	 included,	 Wright	 has	
accidentally	 stumbled	 on	 a	 fairly	 correct	 thought.	 But	what,	 under	 the	 circumstances,	 is	 to	 be	
done	“according	to	Wright’s	 logic”?	We	can	only	conclude	that	“it	would	 therefore	 follow”	that	
India’s	 na>onal	 struggle	 (excuse,	 please:	 struggles)	 are	 twice-blessed	 and	 doubly	 worthy	 of	
uncondi>onal	support	–	both	struggles	at	the	same	>me	and	with	mutually	annihila>ng	vigor!	

Furthermore,	Wright	would	 surely	not	be	 less	 generous	 than	he	 is	 to	China	or	 India.	 If	 he	 is	
prepared	to	give	“uncondi>onal	support”	to	Bose,	then	surely	he	would	not	withhold	it	from	the	
leaders	of	the	Burmese	“na>onal	struggle”	who	also	decided	to	“shoot	with	anybody	who	shoots	
in	the	same	direc>on”	–	anybody,	in	this	case,	being	the	Japanese.	The	fact	that	he	was	already	
commiQed	 to	 “uncondi>onal	 support”	of	 the	Chinese	 in	Burma	 should	not	deter	him	 from	 the	
same	 support	 to	 the	 Burmese	 “na>onal	 leaders.”	 And	 in	 point	 of	 fact,	 Wright	 declares	 in	 his	
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ar>cle	that	at	one	and	the	same	>me	he	was	for	support	to	China	 in	Burma	(“S>lwell’s	Chinese	
troops”)	and	for	support	of	the	“Burmese	peasants”	(Tojo’s	Burmese	troops!).	

A	 dull-wiQed	 person	 may	 scratch	 his	 head	 in	 puzzlement	 over	 how	 it	 is	 possible	 to	
support	both	armies	at	the	same	>me	when	they	are	figh>ng	each	other,	and	add	to	that	miracle	
of	military	 science	 the	 poli>cal	miracle	 of	 not	 suppor>ng	 imperialism.	 Idiot!	Wright	will	 shout,	
with	an	accent	from	the	original	Russian	edi>on.	Don’t	“slither	all	over	the	landscape,	depending	
upon	episodic	developments	in	the	field	of	diplomacy,	or	moves	on	military	maps.”	Be	like	me!	I	
depend	upon	nothing.	I	hang	freely	suspended	in	mid-air	between	two	en>rely	unmacerated	and	
undigested	quota>ons	from	Lenin.	

Here	we	bid	farewell	to	Wright	and	to	all	his	turnings	and	cursings	and	impreca>ons.	Are	they	
really	meant	 for	us,	or	mainly	 for	us?	There	 is	 reason	 to	believe	otherwise.	 Is	 it	not	 just	barely	
possible	a	pseudonymous	 struggle,	 that	 the	names	 “Oehler”	or	 “Shachtman”	actually	 stand	 for	
unknown	 persons	 who	 are	 members	 of	 Wright’s	 party	 with	 doubts	 and	 even	 outright	
disagreements	over	Wright’s	policy;	persons	who,	Wright	believes,	can	be	in>midated	out	of	their	
views	 by	 having	 them	 denounced	 publicly	 as	 “deser>on,”	 and	 “peQy-bourgeois,”	 and	 “ultra-
le`ist,”	and	anything	else	that	paper	will	allow	to	be	printed	on	it?	For	 it	 is	hard	to	believe	that	
even	 in	 a	 party	 where	 discussion	 is	 so	 violently	 frowned	 upon,	 there	 is	 not	 more	 than	 one	
thoughzul	militant	 to	challenge	the	uQerly	 indefensible	official	 line.	 It	 is	even	harder	 to	believe	
that	every	sec>on	of	the	Fourth	Interna>onal	will	simply	say	“Amen”	to	the	line	and	its	apologist.	
We	shall	see.	
		

The	Future	of	the	Colonial	Struggles	

Is	there	then	no	future	for.	China’s	struggle	against	imperialism?	Is	the	struggle	for	freedom	of	the	
colonial	countries	and	peoples	in	general	a	hopeless	one,	at	least	while	the	World	War	is	on?	

Yes,	the	struggle	of	the	colonies	for	freedom	is	uQerly	hopeless	during	the	present	World	War	if	
they	 conEnue	 the	 course	 of	 serving	 one	 imperialist	 camp	 against	 the	 other.	 That	 is	 today	 the	
course	 of	 the	 bourgeoisie	 in	 every	 colonial	 and	 semi-colonial	 country,	 and	 its	 tragic	 results	
mul>ply	every	day	in	La>n	America,	in	Europe,	in	Africa	and	above	all	in	Asia.	It	is	not	the	course	
toward	 independence,	 but	 rather	 to	 deeper,	more	 exhaus>ng,	more	 ignoble	 dependency	 upon	
imperialism,	that	is,	enslavement	to	it.	

To	cover	up	their	complete	capitula>on	to	 imperialism,	their	betrayal	of	 the	genuine	struggle	
for	na>onal	independence,	the	Chiangs,	and	the	Wangs,	the	Nehrus	and	the	Boses,	the	Sultans	of	
the	East	Indies	and	the	Lions	of	Judah,	the	Quezons	and	the	Sakdalistas	say:	Allied	with	our	Great	
and	Powerful	Friend	and	Protector,	we	are	con>nuing	the	struggle	for	na>onal	freedom.	Join	and	
fight	with	us,	workers	and	peasants!	

To	 cover	 up	 their	 sordid	 imperialist	 aims,	 each	 of	 the	 two	 big	 war	 coali>ons,	 the	 “power-
couples,”	 who	 hate	 the	 very	 thought	 of	 any	 na>onal	 freedom	 except	 their	 own	 freedom	 to	
oppress	and	exploit	all	 the	weaker	and	smaller	countries,	says	to	the	skep>cal	masses:	 In	union	
with	our	brave	allies	from	the	liQle	na>ons	and	the	colonies	who	have	so	long	suffered	under	the	
yoke	of	the	other	coali>on,	we	are	figh>ng	for	their	na>onal	emancipa>on.	Come,	support	us	in	
this	noble	task!	

The	Second	World	War,	imperialist	to	the	marrow,	is	total	and	all-domina>ng.	In	its	first	stage,	
at	 least,	 it	was	inevitable	that	it	draw	into	the	grip	of	 its	 iron	ring	all	the	small	countries,	all	the	
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would-be	neutral	countries,	all	the	isolated	na>onal	wars	and	struggles	for	na>onal	freedom.	That	
is	where	these	struggles	are	today	–	within	the	iron	ring	of	the	imperialist	war.	

Does	 this	 mean	 that	 this	 is	 where	 they	 will	 remain?	 Does	 this	 mean	 that	 there	 can	 be	 no	
struggle	 for	na>onal	 independence	by	 the	 colonies	or	by	other	oppressed	 countries?	Does	 this	
mean	that	revolu>onary	Marxists	can	no	longer	support	any	na>onal	struggle?	

Deserter!	 You	 have	 deserted	 the	 struggle	 for	 na>onal	 emancipa>on!	 screams	 Wright.	 Poor	
chap.	He	seems	to	think	that	an	amateur	slanderer	will	succeed	with	people	who	were	unmoved	
by	 prac>ced	 Stalinist	 professionals.	 Yes,	 the	 struggle	 for	 na>onal	 emancipa>on	 of	 the	
colonies	has	been	deserted	–	by	the	Chiangs	and	the	Nehrus	and	the	Boses	and	the	Wangs,	by	the	
people	who	 led	and	directed	 it	and	 then,	at	 the	 showdown,	brought	 it	 into	 the	 imperialist	war	
camp.	The	problem	is	to	lead	the	na>onal	movement	out	of	the	camp	of	imperialism	and	into	the	
field	of	struggle	against	imperialism!	

In	other	words,	we	are	not	one	whit	less	the	par>sans	of	the	fight	for	freedom	of	small	na>ons	
and	colonies	today	than	we	were	yesterday.	China’s	struggle	for	na>onal	independence	is	not	one	
whit	 less	 just	 in	 our	 eyes	 today	 than	 it	 was	 yesterday;	 nor	 is	 the	 struggle	 of	 India,	 of	 Iran,	 of	
Ethiopia.	 What	 we	 want	 is	 precisely	 to	 launch	 that	 struggle	 all	 over	 again	 where	 it	 has	 been	
strangled	or	betrayed;	to	develop	it	more	broadly,	more	militantly,	more	consciously	wherever	it	
has	already	started;	to	help	it	to	victory	over	our	common	enemy	where	it	is	already	engaged	in	
struggle.	 The	 precondi>on	 for	 this	 victory,	 however,	 is	 for	 the	 na>onal	 movements	 to	 free	
themselves	 from	the	 imperialist	bondage	 into	which	they	have	been	sold	by	their	 false	 leaders,	
the	 bourgeoisie.	 In	 other	 words,	 the	 precondi>on	 for	 the	 victory	 is	 to	 break	 the	 iron	 ring	 of	
imperialist	domina>on	and	exploita>on	of	the	na>onal	emancipa>on	movements.	

The	ring	is	made	of	iron;	it	is	not	easy	to	break;	but	it	is	not	unbreakable.	Where	will	it	break?	
As	in	1917,	at	its	weakest	point,	and	it	is	not	possible	to	say	right	now	where	that	is.	When	will	it	
break?	It	is	even	more	difficult	to	make	predic>ons	on	dates.	Who	will	break	it?	To	this	ques>on	
we	have	a	categorical	and	confident	answer:	the	revolu>onary	proletariat.	Be	it	in	the	imperialist	
metropolis	or	 in	 the	backward	 colony,	 the	working	 class	 is	 the	only	one	 capable	of	 leading	 the	
break	through	the	ring.	Its	leadership,	and	only	its	leadership,	will	assure	the	independent	rôle	of	
the	struggle	for	na>onal	 independence,	not	“even”	in	the	colonies	but	precisely	 in	the	colonies,	
because	 that	 leadership	will	 at	 the	 same	 >me	 assure	 the	 independent	 class	 road,	 the	 road	 to	
socialism,	for	the	colonial	countries.	No	other	road	is	now	prac>cally	possible.	

This	 should	 be	 clear,	 especially	 in	 the	 case	 of	 China.	 The	 na>onal	 bourgeoisie	 led	 the	 fight	
against	Japan	largely	under	the	impa>ent	pressure	of	the	masses,	whose	struggle	the	bourgeoisie	
was	 afraid	 to	 “leave	 leaderless”;	 and	 above	 all	 in	 the	 hope	 of	 aQaining	 that	 great	 ideal	 of	 the	
colonial	bourgeoisie,	customs	autonomy,	which	would	enable	it	to	grow	and	faQen	without	heavy	
tribute	 abroad.	 But	 talk	 about	 “customs	 autonomy”	 for	 China	 in	 the	 present	 >tanic	 struggle	
between	 the	 two	 big	 imperialisms	 is	 uQerly	 ridiculous	 and	 nobody	 knows	 it	 beQer	 than	 the	
Chinese	 bourgeoisie.	 Above	 all	 else	 in	 importance,	 however,	 is	 its	 knowledge	 that	 in	 the	
condiEons	of	the	imperialist	war,	a	genuine	struggle	for	naEonal	independence	demands	such	an	
arousing	 and	 mobilizing	 of	 the	 masses,	 such	 a	 revoluEonizaEon	 of	 their	 poliEcal	 thinking	 and	
acEng	 as	 would	 instantly	 threaten	 and	 immediately	 therea]er	 destroy	 the	 rule	 of	 the	 colonial	
bourgeoisie	 itself.	 There	 is	 the	 thorny	 point!	With	 the	 country	 threatened	 by	 both	 imperialist	
groups,	we	repeat,	Chiang	could	carry	on	a	real	struggle	for	na>onal	independence	only	by	se_ng	
in	 mo>on	 the	 revolu>onary	 forces	 that	 would	 eliminate	 him	 and	 what	 he	 represents.	 Hence,	
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when	the	World	Imperialist	War	broke	over	its	head,	the	bourgeoisie	did	not	waver	for	a	moment.	
It	 took	out	 a	 commission	 in	 the	 camp	of	 imperialism	and	brought	 its	 “na>onal	 struggle”	 along	
with	it	as	useful	camouflage.	This	reduces	the	na>onal	bourgeoisie	to	preQy	small	potatoes,	to	be	
sure;	but	the	alterna>ve	–	the	con>nua>on	and	intensifica>on	of	the	struggle	for	independence	–	
meant	 reduc>on	 to	 zero.	Wright	 does	 not	 of	 course	 begin	 to	 understand	 the	 dynamics	 of	 this	
development;	he	s>ll	asks,	challengingly,	how	the	bombing	of	Pearl	Harbor	succeeded	in	“blowing	
up	China’s	war”?	But	the	colonial	bourgeoisie	understands	to	perfec>on.	
		

For	a	Marxist	Colonial	Policy	

It	is	therefore	on	the	basis	of	objec>ve	analysis,	and	not	of	rhetoric,	that	we	declare	that	only	the	
proletariat	can	break	through	the	ring	of	the	imperialist	war,	only	the	leadership	of	the	proletariat	
can	 re-launch	 the	 just	wars	 of	 the	 colonies	 against	 imperialism,	 or	 the	 just	wars	 of	 conquered	
na>ons	 and	 peoples	 against	 their	 conquerors.	 Without	 the	 support	 of	 other	 social	 groups,	
especially	the	peasantry,	the	proletariat	will	not	succeed	in	this	struggle,	to	be	sure.	But	with	the	
leadership	of	the	proletariat,	the	struggle	for	na>onal	independence,	be	it	in	Norway	or	Slovakia	
or	India	or	China,	cannot	now	even	hope	to	succeed.	

The	 colonial	 and	 semi-colonial	 countries,	 especially	 the	more	 poli>cally	 advanced,	 like	 China	
and	 India,	 have	 certainly	 not	 said	 their	 last	 word.	 The	 proletariat	 of	 a	 country	 like	 China	 was	
brought	to	its	feet	in	the	course	of	years	of	na>onal	struggle,	not	merely	by	the	ideal	of	na>onal	
independence	but	also	by	the	ideal	of	social	freedom.	The	aQainment	of	both	was	bound	up	in	its	
mind,	as	it	was	in	fact,	with	the	struggle	against	the	foreign	oppressor.	It	is	likely	that	it	will	long	
endure	 the	 siphoning	 off	 of	 its	 efforts	 and	 struggles	 to	 the	 interests	 of	 one	 group	 of	 these	
oppressors	as	against	another?	The	colonial	working	class	will	be	least	of	all	inclined	to	con>nue	
long	in	a	war	to	decide	that	it	should	be	ruled	by	a	whiskey-besoQed	Bri>sh	democrat	instead	of	
by	an	equally	depraved	Japanese	mar>net,	or	vice	versa.	What	will	this	working	class	do	when	it	
realizes	the	conflict	between	what	its	r61e	is	and	what	its	rôle	should	be?	

Wright	terrifies	weak-minded	children	by	wri>ng:	“Oehler	and	Shachtman	today	say	 in	effect:	
Chiang	is	the	main	enemy.”	The	formula	is	not	bad;	only,	because	it	is	too	summary	it	can	lead	to	
misunderstandings;	and	that	alone	is	why	it	is	not	our	formula	but	rather	our	cri>c’s	inadequate	
paraphrase.	 The	 “main	 enemy”	 of	 a	 colonial	 country	 which	 is	 oppressed	 and	 exploited	 by	 an	
imperialist	power	–	this	is	the	ABC	of	Marxism	–	is	imperialism	and	remains	imperialism	so	long	as	
the	 country	 remains	 in	 a	 colonial	 or	 semi-colonial	 state.	 And	 imperialism	 is	 indeed	 the	 “main	
enemy”	I	would	tell	the	Chinese	worker	and	peasant	to	fight	against.	

But	this	generally	correct	formula	becomes	an	abstrac>on,	if	not	a	downright	decep>on,	if	it	is	
used	as	a	subs>tute	for	that	truth	which	is	always	concrete.	In	the	concrete	situa>on,	today	as	in	
1914,	 the	 immediate	 rulers	 of	 China,	 Chiang	 and	 his	 na>onal	 bourgeoisie,	prevent	 the	masses	
from	 figh>ng	 the	 main	 enemy,	 imperialism.	 Chiang	 makes	 the	 Chinese	 masses	 fight	 one	
imperialist	power	in	behalf	of	another	imperialist	power	–	which	is	an	altogether	different	thing	
from	 figh>ng	 imperialism.	 That	 is	 why	 I	 say	 to	 the	 Chinese	 masses,	 not	 in	 Wright’s	 brusque,	
unillumina>ng	and	malicious	formula,	but	at	more	explicit	length:	

Now,	today,	 in	order	to	fight	your	classic	foe,	 imperialism,	 it	 is	necessary	to	remove	the	main	
obstacle	in	the	road	of	that	fight,	Chiang.	That	means,	remove	the	class	he	represents,	for	it	now	
fears	 you,	 the	masses,	more	 than	 it	 envies	 imperialism	and	 it	 has	 therefore	put	 you	under	 the	
control	of	one	of	the	imperialist	war	coali>ons.	In	its	place	you	must	put	into	power	the	only	class	
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whose	interests,	whose	social	cohesion	and	character	make	its	rule	the	only	guarantee	today	that	
China	 can	 gain	 its	 na>onal	 independence:	 the	 working	 class.	 The	 bourgeoisie	 can	 desert	 the	
struggle	for	na>onal	freedom	and	has	deserted	it.	The	working	class	will	not.	

This	 is	 the	 counsel	 that	 the	 Fourth	 Interna>onal	 must	 give	 the	 long-suffering,	 o`-betrayed	
peoples	of	the	colonies,	and	no.	other.	When	the	hundreds	of	millions	rise	to	act	on	this	counsel,	
the	whole	world	will	shake.	There	 is	no	possibility	of	doubt,	once	 it	happens,	that	 it	will	be	the	
final	conflict.	

Morrison,	“We	support	the	Struggle	for	China”	
M.	Morrisson,	The	Militant,	July	18th	1942	

Serious	people	assuming	to	be	Marxists	never	reject	or	modify	a	policy	long	adhered	to	by	
the	revolu>onary	Marxist	movement	without	saying	so	in	so	many	words	and	furnishing	reasons	
for	rejec>on	or	modifica>on.	Would	any	one,	for	instance,	kno_ng	what	he	is	talking	about	and	
taking	himself	and	others	seriously,	reject	or	modify	the	Leninist	theory	of	the	party,	without	
clearly	saying	so	and	giving	his	reasons	for	it?		

In	his	ar>cle	on	"China	in	the	World,	War"	published	in	the	June	issue	of	New	Interna>onal	
as	an	answer	to	Comrade	Wright's	ar>cle	on	China	pub-lished	in	the.	April	issue	of	Fourth,	
Interna>onal,	Max	Shachtman	rejects	or	at	least	modifies,	the	colonial	policy	followed	by	all	
revolu>onary	Marxists,	since	it	was	formulated	by	Lenin	—	and	he	does	this	without	so	much	as	a	
sugges>on	that	lie	has	revised	that	policy.	Is	it	possible	that	Shachtman	is	unaware	of	the	fact	that	
he	has	revised	the	colonial	policy	adopted	by	the	Communist.	Interna>onal	in	the	days	when	it	
Was	headed	by	Lenin	and	Trotsky?	That	is	difficult	to	believe.	

	It	is	of	course	not	to	be	contended	that	a	policy	should	not	be	revised	because	it	was	
formulated	by	Marx	or	Engels	or	Lenin	or	Trotsky.	Revolu>onary	Marxists	are	not	blind	followers.	
If	one	is	convinced	that	a	certain	idea	or	policy	advo	cated	by	any	of	the	great	social.	1st	teachers	
is	wrong,	then	it	is	his	duty	to	say	so.	But	he	must	say	so	openly	and	present	his	reasons,	Any	
other	course	is	dishonest	and	completely	lacking	in	seriousness.	

The	struggle	of	a	colonial	or	semi-colonial	people	against	an	imperialist	na>on	is	
supported	by	revolu>onary	Marxists	because	it	is	in	the	first	place	a	blow	at	imperialism.	the	most	
reac>onary	phenomenon	of	our	>me.	A	victory	of	a	colonial	or	semi-colonial	na>on	also	permits	
the	development	of	the	produc>ve	forces	of	that	na>on.	Imperialist	rule	retards	such	a	
development	because	it	is	not	in	the	interests	of	the	imperialists	taolevelop	the	produc>ve	forces	
of	a	backward	country.	And	the	right	of	every	people	to	determine	their	own	fate	is	a	democra>c	
right	always	supported	by	Marxists	unless	it	conflicts	with	the	interests	of	the	proletarian	
revolu>on.		

It	follows	-that	Marxists	support	a	colonial	struggle	against	imperialism	even	if	it	is	led	by	
the	colonial	capitalists,	It	is	of	course	true	that,	the	colonial	bourgeoisie	is	incapable	of	waging	the	
struggle	as	a	victorious	working	class	would.	conduct	it.	The	interests	of	the	colonial	capitalists	are	
to	a	large	extent	>ed	up	with	the	imperialist	world.	While	they	are	interested	in	obtaining	
freedom	for	their	own	country	because	that	would	give	them	a	larger	share	in	the	profits	derived	
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from	exploi>ng	their	own	working	masses,	they	are	at	the	same	>me	interested	in	preserving	the	
capitalist	system,	a	factor	which	must	necessarily	make	their	struggle	against	the	imperialist	
oppressor	less	effec>ve,	and	making	a	betrayal	of	that	struggle	on	the	part	of	the	capitalists	very	
probable.		

Understanding	the	weaknesses	of	the	colonial	bourgeosie,	Marxists	do	not	give	a	colonial	
bourgeois	government	poli>cal	support	even	while	it	is	involved	in	a	War	against	an	imperialist	
oppressor.	They	con>nue	to	struggle	against	the	capitalist	government	at	the	same	>me	that	they	
support	the	struggle	against	the	imperialists.	The	independence,	of	the	working	class	must	be	
retained	under	all	circumstantes.	That	Chiang	Kai-shek	is	a	reac>onary	of	the	worst	type	is	an	old	
story.	Ills	brutality	is	no	less	than	that	of	Hitler.	It	so	happens,	however,	that	he	to	the	head	of	a	
semi-colonial	na>on	struggling	against	an	imperialist	oppressor	while	Hitler	is	at	the	head	of	an	
imperialist	na>on	figh>ng	to	gain	control	of	other	na>ons.		

Represen>ng	the	Chinese	capitalists	who	do	not	want	to	give	the	foreign	capitalists	too	
large	a	share	of	the	profits	and	wile	want	to	see	the	produc>ve	forces	of	China	grow,	Chiang	Kai-
shelf	leads	the	struggle	against	the	Japanese	imperialists.	Marxists	support	that	struggle.	
Represen>ng	the	same	capitalists,	Chiang	Kai-shek	suppresses	all	organiza>ons	of	workers	and	is	
ready	to	mow	down	tens	of	thousands	of	workers	to	guarantee	the	rule	of	the	capitalists.	
Marxists	call	upon	the	Chinese	masses	to	destroy	the	regime	of	Chiang	Kai-shek.		

Such	was	the	a_tude	of	the	Trotskyists	before	Pearl	Harter	and	such	is	s>ll	our	a_tude-
Shachtman	had	the	same	a_tude	prior	to	Pearl	Harbor	but	now	he	has	changed.	lie	no	longer	
supporta	the	struggle	of	the	Chinese	against	the	Japanese	imperialists	and	in	explain-leg	his	
change	of	policy	in	his	ar>cle	men>oned	above	he	has	in	effect	rejected	the	colonial	policy	
followed	by	revolu>onary	Marxists	since	it	was	first	formulated	by	Lenin.		

Shachtman's	general	proposi>on	is	that	it	is	not	permissible	to	support	the	struggle	of	a	
colonial	or	semi-colonial	na>on	against	an	imperialist	na>on	that	is	involved	in	a	war	with	another	
imperialist	na>on,	so	long	as	the	colonial	na>on	is	under	the	control	of	the	capitalist	class.	When	
Japan	was	not-	at	war	officially	with	the	United	States	and	Great	Britain,	it	was	correct	to	support	
China	but	it	became	incorrect	to	do	so	as	soon	as	figh>ng	began	between	Japan	and	the	United	
States	and	Great	Britain.	Shachtman's	conclusion	cons>tutes	a	rejec->on	of	the	colonial	policy	of	
revolu>onary	Marxism	became	at	no	>me	did	any	one	recognized	as	an	authority	by	
revolu>onary	Marxists	make	any	claim	that	the	policy	of	suppor>ng	a	colonial	or	semi-colonial	
na>on	against	an	imperialist	oppressor	is	applicable	only	when	there	is	no	imperialist	war	going	
on	or	when	the	imperialist	oppressor	against	whom	the	colonial	na>on	is	struggling	is	at	peace	
with	all	other	imperialist	na>ons.		

That	Shachtman	is	aware	of	the	fact	that	he	has,	as	to	speak,	advised	the	colonial	peoples	
not	to	fight	against	an	imperialist	oppressor	during	an	imperialist	war	is	evidenced	by	the	
ques>on	which	he	himself	asks:	"Is	there	then	no	future	for	China's	struggle	against	imperialism?	
Is	the	struggle	for	freedom	of	the	colonial	countries	and	peoples	in	general	a	hopeless	one,	at	
least	while	the	World	War	is	on?"		

And	he	proceeds	to	answer	that	it	is	unless	the	proletariat	assumes	power	in	the	colonies.	
But	the	essence	of	the	colonial	policy	of	revolu>onary	Marxism	is	to	support	the	struggle	of	the	
colonial	people	against	an	imperialist	oppressor	even	though	it	is	led	by	the	bourgeoisie	and	
without	making	any	excep>on	during	a	period	when	an	Imperialist	war	is	raging.	Shachtman	
considers	a	colonial	struggle	during	an	imperialist	war	as	a	hopeless	one.	To	that	we	can	only	give	
Lenin's	answer	to	a	similar	argument:	a	hopeless	struggle	is	s>ll	a	struggle.		

	73



Shachtman's	advice	to	the	colonial	peoples	amounts	to	this:	do	not	struggle	against	your	
imperialist	oppressor	while	he	is	at	war	with	another	imperialist	oppressor.	Fourth	
Interna>onalists	say	to	the	colonial	peoples:	follow	the	advice	of	Lenin	and	Trotsky	who	said	that	
the	>me	when	your	imperialist	oppressor	is	involved	ill	a	war	with	a	rival	imperialist	na>on	is	the	
best	>me	for	you	to	revolt.	Lenin's	and	Trotsky's	advice	to	the	colonial	Peoples	was	to,	take	
advantage	of	the	difficul>es	created	by	war	in	order	to	throw	off	the	chains	of	imperialist	
oppression.	This	is	not	to	say	that	revolu>onary	Marxists	support	all	colonial	na>ons	when	their	
governments	declare	war	against	an	imperialist	country,	Marxists	know	no	such	general	rule.	The	
condi>ons	determining	whether	or	not	they	support	a	colonial	na>on	will	be	discussed	next	
week.	

Morrison,	“We	support	the	Struggle	for	China”	(2)	
M.	Morrisson,	The	Militant,	July	25th	1942	

Does	our	support	of	the	Chinese	struggle	against	Japanese	imperialism	indicate	that	we	
support	all	colonial	and	semi-colonial	na>ons	against	an	imperialist	country?	Not	in	the	least.	Our	
support	depends	upon	whether	or	not	the	par>cular	struggle	is	essen>ally	one	for	the	
independence	of	the	colonial	na>on	and	not	a	struggle	in	the	interests	of	a	rival	imperialist	
country.	Basing	ourselves	on	the	general	principle	that	a	war	of	a	colonial	people	against	an	
imperialist	oppressor	is	progressive,	we	analyse	all	the	factors	involved	in	a	par>cular	struggle	to	
determine	whether	its	essen>al	character	is	for	the	independence	of	the	colonial	na>on	or	in	the	
interests	of	a	rival	imperialist	country.	This	is	the	only	Marxist	approach	to	the	ques>on,	for	
Marxism	demands	above	all	an	analysis	of	all	the	concrete	factors	involved	in	a	par>cular	
phenomenenon.		

Obviously	in	the	case	of	China	the	ques>on	whether	to	support	It	in	the	struggle	against	
Japanese	imperialism	at	the	present	>me	is	not	so	simple	a	ques>on	as	in	the	case	of	the	Soviet	
Union.	For	in	the	Soviet	Union	the	one	objec>ve	factor	of	na>onalised	property	la	the	all-
determining	factor	for	a	Marxist.	In	any	struggle	between	the	Soviet	Union	end	a	capital	jot	
country	we	support	the	Soviet	Union	under	all	circumstances	because	in	spelt	a	struggle	a	defeat	
of	the	Soviet	Union	destroys	or	at	least	endangers	the	existence	of	na>onalized	property.		

In	the	case	of	China	we	have	no	such	basic	criterion.	It	is	a	colonial	country	bat	also	a	
capitalist	one.	Hence	the	general	rule	of	suppor>ng'a	colonial	na>on	figh>ng	against	an	
imperialist	country	may	not	apply	under	circumstances	Where	it	is	clear	that	the	colonial	na>on	is	
not	in	reality	figh>ng	for	its	own	independence	but	for	the	interest	of	another	imperialist	na>on.	

A	decision	to	look	upon	the	struggle	of	the	Chinese	na>on	against	Japanese	Imperialism	as	
part	of	the	imperialist	conflict,	and	therefore	not	to	be	supported,	is	not	in	itself	a	rejec>on	or	
modifica>on	of	revolu>onary	Marxist	policy	on	the	colonial	ques>on,	provided	one	bases	his	
opinion	on	the	conclusion,	a`er	an	analysis	of	all	the	facts,	that	the	strnggle	has	become	
completely	subordinated	to	the	imperialist	war.	The	controversy,	if	any,	would	center	around	the	
alleged	facts	which	make	the	struggle	subordinate	to	the	imperialist	war.		

As	I	pointed	out	last	week,	Shachtman	in	his	ar>cle	on	China	in	the	June	issue	of	New	
InternaEonal	comes	to	the	general	conclusion	that	while	an	imperialist	war	is	raging,	it	is	
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inpermissible	to	support	a	colonial	or	semi-colonial	na>on	struggling	against	an	imperialist	
oppressor.	Another	theory	which	he	presents	as	a	jus>fica>on	for	his	change	of	Posi>on—a	
theory	also	applicable	to	the	Soviet	Union	—	is	the	following:	Because	China	is	not	so	industrially	
developed	as	the	United	States	and	must	get	material	aid	from	the	United	States,	it	is	therefore	
dependent	on	the	laQer	country	and	its	struggle	is	therefore	an	imperialist	struggle.	There	is	not	
an	iota	of	Marxism	in	this	kind	of	an	approach.	

Prior	to	Pearl	Harbor	the	United	States	furnished	some	aid	to	China.	Not	because	
American	Imperialism	was	interested	in	the	welfare	of	the	Chinese	people	but	because	Its	own	
interests	were	threatened	by	a	Japanese	victory.	Shachtman	knew	that	and	did	not	change	his	
posi>on.	Even	the	Oehlerites	permiQed	China	to	receive	some	aid	from	U.	S.	Imperialism.		

