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FRCv: THE EDITORS

Cnce again we must apologise for the long intervals of time Letween issues
of the Liscussion Bulletin. Ve will not offer excuses, nor. will we make
optimistic promises about our future puklishing schecule. Vie o however
thank those readers who have told us that they find the Bulletin wcrth
reading and that they hope it does not fold up. It is probaktly only due to
such expressions of interest that we are ever sparked with enough
enthusiasm: to produce an edition. The moral, we hope, is clear: if you
think the LB is useful, let us know. Setter still, send us your comments
on articles which have appeared and your ideas on topics we have not
covered. A S

Cur last edition was a special issue, consisting entirely of the first

~ part of a major article, "Unemployment and Kevolution". V,e now puklish the
remaining section of the article. Like the first instalment, it discusses
‘a number of very important questions for the revolutionary movement. Ve
hope to puklish further articles on these topics, and we encourage readers
“to send in their responses. ‘

Because of the importance of completing the publication of the
unemployment article, we have ‘hacd to hold over the article "iarxism-
Leninism or Revisionism" written by former members of the Communist Farty
of Mew Zealana. ,

The next ecition will also include one or more articles on the topic of
vcrisis ana revolution”.

In DB 10 we puklished an article called "Worlc war III" anc some notes
from discussions of this article. Ve stated that the remaining ciscussion
notes would ke printec in a future issue. Some reacers have told us that
they find these notes confusing to reac. This largely reflects the
confusion in our mincs, but we are uncecidec on the value of putklishing
the remaining notes in their present form. As notec in LB 10, a more
finished article is to Le prepared, setting out conclusions and
identifying questions which require further consiceration. This article
has not yet teen written. Kowever two other articles in this issue - "U.S.
Bases in Australia: some thoughts" and "Troops on Campus?" - deal with the
prospect of a world war, anc may Le regarded as attempts to apply the
ideas raisec in the discussion group to concrete issues. : .
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Liscussion Bulletin is puklishea by the kea Eureka Movement as a
public forum for thrashing out the application of Marxism-
Leninism-ivao Tsetung Thought to the concrete problems of the -
Australian revolution. ’ s : o R T

waterial from non-membkers is welcome. Financial assistance
and assistance distributing bulk copies of the Lulletin to.
others would also be very welcome. _

Individual articles are the views of their authors. Signed
articles use pseudonyms. Editorial comments are the views of the
ecitorial team and are not necessarily REiv. policy.

Policy statements are made formally by the REw. executive or
memtership and will te signea as such in this tulletin.

Articles hostile to KE#. policy and iao Tsetung Thought may
also be putblished in the bulletin,
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'ARMED STRUGGLE OR USELESS VIOLENCE?

: Archive watkins

"1 am not a member of R.E.M., but often read your Discussion Bulletin with
- interest. The "DB" has given some indications lately that some R.E.V.
members are trymc to shake coff clc dogmas and are lookmc afresh at‘
political questions that used to be summecd up in mere slocans. This i
 good. however, one of your "touch-stcnes of Marxism-Leninism" remains:
unturned - the questlon of violence anc armed struccle. ‘ T

I have rationally -grasped, I believe, the historically-proven necessnty,
for a revolution to employ armed methods to achieve political power. ana
maintain it. Even if a revolutionary party achieves political power
through the ballot-box, reactionaries would still cppose it and launch a
counter-revolution. The Chile experience is a tragic reminder of this. o
doubt most CB readers accept this principle anyway. I am more concerned
with the question of viclence. Certainly, armed strugcle is a pretty
_ violent affair, but "violence" and "armed strucgle" can be two different
things.

The scenario presenteo in the article "Developrrent of Armed Strucale"
in DB a\oo 10 is a case in point. Toc quote part of it:

The seeds of constant w1despread proletanan armed struccle are
around us now. When ycuth gangs turn on police trying to bust
them, they do it with chains, knives, sticks and stones - and they
do a lot of damage. The reasons are obviously political - the
result of an inhuman system that cages and represses people until
they hit cut. Predictably it is often against one another (racism,
rival gancs, domestic fights), but increasincly it is acainst the
authorities. 4

Just because the workmc class doesn t chant slocans or correctly
analyse the cause of unemployment is no reason toc write off
instinctively well-directed violence as ‘a. waste of time.