There	is	no	doubt	but	that	a`er	Pearl	Harbor	far	more	aid	was	forthcoming	to	China.	
Perhaps	the	capture	of	the	Burma	Road	by	the	Japanese	has	reduced	the	quan>ty	of	armaments	
reaching	China	but	that	is	not	important.	We	shall	assume	that	the	aid	reaching	China	from	the	
United	States	is	far	greater	now	than	it	was	prior	to	Pearl	Harbor.	Does	the	quan>ty	of	material	
sent	to	China	by	the	United	States	change	the	character	of	the	Chinese	conflict?	To	ask	that	
ques>on	is	sufficient	to	show	the	absurdity	of	such	a	conten>on.		

Even	prior	to	the	official	declara>on	of	war,	U.	S.	aviators	were	figh>ng	for	China.	Let	us	
suppose	that	now	there	are	many	more	of	them	in	China.	That	of	course	Is	a	more	important	
factor.	But	no	one	who	is	a	realis>c	Marxist	will	contend	that	ge_ng	technical	help,	or	even		
military	help	through	specially	trained	officers,	changes	the	character	of	the	Chinese	conflict.	
What	is	important	is:	who,	in	the	last	analysis,	Is	in	control	of	the	armed	forces	and	there	fore	in	
control	of	the	conflict?		

If	the	Indian	na>onalists	had	accepted	the	Cripps'	offer	and	gone	to	war	against	Japan	with	
the	Indian	armies	under	the	control	of	Bri>sh	imperialism,	India	would	not	be	figh>ng	for	its	
independence	but	for	Bri>sh	imperialism.	Thus	far	no	one	in	his	right	Benses	can	say	that	it	is	not	
the	Chinese	governnrient	who	controls	the	Chinese	armies	and	all	other	armies	in	China.	Should	
the	situa>on	change	and	should	a	sufficient	number	of	American	troops	be	sent	to	China	and	take	
control	of	the	struggle	against	Japan,	then	we	would	have	to	change	our	a_tude.	But	this	has	not	
happened.		

One	can	say	in	fact	that	Chinese	na>onalist	feeling	has	grown	glace	Pearl	Harbor.	T.	
knowledge	that	U.	S.	imperialism	is	now	depending	upon	China	to	carry	on	the	struggle	against	
Japan	seems	to	have	strengthened	the	independent	at	>tude	of	China.	At	any	rate	there	is	no	
evidence	whatever	that	China	has	as	yet	permiQed	its	struggle	to	become	subordinated	to	the	
imperialist	war.		

Shachtman	pokes	fun	at	Comrade	Wright's	statement	in	his	ar>cle	on	China	in	the	April	
issue	of	Fourth	InternaEonal	to	the	effect	that	it	is	the	independent	character	of	the	Chinese	
struggle	that	determines	our	a_tude	to	it.	What	other	general	criterion	is	possible?	Naturally,	in	
the	present	imperialist	epoch	no	struggle	can	be	en>rely	independent	of	the	imperialist	forces	
domina>ng	the	world.	But	the	mere	fact	that	there	is	an	imperialist	war	raging	does	not	
automa>cally	create	a	state	of	complete	dependency	and	subordina>on	in	the	case	of	the	war	
China	is	waging	against	Japanese	imperialism.	The	independent	character	of	the	Chinese	struggle	
meats	that	in	case	of	a	victory	over	Japan,	China	will	not	be	under	the	poli>cal	yoke	of	an	
imperialist	oppressor.	That.	U.	S.	imperialism	will	gain	by	a	victory	over	Japan	is	undoubtedly	true,	
bat	that	is	not	the	ques>on.	The	important	qaes>on	is	whether,	as		the	struggle	stands	at	present,	
China	will	be	poli>cally	(not	economically)	independent	in	case	of	a	victory	over	Japan.		
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Marxists	do	not	support	all	colonial	or	semi-colonial	na>ons	par>cipa>ng	in	a	war	against	
an	imperialist	oppressor.	It	is	only	when	the	war	is	for	their	own	independence	that	we	support	
them.	On	the	basis	of	Shachtman's	general	proposi>on,	he	and	these	who	think	like	him	would	
not	support	India	if	it	were	to	begin	a	struggle	against	Great	Britain	under	the	leadership	of	
representa>ves	of	Indian	capitalism.	Marxists	would	support	it	even	though	the	Indian	
government	would	accept	aid	from	the	Japanese	and	German	imperialists.		

On	the	other	hand	if	the	Indian	na>onalists	were	to	join	Great	Britain	in	the	struggle	
against	Japan,	we	would	not	support	them.	Under	present	condi>ons	such	a	struggle	would	not	
be	one	for	Indian	independence,	but	for	the	interests	of	Bri>sh	imperialism.	

	Marxists	do	not	support	the	Mexican	government	in	its	war	against	Germany	because	
that	war	was	obviously	declared	by	virtue	of	the	pressure	exerted	by	the	United	States.	In	every	
instance	of	a	colonial	na>on	par>cipa>ng	in	a	war	against	an	imperialist	na>on	Marxists	analyze	
all	the	factors	involved	and	determine	their	a_tude	aQer	such	an	analysis	and	not	on	the	basis	of	
some	general	principle	and	some	logical	deduc>ons	from	that	principle.		

So	then,	Shachtman	will	undoubtedly	poke	fain	at	us	and	say:	you	will	support	China	
against	Japan,	India	against	Great	Britain	and	you	will	have	three	or	four	different	posi>ons	with	
reference	to	the	war.	Correct!	We	shall	analyze	the	facts	in	the	case	of	every	country	end	if	the	
facts	warrant	the	conclusion	that	a	par>cular	country	is	waging	a	progressive	war	we	shall	support	
the	struggle	of	that	country.	That	will	not	give	the	uniformity	and	purity	which	Schachtman	
demands,	but	it	will	be	strictly	in	the	tradi>on	of	Marxism,	a	tradi>on	tenaciously	adhered	to	by	
all	Fourth	Interna>onalists.	

Felix	Morrow,	“China	in	the	War”	
(August	1942)	
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China’s	war	of	na>onal	libera>on	against	Japanese	imperialism	entered	its	sixth	year	on	

July	7.	The	“China	Incident”	Japan’s	militarists	contemptuously	called	it	when	at	last,	under	the	
pressure	of	the	masses	and	faced	by	the	prospect	of	complete	subjuga>on,	the	Chiang	Kai-shek	
government	embarked	on	resistance.	But,	despite	its	vast	superiority	in	equipment,	despite	its	
capture	of	the	principal	ci>es	and	prac>cally	the	en>re	seacoast,	Japan	has	been	unable	to	
terminate	the	incident.	Japan’s	perspec>ve	of	a	short	war	in	China	was	based	on	an	accurate	
enough	analysis	of	the	weaknesses	of	the	reac>onary	Chiang	Kai-shek	regime	and	its	isola>on	
from	the	Chinese	masses.	The	error	in	the	Japanese	analysis,	which	may	yet	prove	the	undoing	of	
the	Japanese	Empire,	was	its	failure	to	realize	that	China’s	masses	would	fight	on	despite	their	
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lack	of	confidence	in	Chiang	Kai-shek	and	despite	Chiang’s	conserva>ve	and	>mid	conduct	of	the	
war.	

If	they	hoped	that	their	exhaus>ng	war	would	be	eased	a`er	December	7,	when	Japan	
clashed	with	its	Anglo-American	imperialist	rivals,	the	Chinese	people	were	soon	disillusioned.	
The	white	man’s	pres>ge	was	quickly	destroyed	in	all	Asia,	as	he	was	driven	out	of	Hongkong,	
Malaya,	Singapore	and	the	Indies.	Disappointed	and	biQer	indictments	of	Bri>sh	and	American	
strategy	were	voiced	by	Chiang	Kai-shek’s	press—the	biQerness	exacerbated	undoubtedly	by	the	
thought:	And	these	people	treat	us	as	inferiors!	Typical	of	Chungking’s	comments	was	this	in	
Chiang’s	daily,	Ta-	Kung	Pao	on	January	13:	“There	are	two	vital	Allied	mistakes.	First,	failure	to	
carry	out	a	true	scorched-earth	policy,	and	second,	failure	to	accomplish	mobilizaEon	of	naEve	
populaEons,	resulEng	in	most	effecEve	fi]h-column	acEvity.”	Chungking	called	these	mistakes;	
but	no	doubt	understood	very	well	that	imperialist	greed	made	impossible	both	a	scorched-earth	
policy	and	winning	na>ve	support.	Far	from	easing	China’s	burden,	the	entry	of	its	Anglo-
American	allies	into	war	with	Japan	brought	China	its	worst	disaster	in	five	years,	when	the	Burma	
Road	fell	to	Japan.	As	the	sixth	year	of	the	war	began,	all	China	knew	that	China’s	salva>on	
depended	primarily	on	itself.	

On	top	of	the	military	disasters	of	the	Anglo-American	forces	came	Britain’s	refusal	to	
make	any	concessions	to	India,	toward	which	China	was	frenziedly	building	the	Indo-China	Road	
to	replace	the	lifeline	lost	in	Burma.	Despite	the	collapse	of	the	white	man’s	pres>ge,	despite	the	
consequent	new	note	of	na>onal	self-confidence	to	be	heard	in	India	and	throughout	Asia,	Britain	
would	not	surrender	an	iota	of	its	control	of	India.	The	widespread	sympathy	of	the	Indian	people	
for	China	was	thus	deprived	of	the	means	to	come	to	China’s	aid.	This	latest	lesson	as	to	the	real	
a_tude	of	Bri>sh	and	American	imperialism	toward	the	peoples	of	Asia	has	scarcely	been	lost	on	
the	Chinese	people.	Sharing	the	new	na>onal	self-confidence	of	India,	China’s	masses	now	know	
more	than	ever	that	only	they	can	will	freedom	for	China.	
		
The	Program	of	the	Fourth	Interna#onal	

As	its	struggle	for	na>onal	independence	con>nues	>nder	the	new	condi>ons,	China’s	war	
justly	con>nues	to	receive	the	wholehearted	support	of	the	Fourth	Interna>onalists	of	China—
who	met	and	confirmed	this	policy	once	again	last	fall	when	the	outbreak	of	war	between	Japan	
and	the	Anglo-American	imperialists	was	clearly	imminent—and	of	the	Fourth	Interna>onal	
throughout	the	world.	This	con>nued	support	of	China	is	not	a	posi>on	has>ly	formulated	a`er	
the	events,	hut	was	prepared	for	in	advance.	Our	a_tude	toward	the	various	countries	involved	
in	the	present	war	was	formulated	most	authorita>vely	in	September	1935	at	the	Founding	
Conference	of	the	Fourth	Interna>onal.	The	program	there	adopted,	en>tled	“The	Death	Agony	of	
Capitalism	and	the	Tasks	of	the	Fourth	Interna>onal,	“	formulates	this	a_tude	in	the	following	
words:	

“The	imperialist	bourgeoisie	dominates	the	world.	In	its	basic	character	the	approaching	
war	will	therefore	be	an	imperialist	war.	The	fundamental	content	of	the	poliEcs	of	the	
internaEonal	proletariat	will	consequently	be	a	struggle	against	imperialism	and	its	war...	
“But	not	all	countries	of	the	world	are	imperialist	countries.	On	the	contrary,	the	majority	are	
vicEms	of	imperialism	Some	of	the	colonial	or	semi-colonial	countries	undoubtedly	aQempt	to	
uElize	the	war	in	order	to	cast	off	the	yoke	of	slavery.	Their	war	will	be	not	imperialist	but	
liberaEng.	It	will	be	the	duty	of	the	internaEonal	proletariat	to	aid	the	oppressed	countries	in	war	
against	oppressors.	The	same	duty	applies	in	regard	to	aiding	the	USSR,	or	whatever	other	
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workers’	government	might	arise	before	the	war	or	during	the	war.	The	defeat	of	every	imperialist	
government	in	the	struggle	with	the	workers	state	or	with	a	colonial	country	is	the	lesser	evil.	

“The	workers	of	imperialist	countries,	however,	cannot	help	an	anE-imperialist	country	
through	their	own	government	no	maQer	what	might	be	the	diplomaEc	and	military	relaEonship	
between	the	two	countries	at	a	given	moment.	If	the	governments	find	themselves	in	temporary,	
and	by	very	essence	of	the	maQer,	unreliable	alliance,	then	the	proletariat	of	the	imperialist	
country	conEnues	to	remain	in	class	opposiEon	to	its	own	government	and	supports	the	non-
imperialist	‘ally’	through	its	own	methods...	

“In	supporEng	the	colonial	country	or	the	USSR	in	a	war	the	proletariat	does	not	in	the	
slightest	degree	solidarize	either	with	the	bourgeois	government	of	the	colonial	country	or	with	
the	Thermidorian	bureaucracy	of	the	USSR.	On	the	contrary	it	maintains	full	poliEcal	
independence	from	the	one	as	from	the	other.	Giving	aid	in	a	just	and	progressive	war,	the	
revoluEonary	proletariat	wins	the	sympathy	of	the	workers	in	the	colonies	and	in	the	USSR,	
strengthens	there	the	authority	and	influence	of	the	Fourth	InternaEonal,	and	increases	its	ability	
to	help	overthrow	the	bourgeois	government	in	the	colonial	country	and	the	reacEonary	
bureaucracy	of	the	USSR.	(Founding	Conference	of	the	Fourth	InternaEonal,	Program	and	
ResoluEons,	1939,	pages	31-35.	Our	italics.)	

When	the	war	broke	out	and	unfolded,	this	unambiguous	poli>cal	concep>on	mo>vated	
our	opposi>on	to	all	the	imperialist	powers	and	our	support	of	the	USSR	and	China	in	the	sense	
indicated	in	the	program.	This	is	the	course	that	all	sec>ons	of	the	Fourth	Interna>onal	without	
excep>on	have	followed.	
		
Shachtman’s	New	Theory	

Among	those	who	voted	for	this	policy	in	1935	at	the	Founding	Conference	was	Max	
Shachtman	who,	indeed	wrote	an	introduc>on	to	the	program	in	which	he—true	to	form—called	
for	“s>cking	doggedly	to	the	principles”	of	the	program.	A	year	later	the	same	Shachtman—again	
true	to	form—abandoned	the	defense	of	the	USSR	and	split	from	the	Fourth	Interna>onal	on	this	
ques>on.	Now—s>ll	true	to	form—the	dogged	fighter	abandons	the	defense	of	China	against	
Japan.	Naturally,	he	pretends	that	our	defense	of	China	is	new	policy	unwarranted	by	the	
doctrines	of	the	Fourth	Interna>onal.	It	will	not	be	difficult	to	refute	this	impudent	subterfuge.	

The	Founding	Conference	program,	quoted	above,	clearly	says:	“Some	of	the	colonial	or	
semi-colonial	countries	will	undoubtedly	aQempt	to	u>lize	the	war	in	order	to	cast	off	the	yoke	of	
slavery.	Their	war	will	be	not	imperialist	but	libera>ng.”	Semi-colonial	China	was	engaged	in	
aQemp>ng	to	cast	off	the	yoke	of	slavery	of	Japan	at	the	>me	the	imperialist	war	was	extended	
into	the	Pacific.	Since	then	China	has	aQempted	to	u>lize	the	war—i.e.,	the	conflict	among	the	
imperialists—to	cast	off	the	yoke	of	slavery,	accep>ng	aid	from	and	entering	into	an	alliance	with	
Japan’s	imperialist	rivals—an	alliance	which	the	program	termed	“temporary	and,	by	very	essence	
of	the	maQer,	unreliable.”	The	program	declared	that	we	would	support	a	semi-colonial	country	
like	China	in	spite	of	such	an	alliance,	and	that	our	aid	in	such	a	just	and	progressive	war	would	
increase	the	ability	of	the	Fourth	Interna>onalists	of	China	to	help	overthrow	the	reac>onary	
regime	of	Chiang	Kai-shek.	All	this	Shachtman	agreed	with	in	1938	and	signed	his	name	to	it.	But	
his	signature	was	not	worth	much.	

Shachtman	does	not	present	any	facts	to	jus>fy	his	change	of	posi>on.	All	that	he	does	is	
put	a	minus	now	when	in	1938	he	accepted	the	plus	of	Trotsky	and	the	Fourth	Interna>onal.	The	
program	of	the	founding	Conference—with	Shachtnhan’s	vote—said	that	it	was	correct	to	support	
a	colonial	or	semi-colonial	country	which	would	“u>lize	the	war”	in	its	struggle	against	its	
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principal	imperialist	oppressor	(China	against	Japan,	India	against	Britain),	despite	the	fact	that	
the	leadership	was	in	the	hands	of	the	colonial	bourgeoisie,	and	despite	its	alliance	with	
imperialist	powers.	Shachtman	now	blithely	renounces	all	that.	Now	he	says:	

“Is	there	then	no	future	for	China’s	struggle	against	imperialism?	Is	the	struggle	for	
freedom	of	the	colonial	countries	and	peoples	in	general	a	hopeless	one,	at	least	while	the	World	
War	is	on?	

“Yes,	the	struggle	of	the	colonies	for	freedom	is	uQerly	hopeless	during	the	present	world	
War	if	they	conEnue	the	course	of	serving	one	imperialist	camp	against	the	other.	That	is	today	
the	course	of	the	bourgeoisie	in	every	colonial	and	semi-colonial	country...	

“The	Second	World	War,	imperialist	to	the	marrow,	is	total	and	all-dominaEng.	In	its	first	
stage,	at	least,	it	was	inevitable	that	it	draw	into	the	grip	of	its	iron	ring...	all	the	isolated	naEonal	
wars	and	struggles	for	naEonal	freedom...	

“Yes,	the	struggle	for	naEonal	emancipaEon	of	the	colonies	has	been	deserted—by	the	
Chiangs	and	the	Nehrus	and	the	Boses	and	the	Wangs,	by	the	people	who	led	and	directed	it	and	
then,	at	the	showdown,	brought	it	into	the	imperialist	war	camp...	
“...	only	the	leadership	of	the	proletariat	can	re-launch	the	just	wars	of	the	colonies	against	
imperialism.”	(New	InternaEonal,	July	1942,	pages	171-2.	Shachtman’s	italics.)	

Thus	Shachtman	says	that	a	progressive	struggle	of	a	colonial	or	semi-colonial	country	led	
by	its	bourgeoisie	is	impossible	during	an	imperialist	war.	During	the	war	Shachtman	will	support	
only	that	colonial	country	in	which	the	leadership	of	the	proletariat	has	been	established	of	
course	a	proletariat	already	under	revolu>onary	and	not	reformist	leadership.	This	revela>on	has	
nothing	in	common	with	Lenin	and	Trotsky’s	reiterated	and	reiterated	posi>on	that	revolu>onists	
should	support	a	colonial	struggle	against	imperialism	even	if	the	colonial	bourgeoisie	leads	it.	
		
The	False	Analogy	with	China	in	1914	

Let	us	aQempt	to	come	to	grips	with	Shachtman’s	theory,	such	as	it	is.	He	learned	from	
Trotsky	that	the	second	World	War	is	a	con>nua>on	of	the	first	on	the	part	of	all	the	imperialist	
powers.	Shachtman’s	grasp	of	the	Marxist	concept	of	imperialism	as	a	stage	of	capitalism	is	
extremely	tenuous	as	he	showed	when	he	suddenly	announced	that	the	Soviet	Union	is	
“imperialist.”	Shachtman	perverts	Trotsky’s	concep>on	to	mean	that	the	second	World	War	is	a	
con>nua>on	of	the	first	on	the	part	of	all	the	countries	par>cipa>ng	in	it.	A`er	that	he	needs	only	
to	repeat:	“as	in	1914.”	So,	in	the	case	of	China,	Shachtman	writes:	

“In	the	concrete	situaEon,	today	as	in	1911,	the	immediate	rulers	of	China,	Chiang	and	his	
naEonal	bourgeoisie,	prevent	the	masses	from	fighEng	the	main	enemy,	imperialism.	Chiang	
makes	the	Chinese	masses	fight	one	imperialist	power	on	behalf	of	another	imperialist	power—
which	is	an	altogether	different	thing	from	fighEng	imperialism.	(New	InternaEonal,	June	1942.)	

What	in	“the	concrete	situa>on”	today	in	China	is	iden>cal	with	the	situa>on	in	1914?	
Shachtman	does	not	tell	us	and	cannot	tell	us.	For	there	is	no	analogy	between	China’s	role	in	the	
two	wars,	as	we	shall	easily	establish	by	the	facts.	

In	1917	a	dismembered	China	which	was	not	resis>ng	any	imperialist	power	entered	the	
war	on	the	side	of	her	principal	oppressors	who	then	cons>tuted	a	form	of	interna>onal	trust	
domina>ng	China—Britain,	the	United	States,	France,	Japan—and	proclaimed	a	formal	state	of	
war	against	Germany,	a	power	then	without	holdings	in	China	and	without	any	forces	in	the	
Pacific.	In	December	1941	a	semi-unified	China	which	had	conducted	a	war	of	na>onal	libera>on	
for	four	and	a	half	years	against	its	principal	oppressor,	Japan,	con>nued	this	war	when	the	
conflict	among	the	imperialist	powers	extended	to	the	Pacific,	and	accepted	supplies	from	and	an	
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alliance	with	Japan’s	imperialist	rivals.	Where	Shachtman	invents	an	analogy	between	1917	and	
1941,	there	is	actually	a	decisive	contrast.	

The	difference	between	China’s	role	in	the	two	wars	is	worth	describing	at	length,	quite	
apart	from	refu>ng	Shachtman’s	preposterous	analogy.	For	the	contrast	illumines	the	significance	
for	today	of	our	1938	programma>c	statement	that	“Some	of	the	colonial	or	semi-colonial	
countries	will	undoubtedly	aQempt	to	uElize	the	war	in	order	to	cast	off	the	yoke	of	slavery.”	To	
u>lize	the	war	is	only	possible	where	there	is	war.	But	in	1914-18	the	war	except	for	the	very	
secondary	figh>ng	in	Pales>ne	and	Mesopotamia	it	was	fought	on	European	baQlefields—did	not	
extend	into	the	Pacific.	China	and	India	are	today	for	their	own	ends	able	to	u>lize	the	war—i.e.,	
the	contradic>ons	among	the	imperialist	powers	at	the	stage	of	armed	conflict—precisely	
because	this	>me	the	Pacific	has	become	one	of	the	chief	areas	of	conflict.	Yet,	in	Shachtman’s	
world	of	shadows,	China’s	and	India’s	struggles	are	transformed	into	mere	appendages	of	
imperialism	by	just	this	extension	of	the	war	into	the	Pacific!	China’s	and	India’s	opportunity	to	
win	freedom	while	the	imperialists	are	figh>ng	among	themselves	becomes	for	Shachtman	their	
chain	of	slavery!	

In	1914-18	all	the	Pacific	powers	and	oppressors	of	China	were	ranged	on	one	side	in	the	
imperialist	conflict	hence	the	colonial	and	semi-colonial	peoples	of	Asia	and	Africa	had	liQle	or	no	
opportunity	to	take	advantage	of	the	imperialist	conflict	to	free	themselves.	The	power	of	the	
Allied	imperialists	remained	unshaQered	in	the	Far	East,	in	no	way	challenged	there	by	Germany	
and	her	allies.	Britain	therefore	remained	undisputed	master	in	India.	China	likewise	experienced	
no	lightening	of	the	pressure	of	her	imperialist	masters.	Peace	in	the	Pacific	meant	a	con>nua>on	
of	the	“normal”	oppression	of	Asia	and	Africa.	

In	1917	China	was	compelled,	under	pressure	of	the	Allies,	to	break	off	diploma>c	
rela>ons	and	then	declare	war	against	Germany.	The	war	was	far	away	and	the	Chinese	people	
were	indifferent	to	it;	so	far	as	they	had	opinions	about	it	they	were	for	Germany	for,	as	the	great	
power	with	the	smallest	holdings	in	China,	Germany	had	appealed	to	the	Chinese	people	as	the	
more	friendly	power.	Germany’s	holdings—treaty	ports	in	Shantung	province—had	been	seized	
by	Japan	in	1914	without	consul>ng	China.	China’s	par>cipa>on	in	the	war	consisted	primarily	of	
“permi_ng”	the	hiring	of	about	200,000	coolie	laborers	who	were	sent	to	France.	Despite	
pressure	and	threats	from	its	“allies.”	China	was	extremely	reluctant	to	close	German	banks	and	
sequester	German	ships	in	China,	for	German	business	offered	China	more	favorable	terms	than	
the	other	powers.	It	was	not	un>l	March	1919—nearly	five	months	a`er	the	end	of	the	war—that	
China	finally	deported	all	Germans—obviously	a	step	not	dictated	by	war	necessi>es	but	solely	
designed	to	provide	Britain,	Japan,	France	and	the	United	States	with	the	business	formerly	
conducted	by	Germans.	

When	the	United	States	“invited”	China	to	join	it	in	breaking	off	diploma>c	rela>ons	with	
Germany,	Sun	Yat-sen	telegraphed	to	Lloyd	George	on	March	10,	1917,	protes>ng	against	the	
Allied	move	to	drag	China	into	a	war	which	did	not	concern	her.	Sun’s	ac>on	was	extremely	
popular	in	China.	The	first	president	of	the	Republic	of	China,	set	up	in	1911	when	the	Manchu	
dynasty	was	overthrown,	Sun	had	been	replaced	by	the	northern	militarist	Yuan	Shih-kai	in	1912,	
but	had	a	majority	in	the	impotent	Parliament.	Yuan	convened	the	Parliament	on	May	10,	1917,	
and	tried	to	force	it	to	vote	for	war,	but	it	refused.	Only	by	dispersing	the	Parliament	and	pu_ng	
an	end	to	the	pretense	of	representa>ve	government,	se_ng	up	a	pro-Japan	government	in	the	
capital	at	Peking,	was	China	declared	in	the	war	on	August	4,	1917.	Sun	Yat-sen	and	the	
na>onalist	Kuomintang	refused	to	go	along,	and	with	the	help	of	the	southern	war-lords	set	up	
their	own	government	in	the	south,	in	Canton	in	Kwangtung	province.	The	China	which	formally	
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par>cipated	in	the	war	thus	merely	consisted	of	the	northern	war-lords.	The	break	with	the	south	
over	the	war	ques>on	served	to	clarify	the	fact	that	the	revolu>on	of	1911,	in	toppling	the	
dynasty,	had	not	created	a	united	China;	on	the	contrary,	the	provincial	militarists	now	ruled,	
more	openly	than	ever,	as	the	agents	of	the	imperialist	powers.	The	principal	spheres	of	influence	
were:	Yunnan	and	southern	Kwangsi—France;	the	great	river	valleys	economically	controlled	by	
Hong	Kong	and	Shanghai—Britain;	Manchuria	and	the	north—Japan;	with	the	United	States	
pushing	its	way	in	everywhere.	

With	no	hos>li>es	in	the	Pacific,	far	from	finding	the	war	period	an	opportunity	to	push	
back	imperialist	pressure,	China	found	it	a	period	of	further	imperialist	inroads,	especially	by	
Japan,	which	had	the	backing	of	a	secret	agreement	with	Britain.	Japan	served	its	21	Demands	on	
China	and	followed	it	up	with	an	ul>matum;	on	May	25,	1915,	helpless	China	was	forced	to	sign	
an	agreement	gran>ng	many	of	the	demands.	The	pleas	of	a	Chinese	delega>on	for	a	reversal	of	
this	situa>on	got	short	shri`	at	the	Peace	Conference	at	Versailles.	The	Allies	decided	in	favor	of	
Japan	and	the	rest	of	themselves,	and	the	Chinese	delega>on	refused	to	sign	the	Versailles	Treaty.	

Under	the	condi>ons	of	the	first	World	War,	then,	the	idea	of	armed	resistance	to	any	of	
the	imperialist	powers	was	beyond	the	thought	of	China’s	leaders.	When	Sun	Yat-sen	became	
president,	his	a_tude	was	one	of	cringing	servility	to	the	great	powers,	promising	them	that	their	
perquisites	and	privileges	would	remain	intact.	Even	a`er	the	disappointment	at	Versailles,	Sun	
saw	hope	for	China	only	in	some	form	of	benevolent	coopera>on	among	the	powers,	for	which	he	
pleaded	in	his	book,	The	Interna>onal	Development	of	China	(1922).	
Such,	in	brief,	is	the	picture	of	China	in	the	first	World	War.	Let	Shachtman	try	to	draw	an	analogy	
between	it	and	the	present—not	one	of	his	empty	generali>es,	but	a	concrete	analogy.	Let	him	
show	the	iden>ty	between	Germany	of	1914	and	Japan	of	1941	in	rela>on	to	China!	

Basing	himself	on	the	wri>ngs	of	Trotsky	and	our	Chinese	comrades,	Shachtman	proves	
irrefutably	that	Chiang	Kai-shek’s	regime	is	reac>onary;	that	it	has	led	the	fight	against	Japan	
largely	under	the	pressure	of	the	masses,	etc.,	etc.	All	this,	however,	was	also	true	before	Pearl	
Harbor,	yet	then	Shachtman	conceded	that	China’s	struggle	was	progressive	despite	the	Chiang	
Kai-shek	regime.	He	is	under	the	obliga>on,	therefore,	to	prove	that	the	character	of	the	war	now	
being	conducted	by	the	regime	is	decisively	different	than	it	was	before	Pearl	Harbor.	

For	the	most	part	Shachtman	does	not	venture	beyond	empty	generali>es	about	China’s	
“complete	capitula>on	to	Anglo-American	imperialism”—which	is	precisely	what	is	incumbent	
upon	him	to	prove.	One	proof	he	does	venture	to	give	that	China	is	now	being	“directed	by”	the	
imperialist	powers:	“The	Chinese	Army	is...	already	figh>ng	on	Burmese	soil	to	maintain	the	
imperialist	rule	of	the	Bri>sh	bourgeoisie...”	(Labor	Ac>on,	March	6,	1942.)	Very	well,	then,	let	us	
examine	the	events	in	Burma.	
		
The	Test	of	the	Events	in	Burma	

If	it	is	correct	to	defend	China	at	all,	then	there	is	no	reason	why	the	Chinese	army	should	
not	have	defended	the	Burma	Road,	including	the	sec>on	of	it	in	Burma	and	the	port	of	entry	for	
Chinese	supplies,	Rangoon.	No	doubt	Bri>sh	imperialist	interests	would	have	been	aided	as	
against	the	Axis	powers	by	China’s	successful	defense	of	the	Burma	Road,	but	the	same	thing	
might	be	said	about	every	Japanese	or	German	soldier	killed	by	China	or	the	Soviet	Union.	The	
irrefutable	fact	is	that	the	maintenance	of	the	Burma	Road,	including	its	outlet	in	Burma,	was	vital	
both	for	supplies	and	for	the	defense	of	China	in	general,	as	has	been	proven	since	by	the	deadly	
inroads	Japan	has	made	precisely	through	this	back-door	into	China.	Shall	China,	a	non-imperialist	
country,	leave	undefended	a	vital	area	extending	beyond	its	borders,	simply	because	some	
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imperialist	rival	of	Japan	would	also	benefit	by	its	defense?	This	is	the	logic	of	the	madhouse	of	
peQy-bourgeois	radicalism.	It	has	nothing	in	common	with	the	real	interests	of	non-imperialist	
China.	

The	Chinese	army’s	crossing	the	fron>er	into	Burma	is	the	sole	evidence	offered	by	
Shachtman	in	accusing	it	of	serving	Bri>sh	imperialism	there.	Shachtman	has	always	had	a	queasy	
a_tude	toward	fron>ers.	He	once	conducted	a	biQer	fight	against	comrade	Cannon	because	
Cannon	had,	declared,	when	Hitler	became	Chancellor,	that	the	Red	Army.	should	be	mobilized.	
The	idea	of	a	degenerated	workers’	state	viola>ng	the	German	fron>er	horrified	Shachtman;	in	
the	same	spirit	he	now	condemns	the	Chinese	army	for	crossing	the	border	into	Burma.	A	war	of	
na>onal	defense,	according	to	Shachtman’s	logic,	can	be	fought	only	by	s>cking	within	one’s	own	
fron>ers;	to	sally	out	beyond	them	changes	the	character	of	the	war.	Of	a	Shachtman	of	his	>me	
who	in	war	of	na>onal	defense	disapproved	an	offensive	into	enemy	territory	Marx	wrote	that	he	
“confuses	a	defensive	war	with	defensive	military	operaEons.	So	if	a	fellow	falls	upon	me	in	the	
street	I	may	only	parry	his	blow	but	not	knock	him	down,	because	then	I	should	turn	into	
an	oppressor!	The	want	of	dialecEc	comes	out	in	every	word	these	people	uQer...”	

So	much	we	could	say	before	the	events	Burma.	Now	we	must	add	the	facts	as	to	the	
actual	rela>ons	between	the	Chinese	and	the	Bri>sh.	General	Alexander,	the	Bri>sh	commander,	
appears	to	have	been	abysmally	ignorant	of	the	fact	so	well	known	to	Shachtman,	that	the	
Chinese	wanted	to	enter	Burma	merely	to	serve	Bri>sh	imperialism.	On	the	contrary	Alexander	
refused	to	let	Chinese	troops	into	Burma	except	in	token	numbers.	Not	un>l	a`er	the	fall	of	
Rangoon	did	he	finally	agree	to	a	“closer	military	understanding”	reported	in	an	AP	dispatch	from	
Chungking,	April	24,	which	added	that	“there	now	is	no	limit	to	the	number	of	Chinese	troops	
which	may	be	sent	into	Burma.”	This	dispatch,	declared	the	April	25	New	York	Herald	
Tribune	editorially,	“confirms	the	suspicion	that	China	has	not	been	able	or	permiQed	to	throw	her	
full	strength	into	the	struggle	for	Burma.”	But	that	“close	military	understanding”	was	not	
observed	by	the	Bri>sh,	we	now	learn	from	a	leQer	(New	York	Times,	July	10	1942)	of	Lin	Yutang	
who	speaks	unofficially	for	the	Chinese	government.	“China	wanted	to	defend	Burma	at	all	costs,	
but	was	not	permiQed	to	do	so,	“	he	writes.	He	gives	the	astonishing	informa>on	that	“the	
Chinese	mechanized	units”—apparently	all	that	China	had—were	wai>ng	at	Kunming	during	the	
Burma	campaign	while	the	Chinese	vainly	sought	Bri>sh	agreement	to	let	them	into	Burma.	In	the	
end,	the	Bri>sh	authori>es	refused	to	agree	to	provide	the	mechanized	units	with	oil	to	operate	
with	in	Burma.	

Why	did	not	the	Bri>sh	permit	Chiang	to	send	as	many	Chinese	troops	as	he	could	into	
Burma?	The	Bri>sh	sent	as	many	Indian	troops	as	they	could	transport—why	not	Chinese?	for	a	
simple	reason:	the	Indians	came	as	vassals	of	Bri>sh	imperialism,	the	Chinese	would	come	as	
representa>ves	of	Free	China.	Every	Chinese	soldier	would	be	proof	to	the	Burmese	that	there	are	
peoples	of	Asia	who	are	freeing	themselves.	A	victory	for	Chinese	troops	in	Burma	would	have	
been	understood	everywhere	as	a	victory	for	the	colonial	peoples	and	not	for	Bri>sh	imperialism.	
That	is	why,	for	example,	the	an>-Bri>sh	masses	of	India	are	wholeheartedly	pro-Chinese.	And	
that	is	also	why	the	Bri>sh	preferred	to	lose	Burma	to	Japan,	with	the	hope	of	winning	it	back	
later,	than	let	China	hold	Burma	against	Japan.	The	line	of	demarca>on	is	so	clear	that	the	
backward	peasant	in	India	understands	it	as	well	as	does	Central	Alexander	from	the	opposite	
side	of	the	class	line.	But	Shachtman	does	not	understand	the	class	line,	as	he	already	showed	by	
his	posi>on	on	the	Soviet-Finnish	war.	

The	events	in	Burma	demonstrate	that	China,	far	from	complete	capitula>on	to	Anglo-
American	imperialism,”	is	feared	and	thwarted	by	its	imperialist	“ally.”	The	events	bear	out	the	
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Fourth	Interna>onal’s	es>ma>on	of	such	an	alliance	between	non-imperialist	and	imperialist	
countries	as	“temporary	and,	by	very	essence	of	the	maQer,	unreliable.”	

Apart	from	his	unhappy	reference	to	the	Burma	events,	Shachtman	offers	no	proofs	of	his	
posi>on.	For	the	rest	he	offers	such	resounding	generali>es	as	this:	“When	the	World	Imperialist	
War	broke	over	its	head,	the	Chinese	bourgeoisie	did	not	waver	for	a	moment.	It	took	out	a	
commission	in	the	camp	of	imperialism	and	brought	its	`naEonal	struggle’	along	with	it	as	useful	
camouflage.”	These	generali>es	are	safer	for	Shachtman	than	his	reference	to	Burma	only	in	the	
sense	that	they	are	irrefutable	because	they	are	empty	of	content.	No	one	could	reasonably	ask	
Shachtman	for	a	copy	of	the	commission	which	China	took	out	in	the	camp	of	imperialists.	It	is	a	
literary	metaphor	which	is	enough	for	him	and	which,	Shachtman	hopes,	he	might	some	day	
exchange	for	facts.	

We	work	to	prevent	such	facts	from	coming	into	being.	Our	comrades	in	China,	figh>ng	in	
the	front	ranks	in	the	armed	forces	and	seeking	to	arouse	the	workers	and	peasants	to	the	
greatest	possible	effort	for	the	defense	of	China,	are	striving	to	make	impossible	what	Shachtman	
insists	has	already	happened.	If	China	can	maintain	its	owns	front	against	Japan	then	there	is	the	
possibility	of	a	Chinese	victory	over	the	oppressor.	But	if	China’s	war	effort	collapses,	or	is	so	
weakened	that	in	the	end	the	land	front	in	China	is	dominated	by	Anglo-American	troops,	then	
victory	over	Japan	would	not	be	a	victory	for	China.	It	would	he	a	victory	for	those	who	would	
simply	replace	Japan	as	the	imperialist	oppressor	of	China.	The	Chinese	Trotskyists,	and	the	en>re	
Fourth	Interna>onal	with	them,	struggle	against	such	an	outcome.	Shachtman,	as	in	the	case	of	
the	Soviet	Union,	abandons	the	struggle,	proclaiming	it	already	lost.	

Perhaps	the	most:	important	factor	weighing	in	China’s	favor	today	is	the	Indian	
revolu>on,	now	in	its	opening	stages.	Were	India	soon	to	free	itself	from	imperialist	domina>on,	
the	weight	of	its	400	millions	would	be	added	to	and	would	galvanize	the	450	millions	of	China—
together	they	cons>tute	nearly	half	the	human	race!—against	imperialist	domina>on	by	either	
warring	camp.	It	is	obviously	the	duty	of	every	revolu>onist	to	support	India’s	fight	for	freedom.	
We	must	support	it	even	if	the	Indian	bourgeoisie	leads	the	struggle	at	present,	and	no	maQer	
what	imperialist	powers	find	it	expedient	to	aid	India.	By	all	means	it	is	correct	for	India	to	u>lize	
the	war	to	throw	off	the	yoke	of	Britain.	But	in	the	Indian	struggle,	as	in	China,	we	are	separated	
from	Shachtman	by	an	unbridgeable	gulf.	We	support	the	struggle:	he	brands	it	as	“serving	one	
imperialist	camp	against	the	other.	That	is	today	the	course	of	the	bourgeoisie	in	every	colonial	
and	semi-colonial	country.”	(New	InternaEonal,	June	1942,	p.171.)	

Thanks	to	the	existence	of	the	first	workers’	state	and	China’s	armed	resistance	to	
imperialist	domina>on,	we	have	new	immediate	tasks	and	possibili>es	in	this	war	which	the	
revolu>onists	did	not	have	in	the	first	World	War.	We	look	forward	to	the	task	of	defending	the	
Indian	revolu>on.	These	three	gigan>c	tasks—the	defense	of	the	Soviet	Union,	of	China	against	
Japan,	and	of	India	against	Britain—have	no	place	in	the	wretched	literary	scheme	of	Shachtman	
and	his	kind.	Their	veto	will	nevertheless	not	interfere	with	the	revolu>onary	struggle	of	the	
Fourth	Interna>onal	to	carry	out	these	world	historical	tasks.	
		

Felix	Morrow,	“The	Allies	Artude	to	China’s	War”	

The	Militant,	December	26th	1942	

By	Felix	Morrow	
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A	sharp	protest	against	U.	S.	government	treatment,	of	China	was	voiced	'Dec.	17	by	Lin	
Yutang,	Chinese-	publicist	and	"unofficial"	spokesman	for	Chungking.	

The	protest,	in	the	form	of	a	sighed	ar>cle	in	the	Dec.	17	issue	of	P.	M.,	charged	that	China	
was	not	being	sent	the	supplies	promised	by	Washington.	Lin	Yutang's	ar>cle	was	noteworthy	as	
the	first	>me	he	had	directly	blamed	Washington	for	depriving	China	of	promised	supplies.	In	
several	previous	statements	he	had	indicated	that	the	main	blame	fell	upon	the	Bri>sh	
government,	which	held	up	in	India	supplies	earmarked	by	Washington	for	transporta>on	to	
China	via	Indian	airports.	

The	Chinese	author	charged	that	"the	American	public	is	not	permiQed	to	know"	the	facts	
about	this	"incredible	situa>on."	He	recalled	Wendell	Willkie's	words	on	returning	to	this	country:	
'Ill	I	were	to	tell,	you	how	few	bombers	China	has	received	from	us	you	simply	would	not	believe	
me."	

WASHINGTON	CONSENT	
As	a	typical	instance,	Lin	Yutang	cited	the	situa>on	of	air	transport	from	India.	At	the	

beginning	of	the	year	China	was	supposed	to	get	100	transport	planes	to	take	the	place	of	the	lost	
Burma	Road.	Instead	China	was	assigned	40	planes.	But	when	they	arrived	in	India,	the	Bri>sh	
seized	25	of	them.	"The	diversion	of	the	25	transport	planes	had	the	consent	of	Washington,	lean-	
ins	China	15	planes	to	ferry	in	supplies."	

Only	later,	"a`er	nego>a>ons,"	were	the	other	25	planes	restored	to	China.	But,	limited	to	
these	40	planes,	"the	monthly	supplies	now	going	in	are	probably	1%	of	the	carriage	of	the	Burma	
Road	traffic	at	its	peak,	and	are	less	than	what	a	small	2500-ton	steamer	could	carry	in	one	trip."	

"And	now,"	concludes	Lin	Yutang	on	this	point,	"instead	of	gradually	adding	to	the	
transport	planes,	the	Services	of	Supply	in	Washington	have	made	a	ruling...	
that	where	supplies	already	given	cannot	be	adequately	transported	to	the	country	of	
des>na>on,	no	more	supplies	need	be	allocated."	That	is,	un>l	China	finds	ways	and	means	of	
ge_ng	its	earmarked	supplies	out	'of	India	into	China,	it	will	get	no	more	supplies.	
"A	DOUBLE	BLOCKADE"	

Supplies	for	China	must	"run	a	double	blockade,"	says	Lin	Yutang,	"one	bureaucra>c	
blockade	in	Washington,	and	another	bureaucra>c	blockade	in	India.	The	diversion	of	the	
transport	planes	referred	to	above	was	only	one	instance	among	many.	Lend-lease	supplies	for	
China	are	confiscated	on	the	way	without	previous	consent	or	even	no>fica>on	of	the	Chungking	
government."		

Promises	made	were	not	kept,	says	Lin	Yutang.	A`er	Burma	fell,	"President	Roosevelt	
made	an	announcement	that	America	would	find	the	means	to	give	China	help.	That	help	has	not	
arrived."	

The	main	cause	of	this	situa>on,	declared	the	'Chinese	spokesman,	is	that	American	and	
Bri>sh	officialdom	s>ll	aQempt	to	treat	China	as	a	backward	country,	as	a	mere	colony.	Lin	Yutang	
says:	

"The	origins	of	this	policy	have	nothing	to	do	with	help	to	other	fronts.	They	have	nothing	
to	do	with	current	American	produc>on.	They	have	to	do	essen>ally	with	a	nineteenth-century	
concep>on	of	China	and	the	refusal	to	accept	China	as	an	equal	partner	in	the	War..	The	elderly	,	
men	over	SO	who	are	direc>ng	(American	-	Bri>sh)	policy	.	.	.	assume	that	they	are	going	to	run	
this	war	their	own	Way	and	the	Chinaman	is	going	to	like	it.	In	other	words,	we	are	dealing	with	
an	outdated	nineteenth-century	tycoon	psychology."	
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Lin	Yutang	finds	it'	necessary,	for	diploma>c	reasons,	to	call	it	"outdated	nineteenth-
century"	imperialist	outlook,	but	he	makes	it	clear	enough	that,	if	it	originated	in	the	nineteenth	
century,	it	is	s>ll	very	much	alive	in	official.	Washington	and	London	today.	

ANSWERING	AN	ALIBI	
Answering,	such	alibis	as	that	of	Secretary	of	the	Navy	Knox--who	'Said	that	first	Hitler	

must	be	defeated,	then	Japan—Lin	Yutang	pointedly	shows	that	there	is	a	Pacific	front	being	
supplied	but	not	the	one	held	by	China	against	Japan:	

"It	must	be	fully	realized	that	the	‘defeat-Hitler-first-idea'	has	nothing	to	do	with	American	
failure	to	regard	the	China	front	as	the	primary	front	in	the	Pacific.	The	'defeat-Hitler-firs>dea'	did	
not	prevent	sending	help	to	the	Solomon	Islands	and	Should	not	prevent	help	to	China.	The	fact	
is,	what	China	asked	was	so	liQle,	so	ridiculously	liQle,	that	it	could	not	affect	the	war	against	
Hitler	one	way	or	the	other;	but	even	that	liQle	was	not	given	to	China."	

China's	great	land	front	against	Japan	is	the	logical	front	for	the	main	effort	to	defeat	
Japan.	So	logical,	indeed,	that,	as	Lin	Yutang	says:	"No	one	pretends	that	the	war	in	Guadaleanal	is	
the	correct	way	to	begin	the	offensive	against	Japan,	gradually	overcoming	the	21,000	islands	in	
the	Southern	Pacific."	Nevertheless,	this	island-hopping	strategy	is	absorbing	prac>cally	all	of	the	
supplies	being	sent	to	the	Pacific,	while	China's	great	land	front	gets	only	the	>ny	trickle	described	
by	Lin	Yutang.	

WHAT	CHINESE	WANT	
The	basic	difference	in	concep>on	of	Pacific	strategy	outlined	by	Lin	Yutang	was	confirmed	

by	Time	magazine	(Nov.	23)	as	follows:	
"In	Washington	it	is	well	known	that	Chiang	Kai-shek	and	other	Chinese	strategists	have	long	
looked	at	U.	S.	Pacific	strategy	with	US/nay.	Instead	of	costly	naval	aQacks	on	island	fingers,	the	
Chinese	have	repeatedly	suggested	land	and	air	aQacks	from	the	con>nent	of	Asia.	But	China	has	
received	few	planes,	and	liQle	other	equipntent.	The	Chinese	watch	the	U.	Si	expend	men	and	
equipment	in	the	.Solonions	and	grow	unhappier."	

Lin	Yutang	demands	a	campaign	to	wrest	Burma	from	Japan	and	thus	re-open	the	Burma	
Road	to	provide	supplies	for	a	full-scald	offensive	by	China.	But,	he	says:	"The	dual	command	of	
the	last	Burma	Campaign	must	not	be	repeated;	biQer	memories	s>ll	rankle	in	Chinese	breasts.	
The	failure	of	the	last	Burma	campaign	Was	the	failure	'to	solve	the	problem	of	command,	.	.	
There	are	certain	grim	facts	that	cannot	be	aired	about,	but	must-be	taken	into	considera>on	in	
the	planning	of	the	next	command."	

THE	BURMA	CAMPAIGN	
Apparently	Lin	Yutang	is	referring	to	the	refusal	of	the	Bri>sh,	last	Spring,	to	permit	large	

numbers	of	Chinese	troops	to	enter	Burma	to	fight	the	Japanese.	>n	Yutang	himself	told	the	story	
in	'a	leQer	to	the	N.	Y.	Times	on	July	19.	

"China	wanted	to	defend	Burma	at	all	costs,	but	was	not	permiQed	to	do	so,"	declared	the	
leQer,	which	reported	that	"the	Chinese	mechanized	units"—apparently	all	that	China	had—were	
immobilized	at	Kunming	during	the	Burma	figh>ng	while	the	Chinese	vainly	sought	Bri>sh	
agreement	to	let	them	into	Burma.	In	the	end,	the	Bri>sh	authori>es	refused	to	provide	the	
Chinese	mechanized	units	with	oil	to	operate	with	in	Burma.	

Why	didn't	the	Bri>sh	permit	the	Chinese	troops	into	Burma?	Lin	Yutang	does	not	say.	We	
can	give	the	answer.	The	Bri>sh	sent	as	many	Indian	troops	as	they	could	transport—why	not	
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Chinese?	The	reason	is	obvious.	The.	Indians	came	as	vassals	of	Bri>sh	imperialism,	the	Chinese	
would	come	as	representa>ves	of	Free,	China.	Every	'Chinese	soldier	would	be	proof	to	the	
Burmese	and.	the	Indians	that	there	are	peoples	of	Asia	who	are	freeing	themselves.	
A	victory	for	Chinese	troops	in	Burma	would	have	been	understood	everywhere	as	a	victory	for	
the	colonial	peoples	and	not	for	Bri>sh	imperialism.	That	is	why	the	an>-Bri>sh	masses	of	India	
are	wholeheartedly	pro-Chinese.	That	is	also	why	the	Bri>sh	preferred	to	lose	Burma	to	Japan,	
with	the	hope	of	winning	it	back	later,	than	to	let	China	hold	Burma	against	Japan.	

Lin	Yutang	now	makes	it	plain	that	China	has	no	more	faith	in	Bri>sh	conduct	of	a	new	
Burma	campaign	than	it	had	in	the	previous	campaign.	He	proposes,	as	a	solu>on,	"There	must	be	
a	unified	Allied	command	for	a	Burma	campaign,	and	there	is	no	ques>on	that,	in	view	of	the	
recent	memories,	sincere	Chinese	coopera>on	is	only	possible	with	an	American	Commander-
inChief."	

THE	WILLKIE	POLICY	
This	"solu>on"	evades	the	plain	fact	that	American	military	strategists	today	appear	to	see	

eye	to	eye	with	the	Bri>sh	in	the	Pacific,	as	is	indicated	by	the	concentra>on	on	island-hopping.	
Lin	Yutang	aQempts	to	explain	this	away:	,-"The	Pacific	war	paQern	is	the	result	of	dri`	and	not	of	
policy."	Once	Washington	really	turns	its	aQen>on	to	solving	the	grand	strategy	of	the	Pacific	war,	
he	appears	to	believe,	then	the	United	States	will	adopt	the	policy	toward	the	Chinese	land	front-	
advocated	by	the	group	a'tound	Wendell	Willkie.	

One	authorita>ve	figure'	who	has	backed	this	policy	is	the	re>red	Admiral	H.	E.	Yarnell,	in	
a	leQer	to	the	N.	Y.	Times	of	Nov.	14,	Defending	Willkie	against	pro-administra>on	cri>cs,	the	
admiral	wrote	on	Pacific	strategy,:	

"Vast	reserves	of	trained	Chinese	manpower	are	ready	and	willing	to	wear	down	and	
destroy	Japan's	land	armies	in	Asia	as	soon	as	they	are	given	the	weapons	with	which	to	do	so.	
Chinese	bases	are	available	'for	the	effec>ve	bombing	of	Japanese	war'	industries	and	shipping.	

"In	the	war	against	Japan	the	main	effort	must	come	from	the	mainland	of	Asia,	which	
means	China.	.	.	

"The	naval	opera>ons	in	the	Pacific	are	contributory,	of	course	to	her	final	defeat.	But	a	
campaign	from	that	direc>on	alone	is	a	long	and	costly	affair,	with	success	doubzul.	The	early	
defeat	of	Japan	hinges	mainly	on	opera>ons	from	China."	

Admiral	Yarnell	and	those	who	agree	with	him	are,	however,	not	in	charge	of	the	
government	and	American	produc>on.	The	dominant	policy	in	official	circles	remains	that	
condemned	by	Lin	Yutang.	

For	China	to	place	all	its	hopes	on	a	change	in	American	policy	would	be	suicidal,	for	there	
can	be	no	guarantee	that	the	Willkie;	Yarnell	line	toward	China	will	ever	become	the	official	policy	
of	the	American	government.	Nor	is	there	any	basic	difference	between	the	"dollar	imperialism"	
of	Willkie	and	the	cruder	imperialism	of	Churchill.	

We	are	for	the	victory	of	China	over	Japan	because	China	is	a	semi-colonial	country	
figh>ng	for	na>onal	independence	against	an	imperialist	power.	As	genuine	supporters	of	China	
we	must	warn	the	Chinese	people	that	their	salva>on	lies	only	in	themselves	and	their	true	allies,	
the	colonial	peoples	and	the	revolu>onary	'workers	of	all	countries.	

SWP	Poli#cal	Resolu#on,	October	1942	Conven#on	
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Poli>cal	Resolu>on	
This	resolu>on	was	unanimously	adopted	by	the	conven>on	

The	basic	posi>on	of	the	Fourth	Interna>onal	and	the	Socialist	Workers	Party	on	the	
imperialist	war	and	the	tasks	of	the	proletarian	world	revolu>on	have	been	set	forth	in	a	series	of	
documents	published	during	the	past	eight	years.	Beginning	with	the	fundamental	theses	on	War	
and	the	Fourth	InternaEonal	(1934),	they	include	the	resolu>ons	of	the	Founda>on	Congress	of	
the	Fourth	Interna>onal	(1938);	the	S.W.P.	conven>on	resolu>on	on	the	Soviet	Union	(1939);	the	
S.W.P.	Conference	resolu>on	on	Proletarian	Military	Policy	(1940);	the	Manifesto	of	the	
Emergency	Conference	of	the	Fourth	Interna>onal	on	The	Imperialist	War	and	the	Proletarian	
RevoluEon	(1940);	the	Manifesto	of	the	Execu>ve	CommiQee	of	the	Fourth	Interna>onal	on	the	
fall	of	France	(1940)	and	in	defense	of	the	Soviet	Union	(1941)	;	the	S.W.P.	Manifesto	on	the	
Soviet-Nazi	war	(1941);	the	Manifesto	of	the	ExecuEve	CommiQee	of	the	Fourth	InternaEonal	on	
American	intervenEon	and	our	defense	of	China	(1941);	the	statement	by	J.	P.	Cannon	on	the	
entry	of	the	United	States	into	the	war	(1942);	and	the	statement	of	Grace	Carlson	as	a	candidate	
of	the	party	in	the	St.	Paul	elec>ons	of	this	year.	

All	these	documents	contain	a	consistent	line	of	principle	which	guides	all	our	ac>vi>es.	
We	are	equipped	with	a	tested	program	of	revolu>onary	struggle	thought	out	and	fought	out	
over	a	period	of	many	years.	Our	task	today	is	to	hold	fast	to	these	principles	as	the	guiding	line	
for	all	our	ac>vi>es	and	to	apply	the	program	based	upon	them	to	events	and	problems	as	they	
arise	in	the	course	of	the	class	struggle.	

Our	Artude	to	the	War	
This,	in	Lenin's	words,	is	the	epoch	of	imperialist	wars,	proletarian	revolu>ons	and	colonial	

uprisings.	The	Second	World	War	is	a	con>nua>on	of	the	First	on	the	part	of	all	the	imperialist	
powers	on	both	sides.	By	1914	world	capitalism	had	already	outlived	its	progressive	stage.	Its	
wars	had	become	uQerly	reac>onary,	an	expression	of	the	impasse,	stagna>on	and	decay	of	
monopoly	capital.	Since	then,	imperialism	has	assumed	an	even	more	reac>onary,	violent	and	
oppressive	character.	This	is	true	of	both	the	fascist	and	"democra>c"	imperialisms.	To	support	
the	wars	of	imperialist	powers	is	to	defend	the	feQering	of	the	produc>ve	forces	by	the	outlived	
frameworks	of	private	property	and	na>onal	states.	The	claim	that	this	is	a	war	of	democracy	
against	fascism	is	a	fraud.,	Like	the	First	World	War,	the	Second	is'	being	fought	for	seizure	of	
colonies,	markets,	sources	of	raw	material	and	spheres	of	influence,	except	that	this	>me	the	
stakes	are	even	greater,	encompassing	the	en>re	world.	This	objec>ve	historical	meaning	of	the	
war,	and	not,	the	propaganda	of	the	governments,	determines	our	stand.	
All	these	considera>ons	apply	in	full	force	to	the	United	States.	Long	ibefore	its	advent	we	warned	
the	workers	of	the	inescapable	ipar>cipa>en	of	the	United	States	in	this	war	and	stated	that	such	
a	was	could	be	only	an	imperialist	war.	The	actual	entry	of	the	United	States	into	the	conflict	has	
not	altered	our	posi>on,	but	confirmed	it.	We	do	not	and	cannot	give	any	support	to	this	
reac>onary	war	undertaken	on	behalf	of	America's	monopolists	to	ensure	their	world	domina>on	
of	markets,	foreign	concessions,	sources	of	war	materials	and	spheres	of	influence.	This	is	Wail	
Street's	war,	not	ours.	

Our	struggle	is	the	Leninist	struggle	against	the	war.	We	reject	all	forms	of	pacifism,	
including	conscien>ous	objec>on	and	dra`	dodging.	The	death	agony	of	capitalism	brings	with	it	
a	period	of	uninterrupted	wars	and	universal	militarism	when	all	great	ques>ons	must	be	solved	
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by	military	means.	A	"peace"	concluded	by	imperialists	could	only	be	a	breathing	spell	before	a	
new	war.	Only	a	revolu>onary	mass	struggle	against	the	imperialism	which	breeds	such	wars	can	
secure	a	real	peace.	Our	task	is	to	win	the	majority	of	the	American	workers	and	farmers	to	the	
program	of	socialist	revolu>on.	That	is	the	only	program	of	peace	and	progress.	

That	this	is	the	epoch	not	only	of	imperialist	wars	but	also	of	proletarian	revolu>ons	was	
confirmed	in	1917	when	the	sovietEt	became	the	state	power	in	Russia,	abolished	private	
property	and	na>onalized	the	means	of	produc>on,	including	the	land.	It	then	became	a	class	
duty	for	every	worker	to	defend	the	Soviet	Union.	That	remains	our	duty	today.	We	remain	today	
as	we	have	been	from	its	birth	uncondi>onal	defenders	and	devoted	par>sans	of	the	Soviet	
Union.	The	war	of	the	Soviet	Union	is	our	war,	the	war	of	the	workers	everywhere.	The	Soviet	
Union	remains	a	workers'	state,	although	degenerated	by	the	rule	of	the	Kremlin	bureaucracy.	To	
defend	the	Soviet	Union,	in	spite	of	Stalin	and	against	Stalin,	is	to	defend	the	na>onalized	
property	established	by	the	October	revolu>on.	Only	traitors	to	the	working	class	can	deny	
support	to	the	workers'	state	in	its	waragainst	imperialism,	regardless	of	whether	the	immediate	
enemy	be	a	fascist	or	bourgeois	democra>c	government,	and	regardless	of	what	temporary	
military	alliances	the	Soviet	Union	may	make	with	rival	imperialist	powers.	In	war,	as	in	peace,	
there	remains	a	fundamental	dis>nc>on	between	the	Soviet	Union	and	its	temporary	military	
allies.	We	are	Soviet	patriots	in	war	as	in	peace;	we	remain	irreconcilable	opponents	of	all	the	
imperialists.	All	Trotskyists	are	united	in	this	stand.	The	conven>on	records	the	fact	that	Soviet	
defensism,	as	against	the	treacherous	policy	of	"Soviet	defea>sm,"	recommended	by	the	
Burnham-Shachtman	group	at	the	last	conven>on	of	the	party,	has	prevailed	throughout	the	
Fourth	Interna>onal.	Thereby	the	world	movement	of	Trotskyism	has	demonstrated	that	it	takes	
its	revolu>onary	program	seriously.	

The	war	of	China	for	na>onal	independence	against	the	Japanese	imperialists	must	
likewise	be	ardently	supported	by	every	honest	worker,	above	all	by	the	workers	of	China	whose	
fate	is	bound	up	with	the	struggle	for	the	independence	of	the	country.	That	China	is	compelled	
by	prac>cal	considera>ons	to	enter	into	alliances	with	imperialist	allies	can	present	grave	dangers	
for	the	future	but	does	not	alter	the	fundamental	character	of	China's	struggle	today.	The	designs	
of	Anglo-American.	imperialism	to	subordinate	great	China	to	their	own	predatory	struggle	are	a	
long	way	from	realiza>on.	In	fact,	the	first	results	of	the	war	in	the	Pacific	have	been	to	
strengthen,	not	to	weaken	the	independent	posi>on	of	China	vis-a-vis	her	imperialist	allies.	A	
victory	for	China	would	be	a	tremendous	blow	against	all	imperialism,	inspiring	all	colonial	
peoples	to	throw	off	the	imperialist	yoke.	The	bourgeois	regime	of	Chiang	Kai-shek,	subservient	to	
the	"democracies"	and	oppressing	and	restraining	the	Chinese	masses,	prevents	the	Chinese	
masses	from	conduc>ng	a	bold	war	for	independence;	but	that	does	not	alter	the	essen>al	fact	
that	China	is	an	oppressed	na>on	figh>ng	against	an	imperialist	oppressor.	The	struggle	of	the	
oppressed	peoples	for	na>onal	unifica>on	and	na>onal	independence	is	doubly	progressive	
because,	on	the	one	side	this	prepares	more	favorable	condi>ons	for	their	own	economic	
development	while,	on	the	other	side,	this	deals	blows	against	imperialism	as	a	world	system.	
Only	the	Chinese	proletariat	can	mobilize	the	masses	and	insure	their	victory	over	imperialism.	
The	Fourth	Interna>onalists	of	China,	understanding	this,	are	figh>ng	in	the	front	ranks	against	
Japanese	imperialism	while	maintaining	their	poli>cal	independence	and	their	irreconcilable	
opposi>on	to	the	regime	of	Chiang	Kai-shek,	Thus	they	assure	their	great	future	at	the	head	of	
the	Chinese	proletariat.	Any	other	course	would	doom	them	to	poli>cal	annihila>on.	