(emphasis added)

The author believes that communists can "unite usefully with the
'instinctive revolutionaries' mentioned above" and he goes on to predict
gleefully that the housing estates and "fibrous-cement juncles" (?) will
eventually become uncontrollable for the cops, and then "riot squads and
the army" would have to move in. The author cces on to inform us that,
although the underworld arms market is larcely controlled by big busmess
and pollce and politicians, we can still get arms from it.

To be fair, "agitators possessed of ideclogy" have a part to play in
this revolutionary scenario. The readers of the article are encouraged to
take .up this role ("The bricks are flyinc - where are you?") but in any
case, "...it's a sure bet there are many aware communists amongst the
people now". To dodge the logical question of who these "communists" are,
the .author informs us they do not belong tc any of the present left
partles or . groups. The article concludes by assurinc us. that '"armed
struggle is as close as your nearest house-brick".

Cute, hey? But there are a few assurrptxons in this that are not ex-
plained. Why is this, violence "proletarxan“’? What kind of pohtlcs is
invoived in this “obvmusly pohtxcal"_ v1olence'? After admittinc that some
partir‘ipants in this "working class viclence" don't know who their class
enemies are, the author calls it "instinctively well- directed" merely
because it is sometimes aimed at police.



Useless Viclence?

What is beinc discussed here is aimless rebellion, the kmdf that can
just as easily bte utilised by fascists as by anyone else. Cnly the blind
would deny that, for instance, the fascist iational Front deronstrations
in Encland are made up not only of micdle class and upper class fascist
crganisers, but of hundreds of working class kids, "skinheads" and
"punks", most of them unemployed. It is the viclence born of alienation,
frustration and social backwardness usually found in kids from depressed
working class areas. ) ‘

Even though the athor of "Developmént of Armed Strugcle" lists a number
of real issues affecting working class people that may result in violence,
he or she does not claim that the violence being described is really
around these issues. We are presented with no evidence to support the
claim that this violence is increasingly aimed at the -authorities, but we
are told that a lot of it is directed at members of their own class cr
- against workers of a different race. It is also admitted that much of it
is - not the result of ccrrect anzlysis of who the workers' class ‘enemies
are. Vihat is revolutionary about this? The scldiers of the revolutionary
armed struggle, the seeds of which "are around us now", prepare for revol-
ution by belting up their working class neighbours, their wives cr micrant
workers?? - - . D

-It may not be their fault that they respond to alienation and repres-

sion incorrectly, but it is not to their credit either. It is either good
or bad. I say it is bad. I work in the emercency department of Melbourne's’

major public hospital. The vast majority of patients we treat are working
class pecple. I see a lot of the victims of the viclence in question ana
often learn about the circumstances. Certainly with increasing unemploy-
ment, the harrasment and violence of the cops against unemployed working
class kids is increasing too. Petty crime, mostly small-time theft, is not
surprisingly increasing amonc these kids. iv.any of those apprehended by the
police are beaten up, and sometimes the kids put up a fight. But most of
the violence and injury that occur in workinc class areas, especially
Housing Commission estates, are carried out by younc members of the work-
ing class against others of their own class. Assaultinc Indo-Chinese
refugee families is the latest trend, and many Australian kids - including
children of clder migrant communities - have taken to assaulting members
of newer migrant croups, such as Turks or other non-Europeans. Cops don't
need excuses to come inte Housing Commission estates or working class
areas - they've usually been called in by residents complaining of vandal-
ism, gang fichts, a domestic punch-up next door or a mugging.

Every Friday and Saturday night it's brawls between drinkers at city
and suburban pubs. The participants, whether instigators or those

attacked, are inevitably workinc class youths. The "classic" instances of

‘werking class kids directing viclence at police in a mass way take place
every New Year's Eve at Lorne, Gecean Crove or the City Square. Thousands
of kids roll up and after a nicht of heavy drinking, get into fights with
each other. The police move in to break up the fights or make some arrests
and the kids, even those who may have been fighting each other, turn on
the cops. All clever comments about "uniting acainst the main enemy"
aside, the violence acainst the cops is only incidental - its cause is in
backward, anti-working class behaviour, ' o

I don't like cops, and if one or two get a brick in the éye while

tryinc to break up a fight or arrest some kid who's put his fist throuch a
telephone box, that's: stiff. But don't tell me the kid with a crudge
against telephone boxes and "wogs" or "chinks" is our potential revolu-
tionary. He sounds more like a cancidate for the National Front. To be
fair, the author of "Cevelopment of Armed Strugcle™ obviously thinks it's
bad that this "instinctively well-directed" violence is often racist and
anti-working class, but he or she obviously thinks we ought to go along
with it, brick in hand. The author believes that, with more communist
participation in this viclence, handicaps like racism and sexism can
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Lseless Viclence?

eventually be eliminated. Eut how can this be if racism and sexism are
often the very bssis of this viclence. It is not instinctively well-
directec; the confrontation with cops seems to ke incicdental.