The	only	correct	program	in	this	war	is	the	Marxist	program	which	combines	revolu>onary	
opposi>on	to	all	the	imperialists	with	the	defense	of	the	Soviet	Union	and	China.	Those	peQy-
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bourgeois	and	sectarian	phrasemongers	who	"simplify"	maQers	by	renouncing	support	of	the	
Soviet	Union	and	China	are	in	reality	deser>ng	the	proletarian	world	revolu>on,	the	furtherance	
of	which	is	integrally	connected	to	support	of	the	Soviet	Union	and	China,	as	well	as	to	opposi>on	
to	all	the	imperialists	in	this	war.	

Events	have	fully	confirmed	the	correctness	of	the	program	of	the	Fourth	Interna>onal.	
This	can	be	verified	by	drawing	the	balance-sheet	of	the	most	important	developments	of	the	
war.	

Four	world-shaking	events	have	taken	place	since	the	Manifesto	on	The	Imperialist	War	
and	the	Proletarian	World	Revolu>on	was	issued	by	the	Emergency	Conference	of	the	Fourth	
Interna>onal	in	May	1940.	A	month	later	Germany	crushed	France	and	with	it	bourgeois	
democracy	on	the	European	con>nent.	The	Third	Republic	collapsed,	giving	way	to	the	
Bonapar>st	dictatorship	of	the	senile	Petain	and	servile	Laval.	A	year	a`er	France	fell,	Hitler	
unleashed	his	assault	upon	the	Soviet	Union.	In	December	1941	Japan,	in	answer	to	Roosevelt's	
ul>matum,	smashed	at	Pearl	Harbor	and	gave	Roosevelt	the	looked-for	occasion	to	enter	the	war.	
By	January	1942	all	the	imperialist	powers	and	all	peoples	had	been	drawn	into	the	war	arena.	In	
the	First	World	War	the	countries	were	divided	between	actual	par>cipants	and	spectators.	Today	
the	whole	of	humanity	has	become	directly	involved	in	the	slaughter.	There	are	no	innocent	or	
unaffected	bystanders	in	the	Second	World	War	This	applies	with	full	force	to	the	Asia>c	colonial	
peoples	who	played	a	rela>vely	passive	and	insignificant	role	in	the	last	war.	Now	they	stand	in	
the	very	center	of	the	conflict	and	will	have	a	decisive	part	in	determining	its	course	and	outcome.	
This	upsurge	of	na>onal	self-confidence	of	the	colonial	peoples	of	Asia	is	the	fourth	great	event	of	
the	present	period.	

The	Events	in	Europe	
The	fall	of	France	not	only	tes>fied	to	Germany's	economic	and	military	superiority	on	the	

European	con>nent;	it	exposed	the	roQenness	of	French	bourgeois	democracy	as	well	as	the	
inability	of	the	French	bourgeoisie	to	defend	their	own	na>on	against	the	fascist	invaders.	A`er	
crushing	the	workers'bid	for	power	in	1936,	the	capitalist	poli>cians	and	their	Stalinist,	Socialist	
and	Syndicalist	lieutenants	in	the	labor	movement	called	upon	the	French	workers	to	fight	for	the	
capitalist	fatherland	in	order	to	defend	democracy	and	na>onal	independence.	Duped	by	the	
bourgeoisie	and	betrayed	by	their	leaders,	the	French	workers	suffered	the	loss	of	their	
democra>c	rights	and	their	class	organiza>ons	together	with	na>onal	unity	and	independence.	
The	main	sec>on	of	French	capitalism	has	entered	into	collabora>on	with	the	fascist	conquerors;	
another	group	has	gone	over	into	the	Anglo-American	camp.	

The	fate	of	France	contains	a	great	poli>cal	lesson	for	the	workers	of	the	whole	world.	It	
has	again	demonstrated	that	the	bourgeoisie	puts	its	profits	and	privileges	above	either	na>onal	
independence	or	democracy.	Whenever	their	social	and	economic	interests	and	their	poli>cal	
predominance	are	imperiled	by	the	proletariat,	the	bourgeoisie	will	give'	up	na>onal	
independence,	destroy	democracy,	subs>tute	their	naked	class	dictatorship	and	collaborate	with	
the	foreign	oppressors.	For	the	sake	of	preserving	private	property,	privileges	and	profits,	or	even	
in	the	hope	of	preserving	some	of	them,	the	bourgeoisie	will	turn	against	their	own	people.	
Official	patrio>sm	serves	simply	as	a	mask	to	conceal	the	class	interests	of	the	exploiters.	The	
subsequent	capitula>ons	of	the	French	bourgeoisie	to	Hitler	have	proved	this	to	the	hilt.	

The	aspira>on	of	the	masses	of	France	and	the	other	occupied	countries	for	na>onal	
libera>on	has	profound	revolu>onary	implica>ons.	But,	like	the	sen>ment	of	an>-fascism,	it	can	
be	perverted	to	the	uses	of	imperialism.	Such	a	perversion	of	the	movement	is	inevitable	if	it	
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proceeds	under	the	slogans	and	leadership	of	bourgeois	na>onalism.	The	"democra>c"	imperialist	
gangsters	are	interested	only	in	recovering	the	property	which	has	been	taken	away	from	them	by	
the	fascist	gangsters.	

This	is	what	they	mean	by	na>onal	libera>on.	The	interests	of	the	masses	are	profoundly	
different.	The	task	of	the	workers	of	the	occupied	countries	is	to	put	themselves	at	the	head	of	
the	insurgent	movement	of	the	people	and	direct	it	toward	the	struggle	for	the	socialist	
reorganiza>on	of	Europe.	Their	allies	in	this	struggle	are	not	the	Anglo-American	imperialists	and	
their	satellites	among	the	na>ve	bourgeoisie,	but	the	workers	of	Germany.	Peace,	security	and	
prosperity	can	be	assured	for	the	people	of	Europe	only	by	its	economic	unifica>on	based	on	the	
socialist	collabora>on	of	the	free	na>ons.	Only	with	this	perspec>ve	is	na>onal	libera>on	worth	
talking	about,	s>ll	less	figh>ng	and	dying	for.	The	central	unifying	slogan	of	the	
revolu>onary	fight	is	"The	Socialist	United	States	of	Europe"	and	to	it	all	other	slogans	must	be	
subordinated.	

The	German	proletariat	made	a	revolu>on	in	1918,	only	to	be	robbed	of	its	fruits	by	the	
bourgeois	Social-Democra>c	coali>on.	For	fi`een	years	therea`er	the	proletariat	remained	loyal	
to	the	par>es	avowing	workers'	socialism.	A	revolu>onary	situa>on	in	1923	was	lost	by	the	
incapacity	of	the	German	Communist	Party	leadership	disoriented	by	the	Comintern,	already	then	
in	the	first	stages	of	its	Stalinist	degenera>on.	In	the	last	regular	elec>on	(1932)	the	workers'	
par>es	polled	13,000,000	votes.	Hitler	came	to	power	only	by	the	help	of	the	roQenness,	
incapacity	and	treachery	of	Social	Democracy	and	Stalinism.	Betrayed	by	their	own	par>es	the	
German	workers	were	crushed	by	Nazism.	It	may	be	assumed	that	Hitler's	diploma>c	and	military	
victories	created	a	certain	amount	of	chauvinist	intoxica>on	among	the	masses	for	a	>me.	Now,	
however,	they	gaze	on	the	ruin	of	Europe	—	and	the	ruin	of	Germany.	They	mourn	millions	of	
dead	and	wounded,	the	masses	grow	hungry	as	in	1916-18,	and	the	end	is	far	away.	Chauvinist	
intoxica>on	must	begin	to	give	way	before	the	grim	reali>es.	The	fear	of	a	new	and	worse	
Versailles	is	the	most	potent	weapon	in	Hitler's	hands.	But	that	weapon	will	fall	from	his	hands	
with	the	first	serious	revolu>onary	developments	in	the	"democracies"	or	in	the	occupied	
countries.	The	mighty	German	proletariat	will	say.	the	most	decisive	word	in	the	socialist	
revolu>on	of	Europe.	

The	workers	of	Britain	are	being	impelled	toward	proletarian	revolu>on	by	the	collapse	of	
the	Bri>sh	Empire.	The	reformism	of	the	Bri>sh	Labour	Party	and	the	trade	unions	was	based	on	
the	crumbs	thrown	to	a.	privileged	sec>on	of	the	workers	by	a	sated	imperialist	power;	that	
reformism	is	losing	its	founda>ons.	Therewith	the	road	is	being	cleared	for	the	stormy	
development	of	a	revolu>onary	party	of	the	Fourth	Interna>onal.	Only	the	Socialist	United	States	
of	Europe	offers	the	Bri>sh	proletariat	a	perspec>ve	for	hope.	All	the	objec>ve	prerequisites	for	
proletarian	revolu>on	are	now	present	in	the	Bri>sh	Isles.	The	Bri>sh	Trotskyists	stand	before	
their	great	historic	task	of	organizing	and	leading	the	Bri>sh	workers	to	their	revolu>onary	
des>ny.	
(…)	

The	Colonial	Peoples	of	Asia	
The	collapse	of	the	Bri>sh	and	French	Empires	in	the	Far	East	and	the	con>nuing	conflict	

of	the	rival	powers	in	the	Pacific	have	destroyed	the	myth	of	imperialist	invincibility	and	
awakened	the	colonial	peoples	of	Asia	to	new	hopes	of	na>onal	freedom.	A	new	note	of	na>onal	
self-confidence	is	heard	in	China	and	India,	the	decisive	countries	of	the	Far	East.	While	the	
imperialist	vultures	claw	at	each	other,	their	prey	seeks	to	escape	from	their	clutches.	The	
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Chinese	people	are	figh>ng	against	Japan	to	avoid	the	fate	of	India	under	Great	Britain.	The	Indian	
people	are	seeking	their	libera>on	from	Great	Britain.	

What	do	the	colonial	peoples	of	Asia	want?	They	seek	na>onal	independence.	The	
peasants	want	land	and	an	end	to	the	usury	which	grinds	them	into	the	dust.	The	workers	in	the	
factories	and	on	the	docks,	on	the	planta>ons	and	in	the	oil	fields,	want	living	wages	and	tolerable	
working	condi>ons.	They	want	the	right	to	organize	their	trade	unions	and	their	poli>cal	par>es.	
They	want	to	have	a	say	about	their	own	des>ny.	They	want	theright	to	live,	to	work,	to	beQer	
their	lives,	and	provide	a	brighter	future	for	their	children.	They	want	the	elementary	rights	of	
every	people,	of	every	individual.	

But	the	imperialist	slaveholders	are	waging	the	war	to	hold	colonies	or	to	seize	them.	They	
cannot	afford	to	free	their	colonial	slaves,	sa>sfy	their	demands	or	needs,	or	even	to	make	any	
substan>al	concessions	to	them.	They	prefer	to	risk	the	loss	of	their	colonies	rather	than	arm	the	
na>ve	popula>on,	hoping	to	recover	their	lost	possessions	with	a	new	turn	of	events,	or	else	to	
conclude	a	deal	with	the	new	possessors	a`er	the	war.	So	the	Dutch	calculated	in	Java;	so	the	
Bri>sh	in	Malaya,	Burma	and	India.	All	the	imperialists	are	trying,	each	in	its	own	way,	to	dam	the	
rising	>de	of	colonial	revolt	or	to	sluice	it	into	their	own	channels.	England,	while	holding	down	
India,	tries	to	s>r	up	revolt	against	Japan	in	Korea.	Japan,	while	holding	down	Korea	and	occupied	
China,	seeks	to	provoke	uprisings	in	Burma	and	India.	Each	side	has	willing	agents	amongst	the	
na>ve	bour•	geoisie,	landlords	and	princes.	-	

But	neither	the	imperialists	nor	their	na>ve	tools	will	be	able	to	stem	the	flood	of	na>onal	
revolu>on	which	keeps	rising	to	higher	levels	as	the	war	unfolds.	The	leaders	of	the	na>ve	
bourgeoisie,	despite	their	inherent	tendency	to	compromise	with	the	imperialists,	are	compelled	
to	take	a	more	aggressive	posi>on	in	order	to	avoid	isola>on	from	the	insurgent	masses.	That	the	
growing	resistance	and	independence	of	the	masses	is	manifested	in	the	Indian	Congress	
rejec>on	of	Cripps'	proposals	and	in	the	repeated	declara>ons	from	Chungking	that	there	can	be,	
no	reversion	a`er	the	war	to	extra-territorial	rights	and	privileges.	

The	major	por>on	of	humanity	lives	in	Asia,	two-fi`hs	in	China	and	India.	Their	struggle	
for	na>onal	freedom	and	social	libera>on	is	one	of	the	most	revolu>onary	factors	in	the	present	
world	situa>on.	Theirs	is	a	genuine	fight	for	freedom,	for	democracy,	for	progress.	We	
uncondi>onally	defend	the	Chinese	and	Indian	peoples	in	their	fight	for	emancipa>on	against	
their	imperialist	enslavers.	The	current	struggles	of	the	popular	masses	of	China	and	India	should	
be	regarded	as	the	first	stage	toward	arousing	and	organizing	the	popular	masses	for	a	genuinely	
revolu>onary	solu>on	of	their	social	problems.	These	problems	cannot	be	successfully	fulfilled	
under	bourgeois	leadership.	The	deepening	and	broadening	of	the	peoples'	revolu>ons	will	
inevitably	accentuate	the	counter-revolu>onary	role	of	the	reac>onary	colonial	bourgeoisie,	
bringing	them	into	irreconcilable	conflict	with	the	insurgent	workers	and	peasants.	Their	
revolu>ons	can	finally	triumph	only	under	the	leadership	and	through	the	revolu>onary	program	
of	the	youthful	proletariat	who	will	lead	their	peasant	allies	toward	a	Soviet	China	and	Soviet	
India,	keystones	in	a	Socialist	United	States	of	Asia.	

La#n	America	and	the	War	
Since	the	outbreak	of	the	war,	La>n	America	has	more	than	ever	become	the	private	

preserve	of	American	imperialism.	The	blockade	against	the	Axis	powers	and	the	growing	
weakness	of	Great	Britain	has	enabled	the	United	States	to	climb	to	a	virtually	unchallenged	
posi>on.	The	United	States	has	dragged	witli	it	into	the	war,	either	as	actual	par>cipants	or	as	
non-belligerent	allies,	its	re>nue	of	vassals	among	the	ruling	classes	of	La>n	America.	Through	
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Export-Import	Bank	and	private	loans	the	Yankee	imperialists	have	succeeded	in	buying	the	
support	they	could	not	secure	through	diploma>c	pressure.	Their	hand	has	been	strengthened	by	
the	fact	that	the	United	States	is	today	the	main	market	and	chief	source	of	machinery	and	
manufactured	goods	for	many	La>n	American	na>ons.	

Thus	far	Argen>na	alone	among	the	leading	countries	s>ll	con>nues	to	resist	pressure	to	
enter	the	war	on	the	side	of	the	dollar	diplomats.	The	present	neutrality	of	the	Argen>ne	
bourgeoisie	arises	from	its	rela>ve	industrial	strength,	its	lesser	dependence	upon	American	
money	and.markets,	its	efforts	to	build	up	an	independent	Argen>ne	economy	by	taking	
advantage	of	the	antagonism	between	Bri>sh	and	American	capital,	and	finally	fear	of	the	
consequences	of	an	open	break	with	the	Axis.	

The	economic	consequences	of	the	war	(shortage	of	commodi>es,	moun>ng	infla>on,	
deteriora>on	of	the	condi>ons	of	the	people,	etc.)	are	bound	to	impel	the	already	impoverished	
and	oppressed	La>n	American	masses	into	conflict	with	imperialism	and	its	war.	The	military,	
poli>cal	and	economic	support	of	Yankee	imperialism	is	today	the	principal	prop	of	the	hated	
dictatorships	of	Vargas,	Ba>sta,	etc.	Since,	with	the	temporary	excep>on	of	Argen>na,	all	sectors	
of	La>n	American	capitalism	—	from	the	pro-fascist	Vargas	to	the	formerly	an>-imperialist	Alianza	
Popular	Revolucionaria	Americana	—	have	become	the	vassals	of	American	imperialism,	any	mass	
movement	against	imperialism	and	its	war	must	inevitably	clash	with	these	na>ve	ruling	classes.	

In	alliance	with	the	peasants,	and	in	opposi>on	to	the	venal	La>n	American	bourgeoisie,	
the	industrial	workers	will	lead	the	straggle	against	imperialist	domina>on	and	clear	the	road	for	
the	Socialist	United	States	of	La>n	America.	While	the	Stalin-	
ist	agents	of	the	Kremlin	uphold	American	imperialism	together	with	such	dictators	as	Vargas	and	
Ba>sta,	the	'Trotskyist	par>es	of	South	and	North	America	alone	propose	a	revolu>onary	program	
of	emancipa>on	to	the	La>n	American	peoples.	

Long	before	its	advent	the	Fourth	Interna>onalists	warned	the	workers	of	the	inescapable	
par>cipa>on	of	the	United	States	in	this	war.	As	long	ago	as	1933	Trotsky	wrote:	"The	superiority	
of	the	United	States	must	find	its	expression	in	new	forms,	the	way	to	which	can	be	opened	only	
by	war.	American	capitalism	is	up	against	the	same	problems	which	pushed	Germany	on	the	path	
of	war	in	1914.	The	world	is	divided	amongst	the	great	powers.	It	must	be	redivided.	For	Germany	
it	was	a	ques>on	of	'organizing	Europe.'	The	United	States	must	organize	the	world.	.	.	.	History	
thus	brings	humanity	fake	to	face	with	the	volcanic	erup>ons	of	American	imperialism."	

This	volcanic	erup>on,	predicted	in	1933,	has	now	begun.	United	States	entry	into	the	war	
was	hastened	by	the	failure	to	overcome	the	crisis	of	American	capitalism	by	the	"New	Deal."	
Roosevelt's	October	5,	1931	"collec>ve	security"	speech	marks	the	open	turn	from	the	New	Deal	
to	the	War	Program.	The	unity	of	the	Democra>c	and	Republican	par>es	in	suppor>ng	the	war,	
along	with	the	complete	collapse	a`er	Pearl	Harbor	of	all	varie>es	of	isola>onism,	signify	the	total	
triumph	of	the	Roosevelt	War	Program.	The	object	of	the	War	Program	is	to	aQain	poli>cal	
mastery	and	economic	monopoly	of	the	globe.	Nothing	less	will	sa>sfy	the	aims	and	ambi>ons	of	
American	Big	Business.	

The	United	States	at	War	
The	outbreak	of	war	between	Japan	and	the	United	States	came	as	a	surprise	to	no	

informed	person.	The	contest	for	supremacy	in	the	Pacific	has	been	brewing	since	these	allied	
rivals	crossed	swords	in	Siberia	at	the	close	of	the	First	World	War.	Presented	with	an	ul>matum	
to	get	out	of	China,	the	Japanese	imperialists	refused	to	yield	to	threats	alone.	Like	the	Nazis	they	
operate	with	the	boldness	and	despera>on	of	those	who	have	nothing	to	lose.	
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American	capitalism	faces	the	gravest	difficul>es	in	undertaking	to	crush	its	rivals	and	conquer	the	
world	by	military	means.	The	United	States	can	achieve	its	imperialist	objec>ves	only	at	the	cost	
of	millions	of	lives	and	hundreds	of	billions	of	dollars	and	only	a`er	an	indefinitely	prolonged	
struggle.	Were	it	to	achieve	such	a	victory	it	then	would	have	to	shoulder	all	the	tasks	involved	in	
Secretary	of	War	Knox's	declara>on	that	"the	United	States	must	police	the	world	for	the	next	
hundred	years."	

The	internal	problems	of	American	capitalism	present	equally	great	difficul>es.	The	war	is	
disloca>ng	the	na>onal	economic	structure,	twis>ng	it	into	grotesque	militarized	forms,	Already	
more	than	half	of	the	na>onal	income	is	devoured	by	the	war,	and	this	propor>on	is	bound	to	
increase.	Scarcity	and	ra>oning	of	goods	on	the	one	hand	and	soaring	prices	on	the	other	are	
symptoms	of	the	contrac>ons	of	American	consump>on,	of	the	collapse	of	normal	capitalist	
economy.	Unlike	the	last	war,	when	American	economy	grew	plump	and	powerful,	American	
economy	is	today	becoming	disorganized	and	distorted.	Even	the	strongest	and	richest	of	the	
capitalist	na>ons	is	sliding	into	the	abyss	of	bankruptcy.	

As	the	war	places	stresses	and	strains	on	the	economy	the	forces	of	the	market	are	no	
longer	sufficient	to	assure	the	working	of	the	system.	The	government	steps	in	more	than	ever	
before	as	an	arbiter,	regulator	and	economic	dictator.	The	government	becomes	the	chief	market,	
it	becomes	an	important	factor	in	fixing	of	prices,	it	assigns	produc>ve	capacity	and	raw	materials,	
it	fixes	wages	and	regulates	condi>ons	of	work.	The	government	in	its	expanded	func>ons	
operates	more	openly	than	ever	as	the	execu>ve	arm	of	Big	Business,	directed	first	of	all	against	
the	labor	movement,	as	well	as	against	weaker	sec>ons	of	the	capitalist	class.	

Capitalist	apologists	have	ridiculed	the	Marxist	conten>on	that	capitalism	must	inevitably	
ruin	the	middle	classes.	They	asserted	that	under	American	capitalism,	the	middle	classes	must	
bloom.	Now	the	Marxist	predic>on	is	being	realized	at	an	accelerated	pace	under	the	war	
economy.	En>re	segments	of	the,	middle	classes	are	being	wiped	out,	not	individually	as	in	peace	
>me,	but	in	wholesale	lots.	Small	merchants,	filling	sta>on	proprietors,	small	manufacturers,	
grocers,	along	with	owners	and	operators	in	innumerable	other	occupa>ons,	are	economically	
annihilated	by	a	single	decree	from	Washington.	

The	war	economy	enormously	accelerates	the	concentra>on	of	capital.	The	government	
gives	the	handful	of	great	corpora>ons	over	80	per	cent	of	all	war	orders,	guaranteeing	them	
markets	and	profits	for	the	dura>on	of	the	war.	The	government	buys	or	builds	huge	new	plants	
for	them,	allots	them	priori>es	in	raw	materials	and	transporta>on.	In	1941,	many	corpora>ons	
earned	higher	profits	than	in	1929.	The	war	is	not	only	being	waged	to	save	the	markets	and	
sources	of	raw	materials	of	the	Americen	monopolists	throughout	the	world;	the	war	itself	is	
likewise	an	extremely	profitable	enterprise	for	them.	The	prepara>ons	for	the	war	revived	their	
flagging	heavy	industry;	throughout	the	conflict	they	fill	their	treasuries	and	strengthen	their	
compe>>ve	posi>ons.	

The	recent	revela>ons	concerning	cartel	arrangements	and	patent	agreements	between	
the	interna>onal	monopolies	and	the	Nazis	have	exposed	the	sham	conten>on	of	Big	Business	
and	its	poli>cal	agents	that	they	are	waging	this	war	to	destroy	fascism.	Rockefeller's	Standard	Oil,	
Mellon's	aluminum	trust,	DuPont's	arms	and	chemical	trust,	Morgan's	General	Electric	and	the	
other	monopolies	did	business	with	the	Nazis	before	the	war;	they	set	aside	royal>es	and	profits	
for	them	during	the	war.	While	demanding	that	the	workers	sacrifice	wages	and	hours	for	the	war	
effort,	Big	Business	always	places	profits	before	patrio>sm.	

It	would	be	foolish	to	expect	that	the	government	or	any	Congressional	CommiQee	will	
make	the	punishment	of	the	monopolists	fit	their	crimes.	They	have	been	forced	to	divulge	

	93



informa>on	about	the	Nazi-Big	Business	>e-ups	because	they	were	hampering	the	prosecu>on	of	
the	war	and	imperiling	the	basic	interests	of	the	en>re	capitalist	class	and	because	of	the	wrathful	
pressure	of	the	liQle	business	men	who	are	being	crushed	out	of	the	war	economy.	The	same	men	
who	head	the	monopolies	infest	the	government	and	head	the	War	Produc>on	Boards	as	dollar-
a-year	men.	A	few	corpora>ons	caught	red-handed	are	being	let	off	with	light	fines.	High	
administra>on	figures	have	intervened	openly	to	forestall	an>-trust	prosecu>ons	of	the	big	
monopolies.	It	is	already	generally	understood	that	there	will	be	no	prosecu>on	of	the	big	trusts	
during	the	war.	The	government	and	its	supporters	bow	before	the	monopolists	whose	interests	
they	serve.	

The	working	people	of	this	country	cannot	entrust	the	struggle	against	fascism	at	home	or	
abroad	to	Big	Business	or	any	of	its	poli>cal	agents.	The	workers	need	a	program	and	leadership	
of	their	own	to	clear	the	field	for	a	fight	to	the	death	against	fascism.	As	the	first	step	in	this	
direc>on,	they	should	demand	the	expropria>on	of	the	war	industries,	and	their	opera>on	under	
workers'	control!	

Roosevelt's	war	economic	policy	strikes	terrible	blows	at	the	workers	and	their	families.	
The	steeply	moun>ng	cost	of	living	has	already	caused	great	suffering.	Wage	controls	and	
compulsory	bond	buying	are	designed	to	cut	the	workers'	living	standards.	More	consumer	goods	
are	to	be	ra>oned	or	withdrawn	en>rely	from	the	market.	Taxes,	especially	hidden	taxes,	will	
slash	more	and	more	deeply	into	the	workers'	income.	Working	hours	will	be	increased.	There	will	
be	no	effec>ve	control	over	speculators,	who	will	inevitably	take	advantage	of	the	price-fixing	
provisions	to	fleece	the	people	more	mercilessly.	

The	administra>on	has	imposed	its	policy	in	the	name	of	a	fraudulent	equality	of	sacrifice.	
But	whatever	formal	restric>ons	are	placed	-upon	them,	the	corpora>ons	will	pile	up	profits	and	
hide	them	by	deprecia>on	reserves	and	other	financial	devices.	The	rich	will	buy	what	they	want,	
if	not	on	the	open	market,	then	on	the	black	market.	The	workers	and	their	families,	however,	will	
feel	the	pinch	from	all	sides.	They	will	be	able	to	buy	less	and	less	with	steadily	diminishing	
earnings.	Roosevelt's	slogan	of	equality	of	sacrifice	is	a	fraud.	It	is	a	cover	for	the	program	
whereby	the	rich	make	the	poor	pay	for	their	war.	

Big	Business	is	using	the	war	as	a	cover	for	an	all-out	offensive	against	organized	labor.	The	
Na>onal	Associa>on	of	Manufacturers	and	the	United	States	Chamber	of	Commerce	have	openly	
demanded	that	Congress	re-establish	the	open	shop	by	law.	The	an>-labor	drive	ins>gated	by	Big	
Business,	promoted	by	the	administra>on	and	Congress,	and	supported	by	the	capitalist	press,	is	
endangering	the	very	existence	of	the	trade	unions.	As	yet	the	trade	unions	have	only	been	
crippled,	but	the	bosses	will	not	be	sa>sfied	un>l	they	are	completely	wiped	out.	The	main	
immediate	task	before	the	American	workers	today	is	to	fight	for	the	independence	of	their	trade	
unions,	for	the	right	to	strike,	for	the	right	of	collec>ve	bargaining	free	of	governmental	
interference.	
In	the	face	of	the	aQack	upon	the	trade	unions,	the	official	leaders	of	the	AFL	and	CIO	are	
retrea>ng	step	by	step.	Under	pressure	from	the	administra>on,	they	have	given	up	one	posi>on	
a`er	another	to	the	employers	without	a	struggle.	They	have	sworn	away	the	strike	weapon,	they	
have	given	up	double	>me	pay,	and	they	are	ready	to	surrender	much	more—if	the	workers	
permit	them	to	get	away	with	it.	

The	worst	offenders	among	the	sell-out	ar>sts	are	the	Stalinists.	Under	the	Stalinist	theory	
of	socialism	in	one	country,	the	revolu>onary	interests	of	the	world	working	class	have	long	been	
subordinated	to	the	state	diplomacy	of	the	Kremlin.	This	criminal	policy	has	led	to	a	long	series	of	
working-class	defeats	on	the	interna>onal	arena	and	has	disoriented	a	great	sec>on	of	the	
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proletarian	vanguard.	For	the	sake	of	maintaining	the	Kremlin's	present	alliance	with	Washington,	
the	Stalinists	are	now	execu>ng	their	greatest	betrayal	of	the	elementary	interests	ofAmerican	
labor.	They	call	upon	the	workers	to	support	the	war,	unite	with	the	bosses	and	sacrifice	to	the	
limit,	deluding	them	with	the	asser>on	that	this	will	aid	the	Soviet	Union,	defend	democracy	and	
crush	fascism.	Their	arguments	are	all	false	to	the	core.	The	stronger	the	American	labor	
movement	is,	the	more	independent	and	class-conscious	it	becomes,	the	beQer	will	it	be	able	to	
defend	the	Soviet	Union	against	present	or	poten>al	enemies.	Those	who	weaken	the	working	
class	and	its	organiza>ons	in	any	way	directly	undermine	the	defense	of	the	USSR.	The	weakening	
of	the	labor	movement	opens	the	door	for	the	entrance	of	domes>c	fascism.	

The	Fight	for	Democracy	
In	order	to	camouflage	its	imperialist	policies	and	objec>ves,	the	Roosevelt	regime	claims	

that	the	war	is	being	waged	to	defend	democracy	at	home	and	extend	the	Four	Freedoms	
throughout	the	world.	Roosevelt's	slogan	of	the	Four	Freedoms	is	as	false	as	Wilson's	slogan	in	
the	last	war,	"Make	the	Wiorld	Safe	for	Democracy."	While	Roosevelt	spouts	phrases	about	
democracy,	he	seeks	to	set	aside	even	the	forms	of	the	democra>c	process	in	favor	of	
government	by	decree.	Such	efforts	to	subs>tute	dictatorial	rule	by	decree	on	the	part	of	the	
execu>ve	head	of	the	capitalist	government	paved	the	way	for	the	total	destruc>on	of	democracy	
and	the	rise	to	power	of	fascism	or	Bonapar>sm	in	Italy,	Germany	and	France.	
The	war	is	being	used	as	a	pretext	to	trample	upon	democra>c	ins>tu>ons	and	violate	civil	rights.	
The	workers,	who	cons>tute	the	most	devoted	and	determined	defenders	of	democracy,	must	
oppose	these	aQacks	upon.	democra>c	rights	and	ins>tu>ons	through	their	own	organiza>ons	
and	class	ac>on.	

The	fight	for	real	democracy	begins	at	home	in	the	fight	to	preserve	the	existence	of	
independent	and	democra>c	trade	unions.	The	labor	lieutenants	of	the	capitalists	are	coupling	
their	program	of	capitula>on	to	the	bosses	with	a	campaign	to	s>fle	free	expression	within	the	
trade	unions.	While	they	demand	support	for	the	war	for	the	sake	of	democracy,	they	try	to	s>fle	
democracy	within	the	trade	unions	themselves.	The	Stalinists	in	par>cular	are	ac>ng	as	
bloodhounds	for	the	bosses.	Full	democracy	is	necessary	for	the	effec>ve	func>oning	of	the	
unions	and	is	the	best	guarantee	for	the	preserva>on	of	democra>c	rights	within	the	country	at	
large.	

The	rights	of	free	speech,	free	press	and	free	assembly	must	be	vigilantly	guarded	by	the	
labor	movement	in	war	>me.	The	sentencing	in	Minneapolis,	on	the	day	war	was	declared,	of	
18	members	of	the	Socialist	Workers	Party	and	of	Local	544-CIO,	first	vic>ms	of	the	Smith	"Gag"	
Act,	can	be	the	forerunner	of	similar	prosecu>ons	against.	other	labor	militants.	The	Minneapolis	
convic>ons	must	be	reversed	in	the	appeal	to	the	higher	courts	and	the	defendants	freed,	if	a	
dangerous	precedent	is	not	to	hover	over	the	en>re	labor	movement.	

Against	collabora>on	with	the	bosses!	For	the	independence	of	the	trade	unions	from	
governmental	interference	or	control!	For	the	maintenance	and	extension	of	democracy	in	the	
trade	unions!	No	surrender	of	the	right	to	strike!	Against	wage-freezing!	For	a	rising	scale	of	
wages	to	meet	the	rising	cost	of	living!	Smash	the	an>-labor	and	union	bus>ng	offensive	of	the	
bosses	by	the	militant	ac>on	of	united	labor!	This	is	the	kind	of	program	the	workers	need.	
The	bosses'	an>-labor	campaign	is	being	waged	not	only	in	civilian	life	but	also	in	the	army.	By	
lying	stories	about	fabulous	wages	in	the	war	industries,	blaming	the	workers	for	the	lag	in	war	
produc>on,	brass-hat	lectures	about	labor's	"unwillingness	to	sacrifice,"	etc.	the	dra`ees	are	
being	incited	against	their	fellow-workers.	Unfortunately	this	vile	campaign	is	mee>ng	with	some	
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success,	par>cularly	because	the	trade	unions	have	failed	to	take	up	the	cudgels	on	behalf	of	the	
needs	of	the	worker-soldiers.	The	unions	must	come	forward	for	union	wages	for	dra`ees,	their	
right	to	hold	mee>ngs	and	to	elect	their	own	officers,	a	moratorium	on	all	debts	owed	by	
dra`ees,	training	camps	financed	by	the	government	but	under	control	of	the	trade	unions,	
including	special	camps	to	train	worker-officers.	Therefore	we	raise	the	slogan:	For	the	democra>c	
rights	of	the	men	in	the	armed	forces!	For	military	training	camps	under	control	of	trade	unions!	

The	Negro	Struggle	and	the	War	
Far	from	arousing	enthusiasm	among	the	Negro	people,	the	entry	of	the	United	States	

into	the	war	has	intensified	their	determina>on	to	u>lize	the	crisis	engendered	by	the	war	to	win	
the	struggle	against	Jim	Crowism	and	for	full	social,	economic	and	poli>cal	equality.	Official	
government	propaganda	about	figh>ng	for	"democracy"	and	the	"four	freedoms"	serves	only	to	
emphasize	to	the	Negroes	that	they	themselves	are	denied	the	meet	elementary	democra>c	
rights;	discriminated	against	in	the	war	industries	and	in	the	armed	forces.	"A`er-the-war"	
promises	only	remind	the	Negroes	that	they	got	the	same	promises	during	the	first	imperialist	
war,	and	that	none	of	these	promises	was	kept.	Furthermore,	the	Negro	people	today	derive	
inspira>on	andself-confidence	from	the	struggles	of	the	colonial	peoples	for	libera>on	from	
imperialism.'	While	the	ruling	class	demands	postponement	of	the	Negro	struggle	for	the	sake	of	
"na>onal	unity,"	the	will	of	the	Negro	masses	to	struggle	is	greater	than	ever.	This	is	reflected	in	
the	fear	of	the	peQy-bourgeois	Negro	leadership	to	openly	counsel	the	Negro	masses	to	abandon	
their	struggles	un>l	a`er	the	war—as	they	did	in	1917—and	above	all	in	the	emergence	of	the	
militant	Negro	March-on-Washington	Movement.	Such	an	independent	Negro	movement	has	
been	made	historically	necessary	by	the	betrayals	and	indifference	of	the	trade	union	
bureaucracies,	by	the	failures	of	the	tradi>onal	workers'	par>es	and	Negro	organiza>ons,	and	by	
the	weakness	of	the	revolu>onary	party.	We	support	the	March-on-Washington	Movement,	
despite	the	vacilla>ons	of	its	leadership,	and	seek	to	mobilize	the	whole	working	class	in	support	
of	its	objec>ves.	

The	struggle	against	Jim	Crowism	is	as	much	the	problem	of	the	white	workers	as	of	the	
Negro	people.	Labor	with	a	white	skin	cannot	be	free	so	long	as	labor	with	a	black	skin	is	branded.	
The	great	contribu>on	of	the	Negro	workers	to	the	growth	of	unionism—hi	the	auto	plants,	
packing	houses,	coal	mines,	steel,	etc.—is	but	the	beginning	of	what	can	be	done	if	the	workers	of	
all	races	firmly	unite.	As	one-tenth	of	the	popula>on,	the	principal	oppressed	minority	in	the	
United	States,	the	Negro	people	cannot	achieve	their	freedom	without	the	ac>ve	and	whole-
hearted	support	of	the	white	workers.	A	struggle	of	the	Negro	masses	unsupported	by	the	white	
workers	can	be	deflected	by	the	ruling	class	into	a	tragic	racial	clash	between	white	and	Negro	
workers.	The	cemen>ng	of	a	firm	alliance	between	Negroes	and	white	workers	has	been	
hampered	by	the	Stalinists	and	other	groups	who	speak	in	the	name	of	equality	but	have	
betrayed	and	embiQered	the	Negro	masses	>me	and	again.	

It	is	therefore	above	all	necessary	for	revolu>onists	to	demonstrate	in	prac>ce	in	the	trade	
unions	and	in	the	factories	that	they	champion	the	rights	of	Negroes	and	baQle	against	all	forms	
of	racial	prejudice	and	discrimina>on.	One	such	demonstra>on	is	worth	a	thousand	ar>cles	and	
speeches	on	the	need	for	unity!	The	principal	task	of	the	party's	Negro	work	in	this	period	is	to	
build	the	Negro	cadres	of	the	party.	These	cadres	will	be	recruited	primarily	from	Negro	unionists	
whose	joint	struggles	with	the	-white	workers	against	the	employers	provides	them	with	the	
necessary	experiences	and	background	for	revolu>onary	leadership	of	the	Negro	masses.	
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Democracy	and	Fascism	
Just	as	Roosevelt's	administra>on	seeks	collabora>on	with	Petah),	Franco,	Vargas	and	

sundry	monarchists-in-exile	in	the	field	of	interna>onal	diplomacy,	so	at	home	it	conciliates	all	
ultra-reac>onary	forces	so	long	as	they	support	the	fundamental	policies	of	American	
imperialism.	As	the	war	unfolds	and	the	workers	strike	out	to	defend	their	interests,	the	capitalists	
will	tend	to	supplement	government	persecu>on	with	the	use	of	extra-legal	agencies,	vigilante	
mobs	and	fascist	gangs,	to	beat	down	and	terrorize	the	workers.	In	Italy,	Austria,	Germany,	France	
and	Spain,	democracy	and	the	labor	movement	were	annihilated	thanks	to	those	labor	leaders	
and	liberal	spokesmen	who	taught	the	workers	to	entrust	the	struggle	against	the	fascists	to	the	
"democra>c"	capitalists.	No	capitalist	government	can	be	depended	upon	in	the	fight	against	
fascism	either	at	home	or	abroad.	The	organized	workers	must	form	their	own	Defense	Guards	in	
order	to	smash	fascist	gangs	and	get	rid	of	all	an>-labor,	an>-Semi>c	vermin.	This	kind	of	class	
ac>on	will	lead	to	the	forma>on	of	a	Workers'	and	Farmers'	Government,	the	only	government	
that	can	carry	through	to	victory	the	fight	against	fascism	on	all	fronts.	

The	most	elementary	economic	problems	facing	the	workers	today	are	poli>cal	problems.	
The	ques>ons	of	food,	rent,	the	price	of	clothing	and	other	necessi>es,	the	owning	and	opera>ng	
of	automobiles	are	controlled	directly	by	poli>cal	authori>es	and	agents.	Wages	and	hours	of	
labor	and	working	condi>ons	are	routed	through	War	Produc>on	and	Labor	Boards,	etc.	Wage-
freezing	is	a	major	poli>cal	threat.	All	these	issues,	affec>ng	millions	of	workers,	requires	the	
united	struggle	by	all	the	toilers,	including	the	unorganized	and	white-collar	workers,	against	the	
government	of	Big	Business.	Yet	organized	labor	lacks	the	elementary	instrument	to	carry	on	such	
a	poli>cal	struggle.	While	Congress	is	the	sounding	board	for	the	an>-labor	drive,	American	labor	
has	not	a	single	representa>ve	of	its	own	in	Congress.	What	a	mockery	of	democracy	it	is	in	which	
over	twelve	million	organized	workers	and	their	families	are	without	one	elected	voice	in	the	
government!	It	is	>me	the	workers	ended	company	unionism	on	the	poli>cal	field	and	proceeded	
to	organize	an	Independent	Labor	Party	based	upon	the	trade	unions.	

Perspec#ves	of	the	War	
The	war	has	hurled	everybody	and	everything	into	the	crucible.	The	oldest	empires	are	

collapsing;	long-established	states	and	governments	are	being	overthrown;	economic	structures	
are	being	shaQered	and	reshaped;	workers'	par>es	and	Interna>onais	are	being	
sunk	without	a	trace.	Everything	is	being	submiQed	to	the	test	of	fire.	
ly	to	maintain		imperialist	:te	rulers	b°sysQhein	camps	are	figh>ng	tenaciously	has	brought	about	
the	prevailing	slaughter,	misery,	chaos	and	hopelessness.	The	rival	monopolist	cliques	want	to	
reconstruct	the	world	for	their	selfish	ends.	They	have	not	the	slightest	concern	for	the	welfare	of	
their	own	peoples	or	the	oppressed	in	other	lands.	Each	strives	to	conquer	the	world	or	a	larger	
share	of	it	for	their	own	enrichment	and	power.	Both	imperialist	blocs	have	the	same	predatory	
aims,	although	they	employ	different	terms	and	slogans	to	jus>fy	their	role	in	the	war.	Hitler's	
"New	Order"	is	simply	German	capitalism's	re-edi>on	of	the	old	capitalist	anarchy	and	
oppression.	The	Anglo-American	combine	has	no	more	radiant	prospect	to	offer	than	a	new	and	
more	monstrous	Versailles	treaty	that	can	only	lay	the	groundwork	for	a	Third	World	War.	

Imperialism	holds	out	the	perspec>ves	of	interminable	war,	deepening	reac>on,	
impoverishment	and	misery	for	the	masses	at	home,	enslavement	for	the	conquered	and	colonial	
peoples.	The	capitalist	system	has	become	so	decadent,	so	bankrupt,	so	retrogressive	that	it	can	
no	longer	give	the	most	meagre	reforms	or	improvements.	This	malignant	tumor	must	be	
removed	before	it	completely	ravages	and	destroys	humanity.	
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The	Revolu#onary	Outlook	
Only	the	direct	interven>on	of	the	masses	themselves	can	accomplish	this	impera>ve	task.	

Reac>onary	to	its	care,	the	imperialist	war,	despite	itself,	is	uproo>ng	the	old	order	and	speeding	
up	the	processes	of	revolu>onary	renewal.	The	Second	World	War,	preceded	by	a	protracted	
period	of	reac>on,	is	today	preparing	the	condi>ons	for	a	new	revolu>onary	wave.	The	coming	
revolu>on	will	be	far	more	profound	than	the	pre-war	poli>cal	reac>on	and	as	universal	as	the	
present	war.	The	imperialist	world	war	will	inevitably	turn	into	its	own	opposite:	the	proletarian	
world	revolu>on.	

At	present	workers	the	world	over	are	on	the	defensive	before	interna>onal	imperialism.	
But	this	is	only	a	passing	phase	of	the	war.	Just	as	the	earth	turns	on	its	axis,	so	does	our	society	
rotate	around	the	class	struggle	between	capital	and	labor.	There	are	alterna>ng	periods	of	light	
and	darkness	for	the	workers	in	the	course	of	this	struggle.	The	present	encircling	darkness	will	
not	endure.	Already	the	first	rays	of	revolu>on	in	the	East	herald	

The	Facts	On	China	

The	Militant,	January	16th	20th	1943	
One	part	of,	the	resolu>on	adopted	by	the	Socialist	Workers	Party	na>onal	conven>on	last	

October	read	as	follows:	
"The	war	of	China	for	naEonal	independence	against	the	Japanese	imperialists	must	

likewise	be	ardently	supported	by	every	honest	worker,	above	all	by	the	workers	of	China	whose	
fate	is	bound	up	with	the	struggle	for	the	independence	of	the	country.	That	China	is	compelled	by	
pracEcal	consideraEons	to	enter	into	alliances	with	imperialist	allies	can	present	grave	dangers	for	
the	future	but	does	not	alter	the	fundamental	character	of	China's	struggle	today.	The	designs	of	
Anglo-American	imperialism	to	subordinate	great	China	to	their	own	predatory	struggle	are	a	long	
way	from	realizaEon..	."	

Omi_ng	the	first	sentence	in	that	paragraph,	the	Post	Office	adduces	the	rest	as	one	of	its	
excerpts	to	jus>fy	the	suppression	of	The	Militant.	

Three	days	a`er	The	Militant	was	no>fied	that	this	excerpt	was	considered	
"objec>onable,"	the	Chicago	Daily	News,	a	paper	controlled	by	Secretary	of	the	Navy	Knox,	ran	a	
column	by	Howard	Vincent	O'Brien	discussing	the	U.	S.	government's	a_tude	toward	China.	A`er	
ci>ng	two	technical	reasons	why	the	administra>on	has	failed	"to	give	adequate	support	to	the	
Chinese,"	O'Brien	declares:	

"There	is	a	third	reason	—	shadowy	and	explosive:	so	delicate	that	it	is	dangerous	to	
explore	it.'	This	reason	is	best	expressed	by	.a	quesEon,	namely:	How	victorious	do	we	want	China	
to	be?	

"Mr.	Churchill	has	declared	that	he	has	no	intenEon	of	liquidaEng	the	BriEsh	Empire.	And	
Queen	Wilhelmina	has	certainly	not	suggested	any	liquidaEon	of	the	Dutch	Empire.	But	if	China	
conquers	Jap	an,	is	it	likely	that	Hong	Kong	and	Singapore	and	the	East	Indies	will	be	restored	to	
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their	former	owners?	Is	it	likely	that	India	will	conEnue	resigned	to	having	its	desEny	determined	
on	Downing	Street;	or	that	Indo-China	will	conEnue	to	take	orders	from	the	Quai	d'Orsay?	

"The	simple	fact	is	that	a	victorious	China,	like	a	victorious	Russia,	will	present	imperialisms	
including	ours	—	with	some	embarrassing	problems.	

"From	our	standpoint,	it	is	a	nice	thing	to	have	China	help	us	to	quell	Japanese	imperialism.	
It	is	probable,	however,	that	the	Chinese	have	no	intenEon	of	freeing	themselves	from	one	yoke,	
only	to	assume	another.	.	."	

The	difference	between	The	Militant	and	the	Chicago	Daily	News	is	that	we	urge	the	
masses	to	organize	to	do	something	about	these	ques>ons.	But	that	doesn't	alter	the	fact	that	the	
Post	Office	wants	to	suppress	The	Militant	for	prin>ng	FACTS	which	even	Navy	secretary	Knox's	
paper	has	to	print.	

Ques#on	Statement	On	Lend-Lease	Aid	to	China	

The	Militant,	Februrary	20th	1943.	

Roosevelt's	statement	on	Jan.	8	that	"today	we	are	flying	as	much	lend-lease	material	as	
'ever	traversed	the	Burma	road"	was	ques>oned	by,	Madame	Wellington	Koo,	wife	of	the	Chinese	
Ambassador	to	Great	Britain,	in	a	speech	at	Philadelphia	on	'Feb.	I.	

"President	Roosevelt	has	said	that	as	much	is	being	flown	into	China	as	ever	went	over	the	
Burma	road,"	Mine.	Koo	declared.	"What	he	did	not	say	was	that,	of	all	the	lend-lease	materials,	
China	gets	only	2%,	the	rest	going	to	England	and	Russia.	

"What	he	did.	not	say	was	that,	of	this	pi>ful	2%,	only	half	ever	got	to	Burma	and	that,	of	
this,	only	half	again	ever	got	into	China."	

At	the	>me	when	the	greatest	amount	of	material	was	being	carried	over	the	Burma	road,	
it	was	purchased	through	Chinese	financing;	a	very	small	percentage	was	actually	lend-lease	aid.	

Madame	Koo	went	on	to	explain	that	China	is	on	the	verge	of	"economic	collapse"	
because	of	the	pi>ful	assistance	from	the	'United	States.	She,	declared	that	China	needs	food	as	
well	as	guns,	and	gave	examples	of	serious	infla>on	there.	

For	a	person	connected	with	diploma>c	circles	to	ques>on	the	President's	statement,	and	
to	suggest	that	his	statement	might	be	covering	up	how	liQle	aid	is	actually	being	sent	to	China,	is	
indeed	unusual,	and	must	be	regarded	as	an	indica>on	of	how	strongly	the	Chinese	feel	about	the	
"'pi>ful"	trickle	of	materials	to	their	country.	

The	day	a`er	her	speech,	Madame	Koo	told	the	press:	
"I	realized	my	statement	might	give	implica>ons	which	were	never	intended	and	perhaps	

the	word	“collapse”	was	ill-advised.	
"What	I	desired	then,	and	s>ll	desire,	is	to	impress	on	the	American	public	the	serious	

economic	threat	to	the	Chinese	people	and	the	necessity	of	relieving	the	economic	siege	or	
Japanese	blockade	by	some	radical	method	before	Chinese	strength	is	further	sapped."	

It	is	significant,	however,	that	in	her	retrac>on,	Madame	Koo	did	not	withdraw	the	part	of	
her	speech	dealing	with	Roosevelt's	statement.	
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Li	Fu-Jen,	S#lwell’s	Recall	Exposes	American	Imperialist	Aim	to	
Dominate	China	
Washington	Demands	Control	Over	Chinese	Armed	Forces	Government	Li`s	Censorship	On	
RoQenness		Of	the	Chiang	Kai-shek	Dictatorial	Regime	

By	Li	Fu-jen	

The	Militant,	November	11	1944	

Roosevelt's	recall	of	Gen.	Joseph	W.	S>lwell,	commander-in-chief	of	the	China-Burma-
India	theater,	followed	by	the	recall	of	Clarence	E.	Gauss,	Amer-jean	ambassadoeto	Chungking,	
marks	a	new	climac>c	point	in	the	developing	crisis	of	China	and	serves	to	reveal—this	is	the	
most	important	aspect	of	the	maQer!—what	amounts	to	the	first	overt	move	by	the	American	
imperialists	to	bring	China	under	'their	control	and	domina>on.	It	is	the	first	step	in	a	long-range	
plan	to	convert	China	into	a	colony	of	'Wall	Street.	

Although	Roosevelt	declared	at	his	press	conference	on	Oct.	31,	that	S>lwell’s	recall	was	
“just	a	case	of	personali>es”	thus	reducing	the	maQer	to	a	simple	persona	feud	between	the	
American	general	and	Chiang	Kai-shek,	all	the	published	facts	and	circumstances	point	to	the	
conclusion	that	Washington	is	engaged	in	exploi>ng	the	crisis	of	Chianng’s	regime	in	order	to	
further	the	China’s	aims	of	American	imperialists.	

Assositated	Press	correspondent	Preston	Grover	disclosed,	M	a	dispatch	from	New	Delhi	
passed	by	the	War	Department	censorship,	the	tell	-	tale	fact	that	Major-Gen.	Patrick	J.	Hurley,	
Roosevelt's	personal	representa>ve	in	Chungking,	had	demanded	that	Chiang	"reorganize	his	
Cabinet	and	eliminate	reac>onary	obstruc>onists	and	foreign	members"	and	that	"an	American	
general	be	placed	in	command	of	Chinese	opera>ons	not	only	in	Burma	but	elsewhere	in	major	
opera>ons	against	the	Japanese."	Hurley,	accompanied	to	Chungking	by	Donald	M.	Nelson,	
former	chairman	of	the	War	Produc>on	Board,	was	armed	by	Roosevelt	with	-vast	Powers'	
designed	to	force	from	Chiang	"commitments	for	increased	coopera>on	with	the	United	States	in	
the	war	against	Japan,"	Grover	asserted.	

U.	S.	ULTIMATUM	
The	American	demands	"were	put	forcefully-	to	Chiang,	in	some	instances	backed	by	

specific	messages	from	President	Roosevelt."	In	other	words,	an	ul>matum	was	presented.	
Chiang,	accord-Mg	to	the	correspondent,	made	the	desired	commitments	"virtually	under	threat	
of	American	withdrawal	of	support	of	the	Chiang	Kai-shek	government."	S>lwell	proceeded	to	act	
on	Chiang's	commitments,	b	11	Chiang,	fearing	the	poli>cal	consequences	of	such	a	brazen	
sellout	to,	CM	Yankee	imperialists,	drew	back	In	precipitate	haste.	

CHIANG	AND	U.	S.	
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As	reported	by	Brooks	Atkinson	of	the	N.	Y.	Times,	in	an	ar>cle	wriQen	in	this	country	and	
passed	by	the	War	DepartMent	censorship.	following	his	return	from	Chungking,	Chiang	was	"at	
first	inclined	to	agree.'	to	S>lwell,	appointment	as	supreme	wommander	of	Chinese	forces.	But	
later	his	a_tude	became--	"s>ff	and	hos>le."	At	a	private	mee>ng	of	the	Standing	Commit--	tee	of	
the	Central	Execu>ve	Com-	1	miQen	of	the	Kuomintang	"he	announced	the	terms	of	his	personal	
ul>matum	to	Americans	who	were	Pressing	him	for	military	and	governmental	reform:	
1.	S>lwell	must	go.	
2.Control	of	American	lend-tease	materials	must	be	put	in	his	hands.	
3.He	would	not	be	coerced	by	Americans	into	making	terms	with	the	Chinese	Stalinists.	
4.	If	America	did	not	yield	on	these	points,	China	would	go	back	to	figh>ng	the	Japanese	alone	as	
she	did	before	Pearl	Harbor.		

Following	S>lwell's	recall,	T,	V.	Soong,	Chiang's	foreign	Minister,	Issued	a	statement	
declaring	that	China	and	the	United	States	were	in	"complete	agreement"	on	closer	military,	
poli>cal	and	economic	coopera>on	and	that	henceforth	"rela>ons	be	tween	the	two	countries	
will	be	more	understanding,	more	in>mate	and	'more	fruizul	than	ever	before."	

This	diploma>c	sidestepping	cannot	conceal	the	deep	significance	of	the	ul>matums	
exchanged	between	Washington	and	Chungking.	If,	as	Soong	suggests	the	"differences"	have	been	
eliminated	by	the	simple	expedient	of	removing	S>lwell,	then	the	conclusion	seems	inevitable	
that	Chiang,	having	"saved	his	face"	before	the	Chinese	people,	has	secretly	capitulated	essence—
or	will	capitulate	—	to	the	demands	of	Washington.	Another	American	commander	or	
commanders	will	do	the	job	that	had	been	assigned	to	S>lwell.	

The	powerful	Yankee	imperialists	are	in	no	meted	to	be	trifled	with	Icy	the	satrap	Alto	
rules	in	Chungking.	They	are	aware	of	th	shakiness	of	his	regime	and	are	in	a	posi>on	to	exert	
tremendous	pressure	to	gain	their	ends.	They	aim	to	driVe	the	Japanese	imperialists	from	China	in	
order	to	take	their	place	as	the	exploiters	and	oppressors	of	the	Chinese	people.	Right	now	they	
want	a	regime	fn	China	that	can	reorganize	the	armed	forces	for	effec>ve	warfare	and	that	will	
subordinate	China's	military	struggle	for	independence	to	American	strategic	aims	and	
requirements.	If	Chiang	not	trooper-ate,	they	will	find	a	Chinese	warlord	who	Mill,	
Once	American	troops	have	landed	in	Dir..	eastern	Chita,	American	imperialist	pressure	on	Chiang
—if	his	regime	survives	that	long—will	become	all	the	greater.	

Business	Week,	authorita>ve	organ,	of	American	Big	Business,	with	sources	of	informa>on	
among	the	policy-makers	in	Washington,	predicted	with	assurance	in	its	issue	of	Nov.	4	that	"the	
Allies	—	opera>ng	through	a	military	government—(will)	take	a	Man	hold	of	populous	coastal	
areas	of	China	when	they	are	liberated'	and	that	Chia,	will	be	"forced	into	progressive	
liberaliza>on	of	his	goy-cement	if	he	is	eventually	to	assume	control	of	the	government	of	
liberated	China.	It	will	surprise	no	one	if	General	S>lwell	turns	up	in	command	when	Allied	forces	
are	eventually	landed	al	ng	-(1	e	China	coast."	

The	reference	to	"liberaliza>on"	of	Chang's	bloody	and	reac>onary	regime	is	simply	a	
deceizul	euphemism	intended	to	cover	the	predatory	purpose	of	the	Yankee	freebooters	to	
convert	China	into	their	colony.	They	inteml	to	use	Chiang	as	en	instrument	for	the	
accomplishment	of	that	purpose,	or	—	find	an	alterna>ve	tol	Chiang!	

LIFT	CENSORSHIP	
It	is	not	by	chance	that	the	S>lwell	episode	has	been	accompanied	by	a	fresh	outpouring	

of	cri>cism	of	Chiang's	dictatorship,	MW	tales	Of	the	pervasive	corrup>on	and	inep>tude	in	high	
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places	which	has	nullified	all	>n	great	sacrifices	made	by	the	Chi	nese	soldiers	in	the	fight	to	expel	
the	Japanese	invaders.	

For	years	Kumnintang-domimated	China	has	been	depicted	by	all	spokesmen	of	
capitaliam,	including	Roosevelt	himself,	as	a	"democracy."	The	true	and	fearful	facts	about	
Chiang's	regime,	as	vile	in	all	respects	as	Hitler's,	were	suppressed,	Only	the	Troh	skyist	press	
carried	tactual,	unvarnished	accounts	of	the	Chinese	situa>on.	Today,	in	order	to	further	the	
imperialist	aims	which	they	serve,	the	capitalist	press	agencies	and	newspapers,	with	the	approval	
of	the	War	Department	censorship,	are	P.M.,	ing	news	that	only	recently	was	taboo.	

Thus	Thoburn	Wiant,	Associated	Press	correspandent	In	London,	who	was	formerly	in	
China,	now	tells	us	that	Chiang	is	"more	concerned	with	the	idevitable	civil	war	against	the	
80,000,000	Chinese	Communists	than	with	the	struggle	against	Japan.	.	.	.	Democracy	does	not	
exist	in	China.	Theee	is	probably	no	more	efficient	dictatorship	than	that	of	the	Kuomintang.	
There	is	no	freedom	of	speech,	or	of	press,	or	of	much	of	anything	else.	There	are	secret	police,	
concentra>on	camps	and	firing	squads	for	those	who	dare	to	speak,	or	write,	or	act	ant	of	term".	

Why	was	all	this	kept	dark	so	long,	"First,"	says	WM.,	"becouse	of	Chinese	censorship.	
Second,	because	Washington..	held	out	hope	that	the	mess	could	be	cleaned	up.	Washington	
through	General	S>lwell,	gave	Chiang-every	assistance	possible	ender	the	circumstances.	The	
mess	beeatne	so	bad,	however,	e.t	General	S>lwell	was	finally	recalled	to	Washington."	

In	plain	words,	Roosevelt	conspired	with	Chiang	to	hide	the	foulness	of	the	Kuomintang	
regime	from	the	rest	of	the	world--	as	long	as	it	served	his	purposes.	He	propped	this	regime	up,	
painted	it	in	the	glowing	eolors	of	a	fighter	fan	"democracy,"	acquiesced	in	its	unbridled	
oppression	of	the	Chinese	people.	Today,	when	the	revol>ng	corrup>on		and	inep>tude	of	the	
regime	have	progressed	to	far	as	to	reduce	ablest	to	zero	its	effec>veness	as	an	instrument	of	
Anmrican	imperialist	policy,	Roosevelt	permits	some	of	the	faets	to	be	made	known.	Today	as	
yesterday,	Roosevelt	and	those	he	serves	are	concerned	least	of	all	with	the	awful	plight	of	
China's	millions.	Their	interest	is	sole.,	in	the	"manifest	des>ny"	of	American	imperialism,	which	is	
to	dominate	and	exploit	these	and	other	millions	throughout	Asia.	

EARS	CIVIL	WAR	
It	is	true,	as	Wiant	reports,	hat	Chiang	is	"more	concerned	nth	the	inevitable	(evil	war	

against	the	80,000,090	Chinese	Communists	than	with	the	strugle	against	Japan."	The	italic	
hcontrolled	areas	in	northern	China,	where	same	of	the	b.ic	elements	of	the	agrarian	revolu>on	
have	been	par>ally	achieved	(division	of	t.	laud,	reduc>on	of	land	rents	and	taxa>on,	etc.),	are	a	
terrible	threat	to	Chiang's	regime	of	landlord-capitalist	op.	peession.	He	keeps	upwards	of	half	a	
million.	troope	—	some	re(	Plants=	Say,	chase	to	a	million	—	bloCkading	these	"Red"	areas.	
However,	the	raging	economic	crisis,	combined	with	>le	uQer	failure	of	the	defensive	war	against	
Japan	under	Kuomintang	direc>on,	have	weakned	all	the	>e	rods	of	Chiang,	regime	and	
encouraged	his	warlord	rivals	many	of	them	his	own	regional	commanders	—	to	nurse	hopes	of	
being	able	to	step	into	his	shoes	as	"leader	of	the	na>on."	Separa>st	and	par>cularis>c	
tendencies,	strongly	remi>seent	of	the	warlord	era	between	1911	and	1927	when	China	was	tr.e,	
ceded	and	torn	apart	into	many	principali>es,	are	becoming-rampant	once	more.	Chia,	therefore	
hesitates	to	embark(	on	targe-scale	military	ac>on	against	the	"Red"	seas	for	fear	of	unleashing	
countrywide	civil	war	which	might	destroy	his	regime	and,	by	raising	the	masses	to	their	feet,	
sweep	away	the	whole	roQen	system	of	landlord-capitalist	exploita>on	which	he	personifies.	As	
correspondent	Wiant	re-(e	rns:	"Chinese	Meanies	Chiang's	commanders)	in	many	m.ors	are	
resis>ng.	(the	Jam	anese)	only	on	a	token	basis."	They	are	seeing	their	soldiers	and	their	
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ammuni>on	for	civil	war.	And	as	correepondent	Brooks-Atkinson	reveals,	Chiang	'hedges	and	
"hesitates"	over	any	thing	involving	the	use	of	his	troops.	He	refers	to	Chiang's	"basic	
unwillingness	to	risk	his	armies	in	baQle	with	the	Japanese"	and	says	'foreigners	cau	only	
conclude	that	the	Chine.	Government	wants	to	save	its	armies	to	secure	its	poli>cal	power	a`er	
the	war."	