(I am here reminced cf the anti-Chinese ricts at Lambinc Flat last
century. White diccers leunched an anti-Chinese pcorom, killed scme
Chinese diccers anc burnt or sackec their tents. W hen the trocpers moved
in to break it up, the v.hite diccers turned on them. It's an infamcus part
of the histery of the "White Australia” movement. Vwoula we have said,
"'Tis a pity about the racism, but at least they foucht the cops’?)

The only people who are likely te be uncritically sympathetic to these
"rebels" are the likes of the i ational Alliance (our "own" National Front)
who v.ould like to encourace latter-day Lambinc Flats. They would have no
qualms atout violence agains* the police or among the "rebels" themselves,
so lenc as they could channel that rebellion intec racist directicns.

Cheering from the sidelines while kids fight cops, get criminal records
&nd ena up in gaol without the dough for a smart solicitor is no subs-
titute fer revolutionising the working class. Furthermore, while the left
is tcc week tc challence the power of the state or even come to the rescue
of these younc rebels once they're busted, it is irresponsible to urge
them tc co like lemmings tc the cliff. It smells of usinc people, viewinc
this section of the working class as nothinc but a mob to be procced on
without even understandinc why or hov they endec up in the back of the
police van. : :

What strikes me as funny about these kids and their brawling with cops
is that, if they manace to stey out of gaol, they "settle down", cet
married, have a family and usually cet a job anc take cn famrily commit-
ments., They lose this "youthful rebellicn". ivost adult werkers only
confront cops if they're involved in unicn or community struccles. And
then they cet morally outracec atout police violence rather than rub their
hands with clee at the prospect of a "reheearszal for revoluticn" - they are
not ready for it yet, and it is nc wonder. Some people have civen violence
a bac name!

If you opt fer fanninc the flames of "youth rebellion" instead of
tryinc to revolutionise the whole workinc class, younc and olcd, employed
and unemplcyed, you have more or less cumpedc the icdea of the vorking cleass
as the acency for socialist revelution. Ycu are pinning your hopes on a
rebelliousness that is in reality transient anc often ceunter-procuctive.

cven if these rebels throw an occasional brick at cops, communists in
their midst should tell them tc stcp ... stop anc think. Communists have
cot tc convince them that the workers' intesrests call for revolution, fcr
uncerstancing the necessity of armed struccle, not tecause viclence in
itself is cleoricus but because it is the only way to win, ancd that they
wen't cet anywhere until they understand their interests, until they are
class-conscious and refuse to let rezcism and sexism divide them. Com-
munists should be workingc te cevelcp that uncerstancing. Gnece the workers
have it, en masse, you won't have to wcrry about armed strugcle - the
guestion will bec itself. Eut there zre no substitutes for this admittedly
painfully slow &and protractec precess.
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TROOPS ON CAMPUS?
~Merm Sinclair

The following article appeared in the February 5 issue of
SIBULL, the twice-weekly news-sheet of the Student Union at the
Swinburne Institute of Technology in Melbourne. The Army Reserve
had applied to the Union for permission tc take part in
Crientation Week and were knocked back. They then went to the
Institute Cirector who overrode the Union's decision. When the
Army Reserve appeared on campus the Union organised a petition
and stuck up placards anc generally cot stroppy. A paper war was
also staced in the columns of SIBULL. o -

Kerry Packer's Insurance Policy on Campus -
Gualified Acclaim for the Union. ‘

It is funny to hear pecple sound off about "undemderatic" action by a.
representative body when it adopts a policy in conflict with a non-repre-
sentative, arbitrary "body" in the person of the Institute Director.

It is "democratic" for the Swinburne Director to permit the Army
Reserve on campus, but "undemocratic" for the Student Union to oppose it!