YUNNAN	WARLORD	
Indica>ve	of	the	break.,	of	Chiang's	authority	is	it	sign..	mat	editorial	ar>cle	which	au.	

Peered	in	the	Yunnan	Daily	News	,o,h'Nev.	1	in	which.	Chianget	regime	leas	branded	ea	'Taupe	
and	blamed	for	the	Military	crisis.	This	paper	is	owned	by	Gen.	Lung	Tun,	provincial	goy	ernor	of	
Yunnan	and	long->me	rival	of	Chiang	Kai-shek,	who	has	never	given	more	than	nominal	allegiance	
to	the	Kuomintang	regime.	He	controls	the	armies	of	the	province.	His	bold	aQack	on	Chiang	as	a	
"Fascist"	has	but	one	meaning:	Lung	Yun	is	preparing	to	break	with	Chungking	at	a	propi>ous	
moment.	
Especially	eignifleant	le	the	fact	that	Yunnan	province,	in	the	strategic	southwest,	is	the	area	in	
which	American	military	forces	are	most	numerous	an	ac>ve.	It	is	the	China	base	of	the	campaign	
in	Burma,	at	meseut	the	main	theater	of	Amer..	opera>ons	in	con>nental	Asia	Its	eapitan,	
Kunming,	is	the	air	terrain.	Inc	all	sapPiles	flown	into	China	from	India.		

Yunnnan's	defec>on	from	Chungking	would	isolate	and	weaken	Chiang's	regime	s>ll	
further.	It	Is	not	improbable	that	Lung	Yun	is	being	used	by	the	American	imperialists	as	a	foil	to	
Chiang	and	a	warning	of	the	fate	which	awaits	his	regime	ante.	he	does	the	bidding	of	
Washington.	

STALINIST	ROLE	
So	far	we	have	had	no	word	of	the	role	of	the	Chinese	masses,	the	workers	and	peasants,	

in	the	fast	developing	crisis.	The	Chinese	Stalinist	loaders.	are	trying	to	rescue	the	Kuomintang	
regime.	They	have	proposed	that	Chiang	"democra>ze"	his	government	on	the	basis	of	a	coali>on	
or	all	the	par>es,	including	them	owe,	The	Yankee	imperialists,	appraising	the	Stalin.ts	at	their	
true	poli>cal	worth	(all	reports	regarding	the	proposed	coali>on	refer	to	them	as	the	"so-called	
Communists"),	favor	such	a	coali>on	in	the	interests	of	their	war	with	Japan.	

Chiang	resists	this	proposal	because	he	fears	that	any	relaxa>on	of	his	regime	of	
suppression	may	bring	the	masses	to	their	feet	and	open	wide	the	floodgates	of	revolu>on.	He	
resists	American	pressure	because	he	fears	that	open	capi>lla>on	to	the	Yankee	imperialists	
would	arouse	a	popular	furore	similar	to	the	years	1931-36	when,	>me	and	>me	again,	he	yielded	
to	the	Japanese	imperialists.	

The	task	of	China's	na>onal	libera>on	first	of	all	the	task	libera>on	Chinese	people	
themselves,	Chiang's	regime	has	revealed	over	the	course	of	seven	years	its	uQer	incapacity	to	
direct	a	successful	struggle	against	even	a	single	imaerimist	power	—	Japan.	It	has	plunged	the	
country	into	the	deepest	crisis,	the	masses	nto	fearful	misery.	Completely	alien	to	the	people,	
enjoying	not	a	shred	of	popular	support	it	is	obliged	to	lean	more	and	more	heavily	on	the	Yankee	
imperialists	who	are	preparing	a	new	elathry	for	China's	

The	Chinese	workers	and	pease'nt	will	in	due	>me	seQle	accounts	with	Chiang's	
murderous	regime.	In	thin	they	will	inevitably	have	to	confront,	too,	the	American	imperialists	—	
Chaing's	present	patrons.	The	working-class	of	America	must	not	permit	the	Yankee	imperialists	
to	go	through	with	their	nefarious	plans	for	the	enslavement	of	China.	Now	today	when	the	

	103



poli>cal	representa>ves	of	the	Wall	Street	brigands	have	plainly	betrayed	their	real	iinten>ons,	a	
mighty	shout	of	protest	must	go	up:	HANDS	OFF	CHINA!	

Chiang	Crisis	Deepens,	Chiang	Reshuffles	Cabinet	Under	
Pressure	from	Washington	

The	Militant,	December	2,	1944	

In	a	maneuver	which	he	hopes	will	enable	him	to	prolong	the	life	of	the	bankrupt	
Kuornin,-	tang-military	dictatorship,	Chiang	Kai-shek	last	week	"reorganized"	his	government.	He	
removed	from	Cabinet	posts	some	of	the	more	notorious	of	his	venal	and	reac>onary	ministers	
and	subs>tuted	others	who	are	of	essen>ally	the	same	caliber.	

SECRET	POLICE	HEAD		

Another	change	was	the	replacement	of	Chen	Li-fu,	sinister	under-cover	head	of	Chiang'	
secret	poli>cal	police,	by	Dr.	Chu	Chia-huh,	a	known	admirer	of	the	Nazis,	as	Minister	of	
Educa>on.	Chu	was	educated	in	Germany	and	was	responsible	for	bringing	Nazi	military	advisers	
to	China	before	the	outbreak	of	World	War	II.	He	held	the	post	of	Minister	of	Educators	once	
before	and	in	that	capacity	sent	hundreds	of	Chinese	students	to	Germany,	to	be	trained	in	Nazi	
uni.	versi>es	as	future	members	of	the	Chinese	ruling	-clique.	

The	new	Minister	of	Interior	is	Chang	Li-sheng,	one	of	the	leading	henchmen	of	the	
displaced	Chen	Li-fu.	His	appointment	ensures	that	the	poli>cal	concentra>on	camps	established	
and	filled	to	overflowing	by	Chen	Li-fu	be	maintained	for	the	benefit	of	cri>cs	and	opponents	of	
Chiang	Kai-shek's	roQen	regime.	

The	displaced	ministers	have	not	by	any	means	been	ousted	from	the	ruling	clique.	Gen.	
Ho	Ying-thing,	although	no	longer	War	Minister,	retains	his	post	as	Army	Chief	of	Staff,	that	is,	he	
con>nues	to	control	the	armed	forces	as	a	loyal	henchman	of	Chiang	Kai-shek.	

OUT,	BUT	STILL	IN	
Kung	is	no	longer	Finance	Minister,	but	he	remains	as	vice-chairman	of	the	Execu>ve	Yua,	

or	Cabinet,	and	as	chairman	of	the	four	government	banks.	
Chen	Li-fu	is	no	longer	Minister	of	Educa>on,	but	he	has	been	made	head	of	the	

Organiza>on	Department	of	the	Kuomintang.	This	most	hated	of	all	the	vicious	and	reac>onary	
figures	who	adorn	Chiang's	government	is	thus	merely	shi`ed	to	another	office	cubicle.	

Such	is	the	"dras>c	reorganiza>on"	of	Chiang's	government,	as	the	capitalist	press	refers	
to	it.	Chiang	Kai-shek,	fountain-head	of	all	the	corrup>on,	inep>tude	and	chaos,	and	the	
personifica>on	of	the	regime,	remains	the	same.	

THE	CRISIS	DEEPENS		
Remaining,	too,	is	the	ravaging	economic	and	social	crisis,	the	hopelessness	of	China's	

struggle	against	the	Japanese	invaders	under	the	leadership	of	Chiang	and	the	Kuomintang.	It	was	
not	just	chance	that	while	the	cabinet	"reorganiza>on"	was	in	progress,	the	free	exchange	value	
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of	the	Chinese	dollar	plummeted	from	a	rate	of	200	to	the	American	dollar	to	a	new	and	
catasroophic	low	of	600	to	1.	At	the	same	>me,	the	Japanese	invaders	launched	new	offensive	
opera>ons	designed	to	lurther	isolate	Chiang's	government	in	a	sea	of	occupied	territory.	

The	"reorganiza>on"	took	place	at	the	insistence	of	Washington.	But	all	Chiang	dared	
undertake	was	a	show-window	shake-up,	for	fear	that	anything	more	dras>c	might	s>r	the	latent	
fires	of	civil	war	and	bring	the	whole	roQed	system	of	landlord—capitalist	oppression	crashing	to	
the	ground.	

AMERICAN	DESIGNS	
Chiang	has	also	set	up	a	"War	Produc>on	Board"	under	American	supervision	(Donald	M.	

Nelson)	and	Chiang	is	reported	to	have	accepted	proposals	by	the	American	General'	Wedemeyer	
(successor	to	the	ousted	S>lwell)	for	the	future	employment	of	China's	armed	forces	against	
Japan.	Thus	China's	struggle	against	Japanese	imperialism	is	being	subordinated	to	the	strategic	
aims	and	requirements	of	American	imperialism.	

It	yet	remains	to	be	seen	how	,fa>	along	this	road	of	submission	to	the	Wall	Street	
brigands	Chiang	dares	to	go.	This	will	depend	upon	the	resistance	of	the	Chinese	workers	and	
peasants	who	over	long	years	have	struggled	for	the	libera>on	of	their	country.	They	are	not	
baQling	to	expel	the	Japanese	invaders	so	that	the	Yankee	imperialists	may	become	masters	in	
their	house.		

Hands	Off	China!	Halt	American	Interven#on	

Significance	of	Chiangs’	Fight	with	Stalinists	

The	Militant,	August	25th	1945	

BY	THE	EDITORS	
The	bandits	of	American	imperialism	have	embarked	upon	ac>ve	interven>on	in	the	

internal	affairs	of	China.	Drunk	with	power	at	the	successful	conclusion	of	their	"war	for	
democracy,"	the	Wall	Street	money	barons	now	seek	to	take	the	place	of	the	Japanese	
imperialists	as	the	exploiters	and	oppressors	of	the	Chinese	people.	

A`er	eight	years	of	hiQer	and	costly	struggle	for	the	independence	of	their	country,	the	
Chinese	people	are	ready	to	sweep	away	the	na>ve	oppressor,	the	capitalists	and	the	landlords,	
and	take	their	fate	into	their	own	hands.	The	cruel	and	bloody	Kuomintang	dictatorship	of	Chianf	
Kai-shek	faces	destruc>on.	It	is	at	this	point	that	the	American	imperialists,	bent	on	domina>ng	
China,	have	interposed	themselves.	They	aim	to	defeat	the	aspira>ons	of	the	Chinese	masses	and	
fasten	upon	them	once	more	the	chains	of	colonial	slavery.	

American	interven>on	exposes	in	the	most	glaring	fashion	the	fraudulence	of	the	
pretended	war	aims	of	American	imperialism.	The	Atlan>c	Charter	promised	Secedes,	and	
independence	to	all	peoples.	it	promised	them	governments	of	their	own	choosing.	Yet	
everywhere	the	armies	of	American	imperialism	have	gone,	these	Promises	have	been	cynically	
violated.	In	Europe,	puppet	governrnents,	subservient	to	the	will	of	the	Wall	Street	bandits,	have	
been	set	up	over	the	people.	In	the	Philippines,	first	of	the	Oriental	lands	to	experience	American	
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"libera>on,"	a	puppet	regime	rules	under	the	protec>on	of	American	bayonets,	while	the	popular	
organiza>ons	of	the	masses	are	stamped	out,	Now	the	Wall	Street	"liberators"	arc	ge_ng	busy	in	
China.	

Long	before	the	outbreak	of	the	second	World	War,	the	Trotskyists	declared	that	the	U.S.	
imperialists	would	fight	Japan,	not	in	order	to	free	the	colonial	slaves	of	Japanese	imperialism,	not	
in	order	tee	bring	independence	to	the	teeming	millions	of	Asia,	not	in	order	to	assist	the	Oriental	
peoples	to	rebuild	their	lives	and	free	themselves	front	poverty	—	but	in	order	to	subs>tute	
themselves	for	the	Japanese	imperialists	as	the	enslavers	and	despoilers	of	half	the	human	race.	

Corrobora#on	of	Events	
This	es>mate	of	the	role	and'purposes	of	American	imperialism	in	the	Orient	has	already	

been	confirmed	in	the	case	of	the	Philippines.	It	now	receives	fresh	confirma>on	in	the	American	
interven>on	in	China.	This	vast	land	of	400	million	people	is,	with	India,	one	of	the	richest	colonial	
prizes.	It	represents	a	huge	poten>al	market.	It	has	abundant	natural	wealth.	Its	proverty,-stricken	
but	industrious	people	are	a	source	of	cheap	labor	which	promises	lush	profits	to	investpors.	
China	was	the	greatest	single	stake	in	the	Pacific	war.	Wall	Street	is	intent	upon	subjuga>ng	this	
great	country	and	enslaving	its	people.	That	is	the	meaning	and	purpose	of	American	
interven>on.	

The	defeat	of	Japan	has	posed	the	ques>on:	Who	is	to	rule	China?	There	are	only	tees	
fundamental	alterna>ves.	Either	China	will	con>nue	to	be	ruled	by	the	capitalists	and	landlords	
through	the	bloody	dictatorship	of	Chia,	Kai-shek	and	the	Kuomintang,	or	the	masses	will	take	
power	into	their	hands	and	set	up	a	government	genuinely	representa>ve	of	China's	millions.	
Chiang	Kai-shek's	government	rules	over	the	Chinese	people	with	an	iron	hand.	Because	it	fears	
the	masses	it	is	incapable	of	conduc>ng	a	real	struggle	for	China's	independence.	On	the	contrary,	
it	becomes	the	tool	of	imperialism.	In	turn	it	has	served	the	predatory	interests	of	the	Bri>sh	and	
Japanese	imperialists.	Its	patrons	today	are	the	Wall	Street	finance-capitalists.	

In	1937-38	Chiang	Kai-shek's	armies	were	expelled	from	'China's	coastal	provinces	and	
driven	into	the	interior	by	the	Japanese	invaders.	The	authority	of	the	Kuomintang	regime	was	
banished	,	from	all	the	great	ci>es,	ports	and	industrial	areas.	During	the	ensuing	seven	years,	
Chiang	proved	totally	incapable	of	driving	out	the	Japanese	invaders	from	any	of	the	occupied	
territory.	Corrupted	to	the	core,	fearful	of	mobilizing	the	masses	for	a	war	to	the	death	against	
the	imperialist	violators,	the	Kuomintang	clique	watched	helplessly	while	the	dismembered	
country	plunged	ever	deeper	into	ruin.	

Chiang	employed	his	forces	to	suppress	the	Chinese	masses,	the	genuine	opponents	of	
Japanese	imperialism.	Intent	only	on	preserving	Kuomintang	rule,	and	the	interests	of	the	
capitalists	and	landlords,	he	silenced	every	voice	of	cri>cism	and	stamped	ruthlessly	on	every	
movement,	of	opposi>on	to	his	reac>onary	regime.	The	prisons	of	Kuomintang	China	are	filled	to	
overflowing	with	genuine	fighters	against	imperialism,	champions	of	China	h,	freed,'	and	
independence.	

Meanwhile	Chiang's	regime	grow	moribund.	Devasta>ng	economic	crisis	brought	on	by	
the	ravages	of	war	loosened	the	>erods	of	landlord-capitalist	rule.	Peasant	revolts	flared	in	
various	Parts	of	the	country.	Chiang's	own	generals,	observing	the	growing	weakness	of	the	
regime	and	an>cipa>ng	an	opportunity	to	replace	Chiang	in	the	seat	of	power,	conserved	their	
weapons	and	military	supplies	and	refused	to	move	their	troops	into	baQle	against	the	Japanese	
invaders.	Chiang,	for	his	part,	hoarded	his	Americde	lend-lease	supplies	and	conserved	his	armies	
for	use	against	rival	warlords	and	against	the	revol>ng	masses.	

	106



Axis	of	Popular	Revolt	
The	growing	popular	revolt	in	China	has	crystallized	around	the	Chinese	Stalinists	and	the	

Yenan	government	in	the	northwest	province	of	Shensi.	This	dual	regime	arose	in	the	rural	
interior	following	upon	the	defeat	of	the	Chinese	revolu>on	in	1927	and	was	the	product	of	the	
peasant	struggle	which	con>nued	long	a`er	the	revolu>onary	workers	in	the	ci>es	had	been	
crushed.	The	Stalinists	ewe(	the	leadership	of	this	struggle.	It	was	they	who	set	up	the	Yenan	
government.	

The	Yenan	regime	represents	a	movement	of	agrarian	reform	and	as	such	has	gained	
widespread	support	among	the	peasantry.	This	is	the	source	of	power	of	the	Yenan	regime	and	
the	Stalinists	who	control	it.	The	Yenan	regime	rules	over	a	vast	territory	containing	a	popula>on	
es>mated	at	more	than	80	million	people.	It	has	at	least	500,000	men	under	arms	and	in	addi>on	
controls	large	guerrilla	forces	in	other	parts	of	the	country.	

Ever	since	the	forma>on	of	this	Stalinist	dual	government,	'	Chiang	Kai-shek	has	tried	to	
strangle	it	by	blockade	and	military	ac>on.	The	acute	antagonism	between	the	Kuomintang	and.	
Yenan	is	the	poli>cal	reflec>on	of	the	irreconcilable	contradic>on	between	the	needs	and	
aspira>ons	of	the	Chinese	masses,	on	the	one	hand,	and	the	Chiang	Kai-shek	regime	of	capitalist-
landlord	exploita>on	to	the	other.	Yenan	represents	a	mortal	danger	to	Chiang's	regime.	

American	imperialism's	main	aim	in	the	Pacific	war	was	to	replace	Japan	as	the	imperialist	
overlord	of	China.	That	is	why	the	Wall	Street	gangsters	cannot	and	it	not	intend	to	remain	
neutral	in	the	unfolding	struggle	between	Chiang	Kai-shek	and	the	Chinese	Masses	American	
imperialism	is	determined	to	prevent,	if	it	can,	it	revolu>on	which,	by	wiping	out	
capitalistleedlord	rule,	would	automa>cally	destroy	the	basis	of	imperialist	domina>on.	That	is	
why	Washington	and	Chunking	are	in	alliance,	conspiring	to	crush	the	new	beginnings	of	the	
Chinese	revolu>on.	

The	Kremlin's	Policy	
Stalin	and	the	Kremlin	bureaucracy	enter	into	this	complicated	situa>on	as	the	inspirers	

and	director,	of	the	policies	of	the	Yenan	government.	With	Germany	and	Japan	defeated,	Stalin's	
possibili>es	of	diploma>c	maneuvering	in	the	imperialist	world	have	been	tremendously	
narrowed.	The	Soviet	Union	is	confronted	in	the	East	as	in	the	West	by	the	mighty	power	of	
victorious	American	imperialism.	

The	Kremlin	bureaucracy,	with	good	reason,	fears	the	unbridled	power	of	this	imperialist	
colossus	even	more	than	it	feared	yesterday	the	might	of	imperialist	Germany.	It	is	more	apparent	
:today	than	ever	before	that	only	the	extension	of	the	socialist	revolu>on	can	provide	sure	
protec>on	for	the	Soviet	Union.	But	the	Kremlin	oligarchy	has	betrayed	the	Russian	Revolu>on.	It	
has	imposed	upon	the	first	workers'	state	a	vile,	reac>onary	dictatorship.	It	has	sold	out	the	
revolu>onary	struggle	for	socialism	in	one	country	a`er	another.	It	stands	in	mortal	dread	of	
revolu>onary	uprieings	anywhere,	because	it	realizes	that	the	worker,	revolu>on	will	sound	the	
death-knell	of	Stalin's	counter-revolu>onary	regime.	

Stalin	is	aQemp>ng	to	duplicate	in	China	his	European	policy	of	establishing	on	the	Wedeln	
of	the	Soviet	Union	capitalist	states	"friendly"	to	and	influenced	by	the	Kremlin.	This	is	the	
meaning	of	Stalin's	campaign,	through	Venal,	to	counter	American	pressure	on	Chia,	Kai-shek.	He	
seeks	to	"democra>ze"	Chiang's	bloody	dictatorship.	His	immediate	aim,	shown	clearly	in	the	
demands	of	the	Chinese	Stalinists,	is	to	secure	in	China	e	coali>on	government	in	which	the	
"Communists"	and	the	Kuomintang	will	share	power.	
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But	Chiang,	has	a	rich	and	powerful	patron	in	Wall	Street.	He	is	in	no	mood	to	make	
serious	concessions	to	the	Chinese	Stalinists,	much	less	share	power	with	them.	Hence	his	
ominous	moves	in	the	direc>on	of	a	showdown	at	arms.	The	Kuomintang	regime	has	fallen	within	
the	fast	expanding	orhit	of	American	imperialism.	The	American	workers	must	clearly	understand	
the	nature	of	the	forces	at	work	in	the	Present	Chinese	situa>on.	The	role	of	the	Chiang	Kai-shek	
regime	and	of	the	American	imperialists	is	absolutely	clear:	to	keep	the	Chinese	masses	In	
perpetual	servitude.	'It	is	necessary	to	realize,	however,	that	the	rising	mass	movement	.In	China	
is	at	the	present	>me	under	the	leadership	of	the	Stalinists	who	control	the	Yenan	government.	
These	leaders	already	have	a	long	history	of	sell-outs	and	betrayals	of	the	Chinese	masses.	

In	1925-27,	the	Stalinists	led	China's	great	revolu>on	to	ea'	tastrophie	defeat	by	uni>ng	
with	Chiang	Kai-shek	in	the	criminal	'bloc	of	four	classes,"	the	first	example	of	a	"People's	Front."	
eA`er	Chiang	Kai-shek	had	coneolidated	his	reac>onary	rule	on	the	ruins	of	the	revolu>on,	they	
switched	to	a	policy	of	irresponsible	adventurism.	When	Japan	aQacked,	and	Chiang	Kai-shek	was	
compelled	to	take	up	the	defense	of	the	country,	they	led	the	growing	an>-imperialist	movement	
of	the	masses	back	into	the	fold	of	the	Kuomintang,	where	Chiang	was	able	to	strangle	it.	

To	achieve	a	"People's	An>-Japanese	United	Front"	with	the	Kuomintang	—	which	was	a	
repe>>on	of	their	infernous	bloc	with	Chiang	in	1925-27	—	the	Stan,sts	ceased	all	cri>cism	of	
Chiang's	bloody	regime,	abandoned	the	class	struggle,	gave	up	their	agrarian	program,	made	their	
peace	with	the	landlords	and	capitalists.	How	fatal	was	this	policy	can	be	seen	now	from	the	fact	
that,	far	from	bringing	about	a	united	and	effec>ve	defeke	against	Japanese	Imperialism;	the	
struggle	against	Japan	teed	weakened	and	undermined.	

Having,	rejected	the	teachings	of	Lenin	and	Trotsky	on	the	colonial	revolu>on,	the	
Stalinists	"overlooked"	the	fact	that	Chiang	Kai-shek,	and	the	Chinese	capitalists	-and	landlords	
which	his	regime	represents,	never	have	been	interested	in	freeing	China	from	imperialist	
domina>on.	The	end	of	imperialist	domina>on	means	the	end	of	their	own	rule.	Chiang	fought	
against	the	Japanese	imperialists	only	within	�e	limits	dictated	by	the	interests	of	the	Chinese	
landlords	and	capitalists.	Meanwhile,	the	Stalinists	kept	the	musses	bound	and	gagged	by	means	
of	their	infamous	"People's	An>	-Japanese	United	Front."	The	"unity"	of	the	Stalinists	with	the	
Kuomintang	led	to	the	strangula>on	of	the	genuine	an>-imperialist	struggle	and	opened	wide	the	
gate	to	the	domina>on	of	China	by	Wall	Street,	into	whose	service	Chia,	has	entered	very	readily.	

The	Real	Menace	
Now	China's	struggle	for	independence,	the	strivings	of	the	Chinese	masses	for	relief'	from	

servitude	and	poverty,	are	menaced	by	Will	Street	imperialism	in	alliance	with	Chia,	Kai-shek.	The	
only	way	to	street	the	developing	aQack	is	to	unfold	the	an>-imperialist	mass	movement	in	its	full	
scope.	

To	draw	the	vast	peasant	masses	into	the	struggle,	the	program	of	the	agrarian	revolu>on	
must,	be	revived.	Land	to	the	peasants!	

To	ac>vate	the	workers	in	the	ci>es,	the	program	of	socialist	struggle	must	he	unfolded.	
Expropriate	the	factories!	Elect	Soviets	to	take	over	the	powers	of	government!	
Arm	the	masses!	Disarm	the	class	enemy!	

Chiang	Kai-shek	is	trying	to	use	the	Japanese	troops	in	China	to	curb	the	mass	movement.	
Appeals	should	be	addressed	to	the	Japanese	soldiers,	themselves	workers	and	peasants,	to	make	
common	eause	with	the	oppressed	of	China.	They	will	readily	respond!	

But	what	are	the	Chinese	Stalinists	doing?'	0n	the	very	eve	of	civil	war	they	are	se_ng	
arbitrary,	ar>ficial	and	dangerous	limits	to	the	class	struggle.	They	are	trying	to	limit	the	aim	of	
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the	struggle	to	the	establishment	of	a	coali>on	government	with	Chiang	Kai-shek	in	a	bourgeois-
democra>c	regime.	However,	bourgeois	democracy	is	least	of	all	possible	in	war-torn,	poverty-
stricken	China.	Only	the	most	radical	program	can	serve	the	desperate	needs	of	the	musses	and	
inspire	them	to	struggle.	Only	a	thoroughgoing	revolu>on	will	li`	the	country	from	chaos	and	
decay.	Even	if	some	compromise	is	reached	between	Stalinists	and	Chiang	Kai-shek,	this	would	be	
a	passing	phase.	Chiang	Kai-shek	will	u>lize	any	such	agreement	to	further	prepare	his	forces	for	a	
new	bloody	seQlement	with	the	rebellious	masses.	

China	again	stands	at	the	crossroads.	Again	the	Chinese	workers	and	peasants	face	
fundamental	alterna>ves:	Forward	to	the	Soviet	power	or	deeper	into	the	mire	under	Chiang	Kai-
shek	and	his	imperialist	allies.	

The	program	of	the	Chinese	Stalinists,	essen>ally	the	same	as	their	program	of	1925-27,	
cari	only	lead	the	Chinese	mesees	to	another	appalling	disaster.	It	will	mean	a	repe>>on	of	the	
recent	debacle	in	Greece	on	a	far	vaster	scale.	

The	Need-of	the	Hour	
China's	industrial	proletariat,	which	is	sure	to	rise	again	and	take	the	lead	in	the	unfolding	

revolu>onary	struggle,	must	this	>me	break	decisively	with	Stalinism	and	its	treacherous	People's	
Front	policy.	It	must	forge	a	new	revolu>onary	party	based,on	the	program	of	Lenin	and	Trotsky	
under	which	the	Russian	workers	achieved	the	great	revolu>onary	triumph	of	October	1917.	

The	cadre	of	this	new	party	is	already	in	existence	in	the	Chinese	sec>on	of	the	Trotskyist	
Fourth	Interna>onal.	Only	under	the	banner	of	the	Fourth	Interna>onal,	and	under	no	other,	can	
the	Chinese	masses	realize	their	aspira>ons	and	win	victory	over	the	combined	forces	of	
imperialism	and	na>ve	reac>on.	

In	the	period	between	the	first	defeat	of	the	Chinese	revolu>on	in	1927,	and	the	Japanese	
invasion	of	China	in	1987,	the	Trotskyists	in	China	and	in	every	other	hand	gave	all	the	support	
they	could	to	the	Chinese	Red	Army	(now	the	Stalinist	8th	Route	and	New	Fourth	armies)	in	the	
fight	against	Chiang	Kai-shek,	while	never	ceasing	to	cri>cize	and	condemn	the	ruinous	policies	of	
the	Chinese	Stalinist	leaders.	

When	Japan	invaded	China	in	1937,	the	Stalinists	abandoned	all	opposi>on	to	the	
Kuomintang	regime.	The	Trotskyists,	on	the	other	hand,	gave	complete	and	uncondi>onal	support	
to	China's	struggle	against	Japan,	but	refused	to	make	passe	with	the	hangman	Chiang	Kai-shek.	
Not	for	an	instant	did	we	suspend	our	opposi>on	to	Chiang's	bloody	and	reac>onary	regime.	On	
the	contrary,	we	pointed	out	hone	and	>me	again	that	China's	struggle	for	freedom	could	never	
be	successful	under	the	leadership	of	Chiang	and	the	Chinese	bourgeoisie.	This	has	now	been	
proved	to	the	hilt.	

The	Trotskyist	Posi#on	
We	condemned	the	Stalinist	leaders	for	abandoning	the	class	struggle	and	entering	into	a	

bloc	with	Chiang	and	the	Kuomintang.	This	dishonest	and	treacherous	pact	only	helped	to	shield	
the	Kuomintang	regime	from	the	revolu>onary	wrath	of	the	Chinese	manes	and	enabled	Chiang	
Kai-shek	to	sell	out	China's	struggle	to	the	American	imperialists.	

Today,	once	again,	the	doss	lines	are	being	drawn.	Japanese	imperialism	has	been	
defeated.	China'e	millions	now	face	the	predatory	and	ruthless	imperialists	of	Will	Street.	Using	
Chiang	Kai-shek	as	the	instrument	of	their	policy,	the	Wall	Street	Plutocrats	are	bent	on	bringing	
China	under	their	brutal	sway.	
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In	the	unfolding	civil	war	the	Trotskyists	stand	unreservedly	on	the	side	of	the	Chinese	
workers	and	peasants	against	the	rapacious	American	imperialists	and	their	Kuomintang	allies.	
We	stand	with	them	even	though	their	movement	is	at	present	led	by	the	Stalinist	traitors.	Where	
yesterday	we	supported	China's	struggle	against	Japanese	imperialism,	today	we	stand	on	the	
figh>ng	line	with	China.	against	American	imperialism.	

The	American	workers	have	a	direct	and	vital	interest	in	China's	struggle	for	emancipa>on.	
Every	blow	struck	by	Wall	Street	against	the	Chinese	masses	is	it	blow	at	the	American	working	
class.	It	builds	up	the	power	of	the	Wall	Street	plutocracy	and	aids	them	in	fastening	the	chains	of	
exploita>on	more	>ghtly	on	the	American	workers.	Contrariwise,	every	blow	which	the	colonial	
peoples	strike	at	the	imperialist	oppressors	helps	the	working	class	in	its	struggle	for	socialism.	

The	American	workers	must	proclaim	their	solidarity	with	the	Chinese	workers	and	
peasants.	They	can	paralgse	the	aro.	of	Imperialist	interven>on.	They	can	and	they	must	strike	the	
poised	weapon	from	the	hand	of	the	Wall	Street	bandits.	From	the	ranks	of	organized	labor	a	
thunderous	demand	must	go	up.	
Hands	off	China!	
Down	with	imperialist	interven#on!	
Withdraw	all	American	armed	forces	from	China!		
Let	the	Chinese	people	decide	their	own	future!	

US	Aids	Kuomingtang	in	Chinese	Civil	War	

Civil	war	has	broken	out	in	China.	Troops	of	the	Stalinist-led	8th	Route	Army	have	clashed	
with	Chiang	Kai-shek's	troops	in	Shansi	province.	In	other	parts	of	the	country	Chiang's	troops	are	
engaging	8th	Route	Army	units	endeavoring	to	take	over	Japanese-held	territory.	Japanese	army	
commanders	in	China	have	appealed	to	General	MacArthur,	the	American	supreme	commander,	
to	intervene	in	China	to	end	the	"mad	scramble"	and	make	possible	an	"orderly	Japanese	
surrender."	

Unable	to	effect	rapid	reoccupa>on	of	Japanese-held	territory,	and	fearing	popular	
uprisings	of	the	masses,	Chiang	Kai-shek	has	ordered	Japanese	troops	to	keep	their	arms	and	use	
them,	if	necessary,	to	"preserve	law	and	order."	

WASHINGTON	AIDS	
Ac>ng	on	instruc>ons	from	Washington,	General	Wedemeyer,	the	American	commander	

in	China,	has	placed	American	transport	planes	at	Chiang's	disposal	so	that	Kuomintang	troops	
can	be	flown	to	Japanese	surrender	points.	Wedemeyer	has	warned	that	"if	American	planes	
were	fired	on	by	anyone,	whether	Japanese,	or	Chinese	Communlots,	in	the	course	of	carrying	
Na>onalist	(Kuomintang)	troop,	the	Americans	would	reply	with	fire."	(Chungking	dispatch	tee	the	
N.	Y.	Post,	Aug.	17).	

In	issuing	this	threat,	Wedemeyer	disclosed	that	20	divisions	of	Chiang	Kai-shek's	troops	
have	been	fully	armed	with	American	lend-lease,	including	ar>llery,	and	that	19	addi>onal	
divisions	have	been	armed	50	to,	75	per	cent.	

STALINIST	MOVES	
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Stalinist	troops	of	the	8th	Route	Army	are	reported	to	have	moved	into	Japanese-occupied	
territory	in	North	China	tee	invest	the	great	ci>es	of	Peiping	and	Tientsin.	,	To	the	south,	in	the	
Yangtsze	valley,	Stalinist	troops	of	the	New	4th	Army	are	reported	ready	to	occupy	Nanking,	
Chiang's	former	capital,	and	the	great	port	city	of	Shanghai.	Meanwhile,	flying	columns	of	nth	
Route	Army	fighters	have	advanced	deep	into	Inner	Mongolia	to	effect	a	junc>on	with	the	Soviet	
Red	Banner	Army	under	Stalin's	Marshal	Rodion	Malinovsky.	

General	Chu	Teh,	commanderin-chief	of	the	Stalinist	armies,	has	appealed	to	the	United	
States	to	"stop	immediately	lend-lease	tee	the	Kuomintang	government."	He	declares	that	the	
danger	of	civil	war	has	now	become	"extremely	grave."	

E.R.	Frank,	The	Situa#on	in	the	Far	East	

(October	1945)	
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The	imperialist	war	in	the	Far	East	has	ended	amidst	the	thunderous	roar	and	the	blinding	glare	of	
atomic	bombs,	the	screams	of	agonized	humanity,	the	armed	occupa>on	of	all	major	ci>es,	and	
the	rising	fires	of	civil	war.	

Japan	 lies	 uQerly	 crushed.	 She	 arrived	 too	 late	 on	 the	 scene	 as	 an	 imperial	 power.	 Her	
economic	base	proved	far	too	weak	for	the	grandiose	ambi>ons	of	her	ruling	class.	

A`er	 many	 years	 of	 maneuvering,	 scheming	 and	 marauding,	 including	 the	 snatching	 and	
exploita>on	 of	 new	 vast	 territories,	 backward	 semi-feudal	 Japan,	 beset	 by	 inner	 contradic>ons	
and	 hemmed	 in	 by	 its	 lack	 of	 raw	 materials	 and	 resources,	 decided	 to	 strike	 out	 and	 stake	
everything	 on	 establishing	 herself	 as	 the	 supreme	 imperial	 ruler	 of	 the	 Far	 East.	 Seizing	 the	
favorable	moment	when	the	western	powers	were	locked	in	combat	with	Germany,	Japan	struck	
out	with	determina>on	and	audacity.	

Her	 ini>al	military	successes	were	enormous.	With	surprising	ease	and	rapidity	she	dealt	 the	
Allies	one	catastrophic	blow	a`er	another	un>l	the	whole	Far	East	lay	at	her	feet.	At	Pearl	Harbor	
a	major	part	of	the	United	States	Pacific	fleet	was	destroyed,	thus	breaking	at	the	>me,	American	
offensive	 power	 in	 the	 Pacific.	 In	 rapid	 fire	 order	 the	 Americans	 were	 hurled	 out	 of	 the	
Philippines,	the	Bri>sh	out	of	Burma,	the	French	out	of	Indo-China.	Singapore,	the	Gibraltar	of	the	
East,	 fell	 like	 a	 roQen	 apple;	 its	millions	 of	 dollars	 of	 armament	 investment	 proved	 even	more	
useless	 than	 France’s	Maginot	 Line	 in	holding	back	 the	 foe.	With	 the	elimina>on	of	 the	Anglo-
American	Far	Eastern	military	establishment,	Japan	pushed	out	the	Dutch,	seized	the	fabulously	
rich	 South	 Sea	 Islands,	 and	 was	 even	 menacing	 Australia.	 In	 less	 than	 six	 months,	 Japan	 had	
carved	out	an	empire	vaster	and	poten>ally	far	wealthier	than	all	of	Hitler’s	conquests.	

Dazzled	by	these	stupendous	military	achievements	the	bourgeois	penny-a-line	scribblers	–	and	
in	 their	 wake	 a	 number	 of	 pseudo-Marxists	 –	 began	 bea>ng	 the	 drums	 about	 Western	
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underes>ma>on	of	Japan’s	strength.	The	journalists	who	write	for	the	New	Interna#onal,	edited	
by	Max	Shachtman,	and	who	mistake	impressionism	for	Marxist	sociology,	even	proposed	that	we	
throw	overboard	our	whole	previous	es>mate	of	 Japan,	based	upon	a	 thorough-going	scien>fic	
analysis	of	the	fundamental	sociological	and	economic	factors	involved.	[1]	

But	again	Marxian	prognosis	proved	a	beQer	and	more	 reliable	guide	 to	poli>cal	ac>on	 than	
journalis>c	impressionism.	

In	 general,	 of	 course,	 it	 is	 impossible	 to	 predict	 with	 certainty	 the	 outcome	 of	 a	 military	
struggle.	Too	many	 imponderables	exist;	 there	are	too	many	unknown	and	unknowable	 factors.	
Indeed,	 if	 the	 outcome	 of	 war	 could	 be	 defini>vely	 predicted	 ahead	 of	 >me,	 the	 loser	 would	
never	take	up	arms	in	the	first	place,	except	under	very	special	circumstances.	But	Marxists	base	
themselves	 on	 the	 fact	 that	 modern	 wars	 are	 total	 wars;	 the	 whole	 strength	 of	 the	 na>ons,	
technological,	 economic	 and	 human,	 is	 thrown	 into	 the	 balance.	 Thus	 war	 becomes	 a	 bloody	
contest	of	a	more	or	less	drawn-out	character	affec>ng	the	life	of	every	single	individual,	whose	
outcome	 seals	 the	 very	 fate	 of	 the	 na>on.	 Under	 these	 condi>ons,	 incidental	 and	 secondary	
factors,	such	as	the	ini>al	advantage,	surprise,	the	skill	of	this	or	that	general,	etc.,	tend	to	play	a	
subordinate	 role	 in	 the	 inter-imperialist	 conflict,	 where	 the	 morale	 of	 both	 sides	 is	 roughly	
equivalent.	More	and	more,	as	the	conflict	wears	on,	and	all	the	resources	and	revenues	of	the	
na>on	 are	 thrown	 into	 the	 fray	 the	 country	 with	 the	 strongest	 economic	 base	 emerges	
triumphant.	
		

Japan	Was	Crushed	

And	so	it	was	in	the	war	between	the	United	States	and	Japan.	Japan	was	cruelly	and	decisively	
crushed,	 despite	 its	 ini>al	 successes,	 despite	 its	 strong	 geographical	 advantage,	 despite	 the	
catastrophic	blow	it	dealt	the	US	fleet	at	Pearl	Harbor,	despite	the	fact	that	the	United	States	with	
England	was	concentra>ng	 its	main	strength	 in	Europe.	 In	 the	end	the	all-around	superiority	of	
the	 United	 States	 in	 wealth,	 technique,	 scien>fic	 advancement,	 produc>vity	 of	 labor,	 natural	
resources,	 and	 manpower,	 asserted	 themselves	 with	 pulverizing	 force.	 America,	 a`er	 ini>al	
defeats,	 quickly	 rebuilt	 its	 forces,	 and	 in	 one	 swi`	 blow	 a`er	 another,	 at	 Saipan,	 at	 Guam,	 at	
Midway	and	finally	at	Okinawa,	wiped	out	the	Japanese	navy	and	air	fleet	and	stood	poised	for	
the	 final	 invasion	 of	 the	 Japanese	 mainland.	 America’s	 military	 achievement	 is	 all	 the	 more	
sensa>onal	 as	 it	 was	 carried	 through	 in	 the	 period	 when	 the	 greater	 part	 of	 the	 US	 military	
establishment	was	 concentrated	 in	 Europe.	 If	 it	 can	 be	 stated	 that	Germany	was	 crushed	 by	 a	
coali>on	of	powers,	first	and	foremost	the	USSR,	plus	the	United	States	and	England,	then	it	must	
be	 admiQed	 that	 Japan	was	 overwhelmed	 single-handedly	 by	 the	military	might	 of	 the	United	
States.	

The	United	 States	 emerges	 out	 of	 the	 second	world	war	 as	 the	 strongest	military	 power	 on	
earth.	 Its	fleet	and	air	 force	are	 incomparably	 superior	 in	quality	as	well	as	numbers	 to	 that	of	
both	 Britain	 and	 the	 USSR.	 Its	 armaments	 and	 wealth	 are	 also	 beyond	 compare.	 And	 to	 this	
already	terrifying	arsenal	has	now	been	added	the	dread	atomic	bomb.	It	is	not	for	nothing	that	
the	 American	 plutocracy	 is	 girding	 its	 loins	 for	 what	 it	 pleases	 to	 designate	 as	 “The	 American	
Century.”	
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And	 who	 are	 the	 architects	 of	 this	 projected	 American	 Century?	 Who	 are	 the	 people	 that	
possess	this	fearsome	might,	who	hold	this	vast	array	of	power	in	the	palm	of	their	hands?	And	
what	 are	 their	 purposes	 and	 plans?	 This	 incalculable	 power	 is	 in	 the	 grip	 of	 a	 small	 clique	 of	
bankers	 and	 monopoly	 industrialists	 who	 have	 amassed	 and	 control	 wealth	 and	 produc>ve	
capacity	before	which	the	wealth	of	all	previous	ruling	classes	in	history	pales	into	insignificance.	
These	 Wall	 Street	 masters	 have	 been	 condi>oned	 by	 their	 whole	 past	 to	 be	 a	 ruthless,	
pugnacious,	arrogant	gang	of	freebooters	and	pirates.	The	Bourbon	rulers	of	Europe	will	appear	
as	yielding	and	modest	people	compared	with	this	Wall	Street	crew.	The	perfidious	and	snobbish	
conquerors	 who	 carved	 out	 the	 Bri>sh	 Empire	 will	 loom	 as	 representa>ves	 of	 civiliza>on	 and	
culture	 beside	 the	 bloodthirsty	 ignoramuses,	 the	 PaQons	 and	 Halseys,	 which	 the	 Wall	 Street	
money-changers	are	le_ng	loose	on	a	tortured	world.	

This	 fraternity	 of	 robber	 barons	 is	 now	 completely	 drunk	 with	 power	 and	 vision	 of	 world	
empire.	 It	already	sees	 in	 its	mind’s	eye	argosies	plying	the	seven	seas,	bringing	their	tribute	to	
the	Wall	 Street	 princes.	 It	 aims	 to	 bend	 ruined	 and	 prostrate	 Europe	 to	 its	 needs.	 It	 aims	 to	
convert	the	vast	expanses	of	Eastern	Asia	with	its	teeming	millions	of	humanity	into	colonial	fiefs.	
It	plans	to	unlock	the	gates	of	the	Bri>sh	Empire	and	penetrate	 into	 its	 innermost	recesses,	not	
excluding	the	 imperial	crown	 jewel,	 India.	 Its	engineers	are	already	tapping	the	undreamt-of	oil	
riches	of	the	Near	East	and	preparing	to	displace	Britain	as	the	master	of	 its	affairs.	No	spot	on	
this	globe	 is	escaping	 its	eager	and	ardent	aQen>on.	American	 imperialism	is	embarking	on	the	
biggest	 architectural	 job	 ever	 undertaken	 by	 man	 –	 the	 building	 of	 a	 world	 empire,	 an	
undertaking	so	gargantuan,	so	ambi>ous,	so	 fraught	with	danger	and	uncertainty	that	even	the	
aging,	thoroughly	cynical	Bri>sh	imperialists	are	staring	at	Wall	Street	with	disbelief	and	dismay.	
Humanity	now	stands	face	to	face	with	the	unleashed	power	of	American	imperialism.	We	can	say	
that	we	are	now	officially	in	Year	I	of	Pax	Americana.	

*	*	*	

Crowning	Prize	of	Imperialist	Creed	

The	 fabulous	 riches	 and	 cheap	 labor	 of	 the	 Far	 East	 have	 long	made	 it	 the	 crowning	 prize	 of	
imperialist	 greed.	 China,	 with	 its	 huge	 popula>on	 of	 over	 400	 million,	 its	 enormous	 natural	
resources,	and	its	virtually	unlimited	supply	of	cheap	labor,	has	long	been	the	sought-a`er	green	
pasture	 of	 imperial	 adventurers	 and	 speculators.	 Hegemony	 over	 China	 provides	 the	 key	 to	
control	 of	 the	whole	 Far	 East	 and	 the	 Pacific.	 From	 the	 early	 days	 of	 the	 Nineteenth	 Century,	
when	it	was	“opened	up”	by	the	Western	powers,	China	became	the	vic>m	of	imperialist	rapacity,	
the	happy	hun>ng	ground	for	the	western	plunderers.	

All	the	imperialist	powers,	England,	France,	Germany,	Japan,	Italy,	swooped	down	on	backward,	
feudalis>c,	 helpless	 China	 and	began	 voraciously	 gobbling	up	 everything	 in	 sight.	 In	 a	 series	 of	
wars	 launched	against	the	decadent	Manchu	dynasty,	 they	wrested	concession	a`er	concession	
and	 reduced	 China	 to	 the	 status	 of	 a	 semi-colonial	 country.	 The	 United	 States	 joined	 this	
imperialists’	cabal	only	toward	the	end	of	the	nineteenth	century.	It	began	its	struggle	for	imperial	
power	and	pelf	under	the	slogans	of	fair	play:	the	“Open	Door”	policy.	This	meant:	“Shove	over.	
Give	me	some	elbow	room,	too.	I	want	a	share	of	the	plunder.”	

The	United	States,	as	we	see,	began	 its	 imperialist	career	 in	China	on	a	very	modest	basis.	 It	
simply	 wanted	 a	 place	 at	 the	 feeding	 trough,	 on	 equal	 terms	 with	 the	 other	 pigs.	 But	 the	
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latecomer	 who	 started	 his	 imperialist	 career	 with	 such	 modesty	 and	 reasonableness	 soon	
adopted	a	more	menacing	and	peremptory	tone.	His	ambi>ons	grew;	his	demands	became	more	
stringent,	his	manner	more	threatening.	Hardly	had	Uncle	Sam	emerged	from	the	first	world	war	
as	 the	 world’s	 creditor	 na>on	 than	 he	 summoned	 together	 all	 the	 leading	 pirates	 in	 solemn	
conclave	at	Washington,	D.C.	Now	he	no	longer	pleaded.	He	laid	down	condi>ons.	Japan	was	to	
get	out	of	Shantung	and	the	mari>me	provinces	of	Siberia.	England	was	to	limit	its	fleet	on	a	par	
with	the	United	States;	and	Japan	to	three-fi`hs	of	that	size.	Uncle	Sam	had	become	the	arbiter	
of	the	des>nies	of	the	Far	East.	

But	 today	 Wall	 Street	 is	 no	 longer	 merely	 the	 arbiter.	 Today	 it	 enters	 the	 Far	 East	 as	 the	
supreme	ruler,	 the	 imperialist	overlord,	 the	world	conqueror.	Holland,	France	and	even	England	
crawl	back	into	their	old	imperial	domains	by	the	grace	of	Wall	Street	and	behind	its	coaQails,	or	
more	correctly,	its	sea	and	air	armadas.	Holland	and	France,	imperialist	powers	though	they	were	
and	remain,	are	now	reduced	to	the	status	of	clerks	and	underlings	of	the	Wall	Street	bosses.	All	
roads,	the	ancient	world	used	to	say,	 lead	to	Rome.	All	 roads	now	lead	to	Washington.	Nothing	
decisive	can	be	done	un>l	Washington	has	spoken	its	word.	And	even	Britain,	who	so	long	ruled	
the	seven	seas;	even	Britain,	with	its	$2	billion	of	investments	in	China,	possessor	of	Hong	Kong	
and	Singapore,	with	 its	huge	concessions	at	Shanghai,	overlord	of	 India	and	Burma,	Ceylon	and	
Siam,	 even	 Britain	 returns	 now	 to	 the	 Far	 East	 only	 by	 the	 grace	 and	with	 the	 assent	 of	Wall	
Street.	 From	 the	 foremost	power	 in	 the	 Far	 East,	 it	 is	 now	 reduced	 to	 the	posi>on	of	 the	 very	
junior	partner,	the	beggared	partner	of	the	firm	of	Anglo-American	imperialism.	

*	*	*	

The	Imperialists	Ravage	China	

The	 western	 imperialists	 in	 the	 nineteenth	 century	 invaded	 China	 like	 an	 army	 of	 locusts	 and	
ravaged	the	 land.	They	exploited,	 they	 lorded	 it	over	and	humiliated	the	na>ve	popula>on.	But	
that	 is	 not	 all	 they	 did.	 They	 also	 brought	 into	 backward	 China	 the	 methods,	 the	 advanced	
technique	 of	 western	 industry	 and	 commerce.	 They	 erected	 modern	 factories,	 docks	 and	
warehouses.	Thus	we	see	superimposed	on	the	backwardness,	the	ignorance	and	the	squalor	of	
feudal	 China,	 factories	 and	 business	 establishments	more	modern	 and	 efficient	 than	 could	 be	
found	 even	 in	 Paris	 or	 London.	 China	 provides	 a	 classic	 example	 of	 the	 law	 of	 combined	
development.	

The	introduc>on	of	capitalist	rela>ons	in	China	led	to	the	crea>on	of	a	na>ve	Chinese	capitalist	
class.	But	 this	belated	capitalist	class,	nurtured	and	brought	 forth	by	 foreign	 imperialism,	never	
aQained	sufficient	strength	to	stand	on	its	own	feet.	The	first	Chinese	capitalists	were	the	direct	
agents	of	the	imperialists	and	were	recruited	by	the	laQer	from	among	the	landlords	and	the	old	
Manchu	officialdom.	 It	was	 from	 the	 ranks	of	 these	 imperialist	 agents	 that	 the	na>ve	capitalist	
class	emerged.	

Together	with	the	 imperialists	 they	exploited	the	working	class	and	peasantry.	Their	 interests	
were	 closely	 interlocked	with	 the	 landlords	with	whom	 they	were	 connected	by	a	 countrywide	
banking	 system.	 Its	 weakness,	 its	 very	 origin,	 its	 belated	 appearance	 and	 its	 dependence	 on	
western	 capital	 linked	 the	 Chinese	 capitalist	 class	 by	 thousands	 of	 threads	 to	 the	 imperialists.	
Another	decisive	factor	made	the	Chinese	capitalists,	as	a	class,	the	dependable	allies	of	one	or	
another	group	of	 imperialists	and	 robbed	 them	of	 the	progressive	 role	played	by	 the	European	
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capitalists	at	the	dawn	of	capitalist	development.	Capitalism	did	not	arise	in	China	as	in	Western	
Europe,	but	was	forcibly	introduced	from	the	outside.	Concomitantly,	with	the	development	of	a	
feeble	Chinese	capitalist	class	arose	the	Chinese	working	class,	employed	almost	from	the	first	in	
large	scale	modern	industries.	

This	 proletariat,	 horribly	 exploited	 and	 oppressed,	 immediately	 displayed	 the	 most	
revolu>onary	 tendencies,	 the	 greatest	will	 to	 struggle.	 Fabianism	and	 gradualism	 could	find	no	
soil	 to	 take	 root	 in	poverty-stricken,	 semi-colonial	China.	A`er	 the	war,	 inspired	by	 the	Russian	
Revolu>on	of	1917,	the	Chinese	workers	in	the	principal	ci>es	quickly	turned	to	communism	and	
began	leading	vast	masses	of	peasants	in	their	struggles	for	emancipa>on.	The	Chinese	proletariat	
cut	 through	all	 intermediary	paths	and	strove	 to	emulate	 the	Russian	workers	and	peasants,	 to	
take	 the	 road	of	 Lenin	 and	 Trotsky.	 It	 is	 significant	 that	 the	 Social-Democracy	 never	 struck	 any	
roots	in	China.	

The	stormy	growth	and	revolu>onary	character	of	the	Chinese	working	class	explains	why	the	
Chinese	capitalist	class	turned	so	savagely	reac>onary.	It	could	not	lead	a	struggle	to	drive	out	all	
the	 imperialists	 and	 fight	 for	 complete	 na>onal	 independence,	 because	 such	 a	 struggle	
presupposed	 the	unleashing	of	 the	mass	movement	of	workers	and	peasants.	And	 the	workers	
and	peasants	would	not	stop	half-way.	They	would	combine	the	fight	for	na>onal	libera>on	with	
their	 struggles	 for	 social	 libera>on.	 While	 engaged	 in	 driving	 out	 the	 foreign	 imperialist	
bloodsuckers,	 they	 would	 proceed	 to	 crush	 the	 na>ve	 exploiters.	 They	 would	 take	 over	 the	
factories	 in	 the	 ci>es	and	 seize	 the	 land	 in	 the	villages.	 That	 is	why	 the	Chinese	 capitalist	 class	
rushed	so	precipitately	into	the	arms	of	the	imperialists	for	protec>on	against	their	own	insurgent	
popula>on.	 That	 is	 why	 the	 Chinese	 capitalists	 gave	 up	 and	 sold	 out	 the	 struggle	 for	 na>onal	
libera>on	and	became	an	“an>-na>onal”	class.	That	is	why	the	struggle	for	genuine,	full	na>onal	
freedom	 can	 be	 led	 only	 by	 the	working	 class	 in	 alliance	with	 the	 lower	middle	 class,	 and	 the	
peasantry.	That	 is	why	 the	Chinese	 struggle	 for	na>onal	 freedom	 is	 linked	 inseparably	with	 the	
struggle	for	socialist	emancipa>on.	

The	1925	An#-Imperialist	Struggle	

In	 1925	 the	 an>-imperialist	 mass	 movement	 took	 on	 stormy	 propor>ons.	 The	 workers	 in	 the	
principal	ci>es	were	ready	for	a	seizure	of	power	and	the	agrarian	revolu>on	in	the	countryside	
was	growing	apace.	The	masses	began	pouring	 into	the	young	Communist	party,	which	became	
the	 indisputable	 leader	 of	 the	 mass	 movement,	 both	 in	 the	 ci>es	 and	 rural	 areas.	 Everything	
appeared	propi>ous	for	the	success	of	the	Chinese	revolu>on,	the	destruc>on	of	the	power	of	the	
imperialists	 and	 their	 Chinese	 allies,	 and	 the	 inaugura>on	of	 the	Chinese	 Soviet	 Republic.	Why	
then	did	 this	 revolu>on	go	down	 in	bloody	defeat?	Because	of	 the	criminal	policy	of	Stalin	and	
Bukharin,	the	two	men	who	led	the	Comintern	in	the	years	1925-27.	

It	was	in	China	that	Stalin	in	the	name	of	“the	bloc	of	the	four-classes”	first	prac>ced	on	a	grand	
scale	the	infamous	policy	of	the	People’s	Front,	that	is,	the	subordina>on	of	the	working	masses	
to	 the	 capitalists	 and	 their	 aims.	 It	 was	 Stalin	 who	 forced	 the	 young,	 inexperienced	 Chinese	
Communist	 party	 into	 a	 bloc	 with	 the	 Kuomintang,	 the	 party	 of	 the	 Chinese	 capitalists	 and	
landlords.	 It	was	Stalin	who	ordered	the	Communists	to	stop	the	seizure	of	 land	in	order	not	to	
antagonize	the	 landlords,	and	to	halt	strike	ac>vi>es	and	the	seizure	of	 factories	 in	the	ci>es	 in	
order	not	to	frighten	the	capitalists.	Thus	did	Stalin	cement	the	“unity”	between	capital	and	labor	
by	disarming	the	masses.	
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At	the	decisive	moment,	the	Chinese	capitalists	and	landlords,	who	feared	the	Chinese	masses	
more	than	they	did	the	foreign	 imperialists,	turned	on	their	working-class	allies	and	abandoned	
the	 struggle	 for	genuine	 independence.	Chiang	Kai-Shek,	 the	 leader	of	 the	Kuomintang	military	
forces,	 launched	the	white	terror	against	the	masses	who	had	been	disarmed	both	morally	and	
physically	by	 Stalin’s	People’s	 Front	 treacheries.	 Forty	 thousand	of	 the	flower	of	 the	proletariat	
were	slaughtered	in	Shanghai	alone.	The	Chinese	revolu>on	which	started	with	such	tremendous	
promise,	whose	red	glare,	for	a	brief	moment,	gave	renewed	hope	and	inspira>on	to	the	down-
trodden	masses	of	the	whole	colonial	world,	was	snuffed	out.	Chiang	Kai-Shek	became	the	Gallifet	
or,	to	cite	his	modern	counterpart,	the	Franco	of	the	Chinese	revolu>on.	

On	the	ruins	of	the	Chinese	revolu>on	arose	the	counterrevolu>onary	Kuomintang	regime.	The	
workers	 returned	 to	 a	 slavery	 intensified	 by	 the	 new	military	 dictatorship	 of	 Chiang	 Kai-Shek.	
Militarist	wars,	evidence	of	 the	complete	disunity	of	 the	country,	 revived	on	an	unprecedented	
scale	as	Chiang	Kai-Shek	sought	to	extend	his	sway	over	all	of	China.	The	peasantry	scourged	by	
landlordism,	 usury	 and	military	 requisi>oning,	 fell	 into	 deeper	 ruin.	 Imperialism,	 against	which	
Stalin’s	 People’s	 Front	 bloc	 had	 been	 specifically	 directed,	 was	 able	 to	 strengthen	 all	 its	
commanding	posi>ons.	The	road	was	prepared	for	the	subsequent	invasion	by	Japan.	Such	were	
the	real	fruits	of	the	Stalin-Bukharin	policies	in	China.	

But	 the	 Kuomintang’s	 betrayal	 of	 the	 na>onal	 struggle	 and	 the	 crushing	 of	 the	 insurgent	
proletarian	and	peasant	movements	made	 the	Chinese	capitalist	and	 landlord	 rulers	ever	more	
dependent	on	foreign	imperialism,	and	the	con>nued	prey	of	one	imperialist	power	a`er	another.	
In	1931,	as	we	know,	Japan	embarked	on	an	ac>ve	policy	of	despolia>on	in	China	with	its	invasion	
of	Manchuria.	Chiang	Kai-Shek	at	this	>me,	however,	was	taken	up	with	his	own	affairs.	He	was	
busy	 waging	 a	 war	 of	 extermina>on	 against	 the	 revol>ng	 peasants.	 The	 helpless	 Kuomintang	
government	 proclaimed	 therefore	 a	 policy	 of	 “non-resistance”	 to	 Japanese	 imperialism.	 The	
cowardly	 Chinese	 capitalists	 and	 landlords	were	more	 interested	 in	 crushing	 the	 peasants	 and	
keeping	 the	 labor	 movement	 prostrate	 than	 in	 figh>ng	 the	 Japanese	 invader.	 They	 preferred	
exercising	their	arbitrary	rule	in	at	least	part	of	China	rather	than	risking	war	with	Japan.	

But	 Japan	 con>nued	 its	 encroachments	 un>l	 in	 1937	 it	 proceeded	 to	 seize	North	 China	 and	
launched	 its	 aQack	 on	 the	 Yangtze	 Valley.	 The	 Chinese	 capitalist	 rulers	 could	 procras>nate	 and	
maneuver	no	longer.	They	were	face	to	face	with	the	decision	to	resist	or	perish.	They	decided	to	
strictly	 limit	themselves	to	a	defensive	military	campaign,	a	sort	of	 large-scale	guerrilla	struggle.	
At	 the	 same	>me	 they	 proceeded	 to	 embrace	Great	 Britain	 and	 the	United	 States	 from	whom	
they	 received	 financial	 aid.	 Thus	 again	 the	 Chinese	 capitalists	 demonstrated	 their	 incapacity	 of	
figh>ng	against	all	imperialism	and	of	truly	leading	the	struggle	for	na>onal	independence.	

In	1937-38	Chiang	Kai-Shek’s	armies	were	expelled	 from	China’s	coastal	provinces	and	driven	
into	the	interior	by	the	Japanese	invader.	The	authority	of	the	Kuomintang	regime	was	banished	
from	all	the	great	ci>es,	ports	and	industrial	areas.	During	the	ensuing	seven	years,	Chiang	proved	
totally	 incapable	 of	 driving	 out	 the	 Japanese	 invaders	 from	 any	 of	 the	 occupied	 territory.	
Corrupted	 to	 the	 core,	 fearful	 of	 mobilizing	 the	 masses	 for	 a	 war	 to	 the	 death	 against	 the	
imperialist	violators,	 the	Kuomintang	clique	watched	helplessly	while	 the	dismembered	country	
plunged	ever	deeper	into	ruin.	

All	this	>me,	despite	the	Japanese	menace,	Chiang	con>nued	to	employ	his	forces	to	suppress	
the	Chinese	masses,	the	genuine	opponents	of	Japanese	imperialism.	He	silenced	every	voice	of	
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cri>cism	and	 stamped	 ruthlessly	 on	 every	opposi>on	movement	 to	his	 totalitarian	 regime.	 The	
prisons	of	Kuomintang	China	are	filled	to	overflowing	with	genuine	fighters	against	 imperialism,	
with	true	champions	of	China’s	freedom.	

Under	 the	 combined	 blows	 of	 the	 Japanese	 military	 and	 the	 peasant	 insurgents,	 however,	
Chiang’s	 regime	grew	moribund.	Devasta>ng	economic	 crisis	 brought	on	by	 the	 ravages	of	war	
loosened	the	>e-rods	of	landlord-capitalist	rule.	In	the	course	of	the	war	years	the	movement	of	
peasant	insurgency	finally	crystallized	into	the	Yenan	Government,	a	dual	government	to	that	of	
the	Kuomintang.	Arising	originally	out	of	the	agrarian	revolu>onary	movement	of	1927,	peasant	
revolts	con>nued	to	sweep	the	countryside	even	a`er	the	revolu>on	had	been	annihilated	in	the	
ci>es.	The	Stalinist	leaders,	a`er	the	workers’	organiza>ons	had	been	ex>rpated,	transferred	their	
ac>vi>es	to	the	countryside	and	took	the	leadership	of	the	peasant	movement.	

This	movement	of	agrarian	reform,	misnamed	by	the	Stalinists	in	the	early	days	as	the	Chinese	
Soviets,	 gained	widespread	 support	 among	 the	 peasantry	 because	 it	mi>gated	 to	 some	 extent	
landlord	parasi>sm,	reduced	the	burden	of	taxa>on,	inaugurated	farm	coopera>ves	and	generally	
raised	the	standard	of	the	peasants	compared	to	farm	condi>ons	under	Kuomintang	control.	The	
Stalinist-led	 peasant	movement	which	 fought	 numerous	 guerrilla	 wars	 against	 the	 Kuomintang	
was	 forced	 in	 1934	 to	 execute	 a	mass	migra>on	 into	 the	 deep	 interior	 of	 China.	 The	 Stalinists	
consolidated	their	posi>on	 in	 the	course	of	 the	Sino-Japanese	war	and	today	 the	Yenan	regime	
rules	over	a	vast	territory	containing	a	popula>on	es>mated	at	80,000,000	people.	It	disposes	of	
at	least	half	a	million	men	under	arms	and	in	addi>on	controls	large	guerrilla	forces	in	other	parts	
of	the	country.	This	movement	in	the	northwest	province	of	Shensi	represented	from	the	first	a	
possible	rallying	point	for	the	popular	revolt	against	the	Kuomintang.	That	is	why	ever	since	the	
forma>on	 of	 the	 dual	 Yenan	 government,	 Chiang	 Kai-Shek	 has	 tried	 to	 strangle	 it	 by	 military	
ac>on	and	blockade.	But	while	he	succeeded	in	keeping	it	boQled	up	in	the	deep	interior,	he	was	
unable	to	erase	it.	

For	 the	whole	 past	 year	 it	 has	 been	 quite	 clear	 that	 the	 class	 struggle	would	 violently	 flare	
again	with	the	collapse	of	Japanese	imperialism	–	the	major	“stabilizing”	force	in	the	Far	East	for	
the	past	8	years.	Chiang	Kai-Shek	was	in	mortal	fear	that	the	great	mass	movement	of	1927	would	
again	revive	and	sweep	his	roQed	and	corrupt	regime	into	the	discard.	While	it	is	true	that	Yenan	
represents	 only	 a	 peasant	 movement,	 it	 nevertheless	 commands	 a	 large	 army	 with	 a	 heroic	
tradi>on.	And	even	more	decisive,	the	mass	movement	in	the	ci>es	is	likely	to	pass	again	under	
Stalinist	 leadership	 in	 the	 ini>al	 phases.	 The	workers’	 organiza>ons	 in	 turn	will	 unques>onably	
seek	to	establish	links	with	Yenan.	
		

Kuomintang	Prepares	to	Se^le	Accounts	

The	Kuomintang,	constantly	haunted	by	the	specter	of	Communism,	was	busy	preparing	day	and	
night	in	every	possible	way	and	with	every	resource	at	its	command	to	seQle	accounts	with	Yenan	
once	the	Japanese	menace	was	removed.	The	antagonism	between	Yenan	and	the	Kuomintang	is	
the	poli>cal	reflec>on	of	the	irreconcilability	of	the	needs	and	aspira>ons	of	the	Chinese	masses,	
on	the	one	hand,	with	the	Chiang	Kai-Shek	regime	of	capitalist-landlord	exploita>on	on	the	other.	

The	Chinese	capitalists	soon	enlisted	the	support	of	their	Anglo-American	patrons	in	their	plans	
designed	 to	ward	off	 the	Red	menace.	 (And	with	 the	precipitous	decline	of	Bri>sh	power,	 they	
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turned	more	 and	more	 to	 the	 United	 States.)	 They	must	 be	 bolstered,	 the	 Chinese	 capitalists	
argued,	 against	 the	 coming	 danger.	 They	must	 have	 plenty	 of	 help.	 American	 imperialism	was	
more	than	sympathe>c.	The	preserva>on	of	the	roQed	Kuomintang	clique	is	indispensable	for	its	
plans	of	super-exploita>on	of	China.	With	the	dispatch	of	Hurley	as	ambassador	to	Chungking,	all	
ambiguity	was	eliminated	 from	United	States	policy.	American	 imperialism	threw	 its	 full	weight	
behind	Chiang	Kai-Shek.	

It	is	clear	that	both	the	Kuomintang	and	American	imperialism	adjudged	the	situa>on	correctly.	
No	 sooner	 did	 Japan	 collapse	 than	 the	 fires	 of	 civil	war	 began	 to	 burn	 once	 again	 in	 agonized	
China.	Reports	trickled	through	of	peasant	uprisings	in	the	countryside	and	for	the	first	>me	since	
the	 terrible	 debacle	 of	 1927,	 the	 industrial	 proletariat	 was	 again	 on	 the	 move.	 A	 Yenan	
communique	asserted	that	50,000	Chinese	workers	had	occupied	Japanese-operated	factories	in	
Shanghai	and	had	placarded	the	streets	with	slogans	welcoming	the	Yenan	armies.	

Immediately	a	race	began	between	the	armies	of	Chiang	Kai-Shek	and	those	of	Yenan	to	seize	
the	 key	 industrial	 ci>es	and	effect	 the	 surrender	of	 the	 Japanese	armies.	Both	 the	Kuomintang	
and	Yenan	armies	are	poorly	armed.	Whoever	captured	the	war	booty	from	the	Japanese	would	
thus	gain	incalculable	benefit.	But	Chiang	Kai-Shek	had	all	the	advantages	in	this	race	and	appears	
to	have	easily	outdistanced	his	Yenan	rivals.	First,	American	imperialism	stepped	into	the	breach.	
It	 supplied	Chiang	Kai-Shek	with	 transport	planes	and	other	vehicles	 to	 rapidly	move	his	 troops	
into	 the	 major	 industrial	 centers.	 American	 troops	 likewise	 moved	 into	 Shanghai	 and	 other	
centers,	prepared	to	bolster	his	control.	Then,	the	puppet	troops	numbering	some	800,000,	under	
the	 command	of	 former	Kuomintang	generals	who	had	gone	over	 to	 the	 Japanese,	 cooperated	
with	 Chiang	 Kai-Shek	 in	 blockading	 the	 Yenan	 troops	 and	 preserving	 “law	 and	 order”	 for	 the	
Kuomintang.	 Furthermore	 even	 the	 Japanese	 general	 staff,	 in	 its	 hour	 of	 supreme	 humilia>on,	
never	for	one	moment	forgot	its	class	ins>nct.	General	Okamura,	Japanese	commanding	officer	in	
China,	announced	that	he	would	only	surrender	to	Chiang	Kai-Shek’s	officers.	
		

Kuomintang	and	Yenan	

In	 view	of	 the	 array	 of	 forces	 on	 the	 opposing	 side,	 it	might	 appear	 that	 the	 ini>al	 setback	 to	
Yenan	and	therefore	to	the	worker-peasant	mass	movement	was	inevitable.	The	Kuomintang	had	
the	uns>nted	aid	of	American	imperialism,	the	support	of	the	Chinese	Quisling	armies	and	even	
the	 backing	 of	 the	 defeated	 Japanese	 general	 staff.	 In	 contrast	 Yenan’s	 “patron,”	 the	 Kremlin	
bureaucracy,	le`	it	“holding	the	bag”	at	the	crucial	moment	by	its	pact	with	Chiang.	What	could	
Yenan	 do?	 But	 the	 revolu>onary	movement	 of	 the	masses	 figh>ng	 for	 their	 emancipa>on	 can	
never	count	on	rich	patrons	from	outside	to	help	it	in	its	struggles.	The	rich	patrons	always	have	a	
habit	 of	 going	 over	 to	 the	 side	 of	 reac>on	 and	 counter-revolu>on.	 Is	 the	 baQle	 therefore	
hopeless?	 But	 we	 know	 the	 masses	 of	 Russia	 in	 1917,	 without	 any	 powerful	 patrons	 on	 the	
outside,	conquered	power	and	succeeded	in	holding	the	imperialists	of	the	whole	world	at	bay.	In	
general,	the	strong	point	of	the	revolu>on	does	not	lie	in	its	technical	or	material	superiority	over	
the	 counterrevolu>on.	On	 the	 contrary,	 such	 superiority	 generally	 lies	with	 the	other	 side.	 The	
invincibility	 of	 the	 revolu>on	 consists	 in	 its	 ideas,	 its	 program,	 its	 ability	 to	 arouse	out	 of	 their	
lethargy	the	downtrodden	millions	of	humanity	and	to	inspire	them	with	the	greatest	idea	of	all,	
the	greatest	crusade	of	history,	the	overthrow	of	the	slaveholders,	the	exploiters,	the	tyrants	and	
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the	emancipa>on	of	mankind.	 That	was	 the	 “secret	weapon”	 and	 the	only	 “secret	weapon”	of	
Lenin	and	Trotsky	in	1917.	This	same	weapon	can	again	sweep	the	slate	clean	in	China	today.	

Unfortunately,	 the	 Yenan	 armies	 are	 not	 under	 the	 leadership	 of	 genuine	 working	 class	
militants	but	Stalinist	scoundrels;	not	mistaken	or	misled	revolu>onists,	but	conscious	deceivers.	
In	1927	the	young	Chinese	Communist	leaders	were	merely	duped	and	misled	by	Stalin	into	the	
blind	alley	of	People’s	Fron>sm.	But	 today	 the	Yenan	 leaders	are	baQle-scarred	veterans	of	 the	
Stalinist	 school	of	betrayal,	 treachery,	 sell-outs	 and	 crimes.	 They	aim	 to	head	 the	 coming	mass	
movement	only	to	behead	it.	Despite	the	fact	that	Chiang	Kai-Shek	revealed	himself	in	1927	to	be	
the	 butcher	 of	 the	 Chinese	 Revolu>on,	 despite	 the	 fact	 that	 he	 heads	 an	 arch-reac>onary,	
bloodthirsty	regime,	the	Stalinists	again	proposed	to	him	in	1937	the	forma>on	of	a	governmental	
bloc	in	order	to	fight	against	Japan.	They	even	went	so	far	as	to	call	off	all	cri>cism	of	his	infamous	
government	and	gave	up	their	program	of	mild	agrarian	reform.	But	the	Kuomintang	is	so	roQed,	
is	 so	 hated	 by	 the	 people,	 is	 so	 dependent	 on	 terror	 to	 preserve	 its	 rule	 that	 Chiang	 Kai-Shek	
could	not	preserve	an	alliance	with	the	Stalinists	even	on	those	terms.	Civil	war	broke	out	again	as	
the	war	with	Japan	progressed.	

And	today,	on	the	eve	of	new	unfolding	struggles	in	the	Far	East,	the	Stalinists	are	aQemp>ng	to	
repeat	 their	 crimes	 of	 18	 years	 ago;	 their	 treachery	 of	 Spain	 in	 1936-37.	 But	 this	 >me	 their	
cynicism	 exceeds	 all	 bounds.	 They	 are	 proposing	 to	 fight	 for	 bourgeois	 democracy	 in	 China	 in	
1945	arm	in	arm	with	the	Chinese	Franco!	The	Stalinists,	at	the	present	juncture,	are	con>nuing	
to	demand	a	“democra>za>on”	of	the	totalitarian	Kuomintang	regime	through	the	forma>on	of	a	
coali>on	 government	with	 Chiang	 Kai-Shek.	 But	 this	 represents	 the	 sheerest	Utopia,	 the	worst	
decep>on.	 Bourgeois	 democracy	 is	 least	 of	 all	 possible	 in	war-ravaged,	 poverty-stricken	 China.	
The	 Chinese	 capitalists	 and	 landlords	 allied	 with	 the	 American	 imperialists	 can	 con>nue	 their	
monstrous	enslavement	of	the	masses	only	by	the	exercise	of	the	most	brutal	means,	only	by	the	
use	 of	 terror	 and	 violence	 against	 the	 people.	 Bourgeois	 democracy	 represents	 a	 chimera,	 an	
empty	 dream	 for	 the	 thrice-exploited	 colonial	 world.	 Only	 a	 thoroughgoing	 radical	 program	
similar	 to	 Lenin’s	 program	 of	 1917	 can	 inspire	 the	 masses	 to	 struggle	 to	 the	 very	 death	 and	
remove	the	dead	hand	of	reac>on	which	condemns	the	country	to	ruin,	decay,	chaos	and	famine.	
Only	 the	 program	 of	 the	 Socialist	 revolu>on	 can	 wipe	 out	 the	 parasi>sm	 of	 the	 capitalists,	
landlords	and	 imperialists	and	provide	the	necessary	economic	groundwork	for	the	growth	of	a	
genuine	democracy.	
		

A	Transi#on	Stage	

Even	 if	Chiang	Kai-Shek,	because	of	his	present	weakness,	 is	 compelled	 to	agree	 to	 legalize	 the	
Communist	Party	and	include	a	number	of	Yenan	func>onaries	in	the	Kuomintang	Government	it	
would	by	no	means	signalize	the	dawn	of	bourgeois	democracy	in	China.	Such	a	coali>on	would	
simply	 represent	 an	 interlude,	 a	 transi>on	 stage	 which	 Chiang	 Kai-Shek	 would	 u>lize	 to	
strengthen	the	 forces	of	 the	counter-revolu>on	and	at	 the	propi>ous	moment	move	to	effect	a	
new	bloody	seQlement	with	the	rebellious	masses.	

But	probably	the	Yenan	Stalinists	are	not	concerned	with	democracy	at	all.	Probably	they	are	
concerned	solely	with	the	legaliza>on	of	their	organiza>ons	and	the	securing	of	influen>al	posts	
in	 a	 coali>on	 government.	 If	 so,	 they	 are	 merely	 aQemp>ng	 to	 u>lize	 the	 resurgent	 mass	
movement	for	bargaining	purposes	with	Chiang	Kai-Shek	and	in	order	to	counter	the	fast-growing	
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influence	 of	 American	 imperialism.	 Even	 on	 this	 plane	 of	 power	 poli>cs	 Stalin	 is	 due	 for	 cruel	
disappointment.	Even	 if	a	coali>on	People’s	Front	government	 is	 temporarily	 set	up	 in	China,	 it	
seQles	 nothing	 fundamental	 in	 the	 irrepressible	 conflict	 between	 the	 Chinese	 workers	 and	
peasants	on	the	one	hand	and	the	Chinese	capitalists	and	landlords	allied	with	the	imperialists,	on	
the	 other.	 It	 merely	 postpones	 the	 decisive	 conflict	 while	 weakening,	 confusing,	 disorien>ng,	
disarming	and	lulling	the	proletariat	to	sleep.	The	Stalinists	will	no	more	succeed	in	weaning	the	
Chinese	capitalists	and	landlords	away	from	the	influence	of	the	imperialists	and	pressuring	them	
into	adop>ng	a	friendly	orienta>on	toward	the	USSR	in	1945	than	they	did	in	1927.	We	said	that	
the	resurgent	Chinese	workers’	movement	in	the	ci>es	will	most	likely	unfold	in	the	ini>al	period	
under	the	influence	of	the	Stalinists.	The	experience	of	the	resurgence	of	the	Social	Democracy	in	
Germany	a`er	the	 last	world	war	 is	now	being	repeated	in	the	case	of	the	Stalinists	on	a	world	
scale.	The	workers	are	everywhere	surging	forward.	Revolu>onary	moods	are	world-wide.	And	in	
this	 first	 period,	 the	 Stalinists,	 despite	 all	 their	 betrayals,	 are	 li`ed	 up	 on	 the	 shoulders	 of	 the	
masses	and	everywhere	stand	at	the	head	of	millions.	

How	 is	 this	 to	 be	 explained?	 Because	 only	 a	 small	 sec>on	 of	 the	workers’	 vanguard	 follows	
poli>cal	 events	 closely	 and	 has	 fully	 gauged	 the	 treachery	 of	 the	 Stalinists.	 The	 masses	 first	
entering	the	poli>cal	arena	follow	that	movement	which	in	their	minds	s>ll	represents	the	1917	
Russian	Revolu>on,	the	struggle	for	Communism.	

Of	course	it	is	idle	to	expect	that	the	Chinese	Stalinist	leaders	will	act	any	differently	than	the	
Greek	Stalinists,	the	French	Stalinists	or	any	other	Stalinists.	These	uQerly	corrupt	bureaucrats	are	
beyond	redemp>on.	They	will	betray	once	again	as	they	have	betrayed	so	many	>mes	before.	The	
mass	movement	will	 never	 reach	 its	 goal	 un>l	 it	 succeeds	 in	 burning	 out	 all	 Stalinist	 influence	
from	its	ranks.	

The	 resurgence	of	 the	workers’	movements	 in	 the	ci>es	holds	great	promise	 for	 the	Chinese	
class	struggle.	As	we	explained	many	>mes,	this	is	the	only	class	which	is	capable	of	providing	the	
necessary	 leadership	 to	 the	 millions	 of	 poverty-stricken	 peasants,	 and	 bringing	 the	 struggle	
against	 the	 capitalists	 and	 landlords	 to	 a	 decisive	 conclusion.	 The	 workers	 will	 unques>onably	
assume	their	proper	place	as	 leader	of	all	 the	downtrodden	and	oppressed.	 It	well	may	be	that	
the	Chinese	workers,	who	have	skipped	over	the	stage	of	Social	Democracy,	who	have	displayed	
such	incalculable	sacrifice,	bravery,	self-abnega>on	and	will	to	struggle,	will	also	be	in	the	van	of	
the	movement	of	the	Fourth	Interna>onal,	will	before	others	free	themselves	from	the	infec>on	
of	 Stalinism	 and	 under	 the	 banner	 of	 Trotsky	 resume	 the	march	 again	which	was	 halted	 in	 so	
terrible	 a	manner	 in	 1927.	 The	 source	 of	 the	 unheard-of	 super-profits	 for	 the	 imperialists	may	
also	become	for	them	the	source	of	new	calami>es	and	catastrophes.	

*	*	*	

The	Trotskyist	Posi#on	

Despite	our	 fundamental	analysis	of	 the	“an>-na>onal”	character	of	 the	colonial	bourgeoisie,	
we	 Trotskyists,	 as	 is	 known,	 support	 every	 actual	 struggle	 of	 this	 same	 bourgeoisie	 when	 it	 is	
forced	 into	ac>on	against	 the	 imperialists.	We	 support	 such	 struggles	despite	 the	bourgeoisie’s	
half-measures,	despite	 its	half-heartedness	and	treachery,	and	despite	our	knowledge	that	 they	
cannot	 carry	 the	 struggle	 through	 to	 the	 end.	 First,	 because	 every	 blow	 struck	 by	 the	 colonies	
against	imperialism	weakens	the	laQer	and	thus	aids	the	working	class	in	the	metropolitan	centers	
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in	 their	 struggle	 for	 socialism,	 thus	 improves	 their	 chances	 of	 success.	 Secondly,	 only	 by	
suppor>ng	such	progressive	struggles,	despite	their	inadequacy;	only	by	figh>ng	side	by	side	with	
the	masses	and	sharing	common	experiences	can	we,	step	by	step,	expose	the	true	character	and	
role	 of	 the	 bourgeois	 leaders,	 explain	 the	 necessity	 for	 a	 revolu>onary	 program	 and	 win	 the	
leadership	of	the	mass	movement.	That	is	why	we	supported	completely	and	uncondi>onally	the	
Chinese	war	against	 the	 Japanese	 invaders	 from	 its	very	beginning	 in	1937,	even	 though	 it	was	
under	the	 leadership	of	the	hangman,	Chiang	Kai-Shek.	Following	the	same	logic,	we	supported	
the	 struggle	 of	 the	 Indian	 bourgeoisie	 under	 the	 Indian	 Congress	 in	 1942	 against	 Bri>sh	
imperialism	despite	the	cowardly	and	treacherous	policies	of	Ghandi.	

And	 we	 insisted	 on	 unambiguously	 demarca>ng	 ourselves	 from	 all	 varie>es	 of	 literary	
radicalism,	 some	 of	 whom	 decided	 to	 abandon	 the	 Leninist	 policy	 on	 colonial	 struggles,	 of	 all	
>mes	–	in	the	very	midst	of	the	Second	World	War;	and	of	all	places	–	in	China	and	India!	Such	
literary	 tendencies	 invariably	 compensate	 for	 their	 poli>cal	 impotence	 in	 life	 by	 “super-
revolu>onary”	 phrase-mongering	 on	 paper,	 always	 designed	 to	 jus>fy	 in	 the	 end	 a	 policy	 of	
absten>onism	from	the	struggle.	

What	did	we	achieve	 in	prac>ce	by	following	the	Leninist	colonial	policy?	How	did	this	policy	
prove	its	correctness	against	the	“policies”	of	defea>st	phrase-mongering?	Naturally	in	the	period	
of	gigan>c	working	class	defeats	and	unparalleled	reac>on	not	even	the	most	flawless	policy	can	
produce	immediate	large	scale	results.	But	s>ll	we	are	not	without	proof.	In	the	very	midst	of	the	
Second	World	War,	a	new	sec>on	of	the	Fourth	Interna>onal	was	created	in	India.	The	leadership	
of	this	party,	it	is	clear,	has	fully	grasped	the	fundamentals	of	our	program	and	has	applied	them	
to	 its	 country.	 In	 the	 1942	upheaval	 it	 correctly	 supported	 the	mass	 struggle	which	 took	 place	
under	 formal	 Congress	 leadership,	 while	 mercilessly	 exposing	 the	 treacherous	 policies	 of	 this	
same	 leadership.	 Today	 we	 learn	 it	 is	 beginning	 to	 grow	 and	 register	 gains.	 And	 significantly	
enough	its	greatest	gains	come	from	the	forces	in	the	Congress	le`	wing!	

In	 our	 opinion	 this	 example	 is	 of	 enormous	 symptoma>c	 significance	 and	 provides	 an	
illustra>on	of	 the	 correctness	of	our	policy.	We	are	 sure	 that	 the	Trotskyists	of	China	will	 have	
similar	 experiences	 to	 record.	 Only	 by	 not	 separa>ng	 ourselves	 from	 the	 masses,	 only	 by	
suppor>ng	 and	 joining	 with	 them	 in	 their	 struggles,	 will	 we	 earn	 the	 opportunity	 of	 teaching	
them	 the	 great	 truths	 of	Marxism.	 A	 policy	 of	 absten>onism	 and	 defea>sm	will	 only	 result	 in	
isola>on	and	disintegra>on	of	the	revolu>onary	vanguard.	

*	*	*	

Today	 the	 situa>on	has	 sharply	 changed.	 Japanese	 imperialism,	 the	marauder	of	 China,	 now	
lies	prostrate.	And	the	new	and	far	more	powerful	overlord,	US	 imperialism,	has	entered	and	 is	
preparing	to	subjugate	China.	And	the	na>ve	bourgeoisie,	already	trembling	before	the	rebellious	
masses,	has	flung	itself	into	the	arms	of	this	new	imperialist	overlord.	The	main	enemy	today	of	
the	Chinese	masses	is	US	imperialism	and	its	Kuomintang	ally.	That	is	why	in	the	unfolding	class	
struggle	 in	China	we	take	our	stand	on	the	side	of	the	workers	and	peasants,	even	though	they	
are	now	under	the	false	leadership	and	program	of	the	Stalinists,	and	against	US	imperialism	and	
the	Kuomintang.	

Our	 whole	 record	 –	 from	 the	 very	 first	 –	 on	 the	 Chinese	 ques>on,	 is	 clean.	 Our	 banner	 is	
spotless.	Let	us	hope	that	in	the	great	class	struggles	which	will	rock	the	Far	East	on	the	morrow,	
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Trotskyism	will	 succeed	 in	exposing	the	perfidy	of	 the	Stalinist	misleaders	and	will	 step	forth	as	
the	acknowledged	leader	of	masses	in	ac>on.	

		

Footnote	

1.	The	resolu>on	of	the	1938	Founding	Conference	of	the	Fourth	Interna>onal,	The	War	in	the	Far	
East	and	the	RevoluEonary	PerspecEves	states:	

“Insular	Japan,	in	the	era	of	the	twilight	of	capitalism,	proceeding	
from	 a	 weak	 economic	 base,	 is	 debarred	 historically	 from	
achieving	the	imperial	des>ny	of	which	her	ruling	classes	dream	...	
Weakened	by	what	will	 turn	out	 to	be	pyrrhic	victories	 in	China,	
Japanese	imperialism	will	go	down	to	defeat	in	the	coming	world	
war	 if	 its	 career	 is	 not	 brought	 to	 a	 speedier	 end	 by	 the	
proletarian	revolu>on.”	

Hand	of	US	Deep	in	Chinese	Civil	War	

The	Militant,	November	17th	1945	

American	imperialism	is	daily	becoming	more	deeply	involved	in	the	civil	war	now	raging	
in	China	between	Chungking	and	Yenan.	Although	Secretary	of	State	Byrnes	promised	on	
November	7	that	United	States	Marines	would	be	recalled	from	China,	an	uniden>fied	marine	
spokesman	assured	the	capitalist	press	on	the	same	day	that	“the	marines	had	a	mission	in	North	
China.”	

Vice	Admiral	Barbey	admiQed	on	November	9	that	"there	is	enough	shipping	available	in	
North	China	to	get	mast	of	the	American	marines	home	by	Christmas."	But	the	following	day,	
General	VVedemeyer,	commander	of	American	forces	in	China,	said	U.	S.	forces	would	not	be	out	
of	China	un>l	"early	spring."	

Meanwhile	"American	ships	con>nue	to	carry	Chinese	Government	troops	to	the	North	
China	trouble	sone,"	a	U.	S.	Army	spokesman	told	the	Assoqated	Press,	November	10.	'Three	
transports	jammed	With	well-equipped	troops	of	the	Chinese	Eighth	Army	sailed	from	the	
Kowloon	docks"	in.	Hong	Kong.	"Previously	the	Chinese	Thirteenth	A>ni	was	transported	from	
here	to	North	China."	U.	A.		

TRANSPORT	TROOPS		
An	undisclosed	number	of	Chungking	troops	have	been	transported	in	U.	S.	Army	planes.	

On	top	of	this	a	high	official	in	the	Chungking	government	was	reported	by	the	Kuomintang	paper,	
Ta	Kung	Pao,	as	having	said	that	all	3,000	planes	of	the	American	Air	Force	In	China	eventually	
would	be	transferred	to	Chiang	Kai-shek's	forces.	An	uniden>fied	spokesman	of	the	State	
DepartMent	characterised	the	report	RE	"spurious	and	Untrue."	However,	in	denying	that	
Chungldng	troops	would	be	carried	M	Manchuria	by	American	air	personnel,	General	WedeMeyer	
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on	November	10	inadvertently	remarked:	"it	is	possible	they	will	be	flown	by	Chinese	in	planes	
that	are	being	turned	over	to	China	by	the	United	States."		

Stalinist	spokesmen	of	the	Yellen	Government's	Eighth	Route	and	New	Fourth	Armies,	
which	are	the:object	of	Chungking's	aQack,	charge	that	American	ROW	are	being	used,	against	
them.	These	arms	include	"rocket	guns,	flame	throwers	and	automa>c	rifles."	American	flyers	are	
twulspor>ng	ammuni>on	for	Chungking	troops;	by	the	same	sources.		

The	Stalinists	charge	that	American	marines	were,	used	to	spear	head	the	aQack.	At	first	
US	officials	denied	any	serious	fight	had	occurred.	But	on	'November	8	United	Press	reported:	i”t	
is	now	permiQed	to	reveal	that	there	have	been	many	exchanges	of	rifle	fire	between	railroad	
guards	and	Communist	forces.”	

Besides	the	aid	given	him	by	Washington.	Chiang	Kai-shek,	the	butcher	of	the	Chinese	
workers,	has	350,000	puppet	troops	who	formerly	fought	for	the	Japanese.	The	Stalinists	claim	
Chiang	has	in	addi>on	30,000	Japanese	troops	at	his	disposal.	Out	of	127	divisions	at	his	
command	(nearly	1,000,000	men)	49	divisions	are	supplied	wholly	or	partly	with	American	
equipment,	according	to	spokesmen	

US	Role	in	China	Exposed	by	Fourth	Interna#onal	

The	Militant,	November	17th	1945	

What	is	the	meaning	of	the	use	again	of	U.	S.	troops	in	China	today?	To	understand	this,	it	
is	neeessary	to	understand	the	background	of	the	present	Chinese	civil	war	and	its	causes.	A	very	
>mely	ar>cle,	"The	Situa>on	in	the	Far	East,"	by	E.	R.	of	Frank,	in	the	October	issue	of	Fourth	
Interna>onal,	analyses	the	explosive	situa>on	exis>ng	in	China	at	the	close	of	the	Japanese	war.	
	 For	the	whole	past	year,"	Frank,	"it	has	been	quite	clear	that	the	class	struggle	would	
violently	flare	again	with	the	collapse	of	Japanese	imperialism	-	the	major	'stabilizing'	force	in	the	
Far	East	for	the	past	eight	years.	Chiang	Kai-shek	was	in	mortal	fear	that	the	great	mass	
movement	of	1927	would	again	revive	and	sweep	his	roQed	and	corrupt	regime	into	the	discard.	

"American	imperialism	was	more	than	sympathe>c.	The	preserva>on	of	the	roQed	
Kuomintang	clique	is	indispensable	for	its	plans	of	super-exploita>on	of	China.	With	the	dispatch	
of	Hurley	as	ambassador	to	Chungking,	all,	ambiguity	was	eliminated	from	United	States	policy.	
American	imperialism	threw	its	full	weight	rebind	Chiang	Kai-shek."	
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