I can easily understand people finding the army presence offensive. In
its. ideas and mode of operation it is utterly backward and reactionary. It
represents oppressive authority in its most obscene form. And of the six
wars in which it engaced only one of them was justifiea (World War II) - &
not- very impressive record. - : ' T

hevertheless, I can't say 1 agree with all of the views expressed by
the Union. ' ' ‘ ' ‘ o

The Union says there is ‘a growinc threat of war cue to the policies of
Fraser, Thatcher, Muldoon and Reagan. What about the policies of
Erehznev, Castro and Le Duan (Vietnam)? 1 really do think it is about
time that people who are politically anywhere left of centre reconciled
themselves to the fact that the state capitalists in Moscow are further to
the right than the Frasers and Reagans of this world. Churchill's
politics were to the right of Fraser's, yet compared with Hitler he was a
positive progressive. o o _ L

It is a simple fact that the Soviet Union has taken the path of mili-
tary conquest (being toc weak economically to compete with Uncle Sam in
the market place). Eritrea, Afchanistan and Kampuchea are receivinc the
blessing of Soviet napalm. Countries such as Argola and Ethiopia are
virtually ruled by Wwarsaw Pact fcrces. And Soviet domination of Eastern
Europe is far more oppressive then U.S. domination of Australia.

The Union petition opposes increased military expenditure. I gon't. I
don't believe that NATC forces, or those allied to them such as Australia,
are a source of full scale war in the present situation. Currently they
are a deterrent. And when Wworld War @Il breaks out (with Western Europe
occupied in two weeks), I won't rule out the possibility of supporting
Australian military involvement. ‘

Cf course, left-wingers would be wise to create their own independent
military formations and to subvert richt-wing control of the regular army.
Also whatever you do, don't give your cuns back when the war is over. You
will then be in a better position to deal with the likes of Fraser (or
Hayden) than you are at present. Storming the Education Cepartment offices
with fixed bayonets should prove to be a far more effective method of
getting a TEAS increase than current methods! :

Just a footnote:- Firstly World War III is on the caerds. Secondly it
won't mean the annihilation of the human race. With the latest cgeneration
of highly accurate missiles, strategy is now directed at knocking out the
other side's nuclear capacity and winning the war rather than the mutual
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Trocps c¢n Campus?

destruction of each other's population. Curing Wwerld Viar II the armed
forces anc civilian population were issueo with gas masks, however, 1
can't think of cne instance where the ihazis or Japanese resorted to poison
cas, which if used would have caused considerable Allied losses (but also
retaliation). These twc rabid Fascist powers showed relative "restraint"
(out of self interest). 1 can imagire comparable "restraint" in the
extent to which nuclear weapons would be used. The fact that both NATC
and the Vtarsaw Pact have cone to the trouble to create massive con-
ventional forces seems to bear that cut.

If the above is true, it may be "cood news" from the point of view of
the human race's ccntinued survival. However, the bad news is that if it
is possnble fer cne side to win in a war between nuclear powers, such a
war is much more likely than if it spelt mutual cestruction,

Immeciate Concrete Succesticns:- :

* Unicn form its own indepencent volunteer militia. (All left-wingers
should know how to use a cun!)

* [Demanc that the Austrelian armeu forces implement demccratic
refornms. At the moment only backward thinking sucks can tolerate"

© military life.

% Call on the Australian Covernment tc retain diplomatic recocnition
of Cemocratic Kampuchea anc tc provide military aid tc the
resistance forces of Eritrea, Afghanistan and Kampuchea. =~
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ART AND REVOLUTION

Editorial Note: Cn the following pages we publish three articles debating
various aspects of art and literature. The items were oricinally written
as letters which were exchanced ty two people living in different cities.
Starting from & ciscussion of Chinese policies on the arts during the
Cultural Revolution (as expressed in & Chinese pamphlet of the time), they
meve on to the general questicn of how revolutiorary socialists should
regard the cultural heritace of the bourceois democratic revolutionary
period, a guestion which has lmpllcatlons beyond the fxeld of art anc
literature.

FeHe KK KKK KK R

"THE BOURCEGIS REVOLUTION WAS NOT A CON"

I have just finished reading To Trumpet Bourceois Art ano Literature is to
Restore Capitsalism and wish to comment on it.

1. It is a sicnificant document (cf. those available to us anyway) in the
strucagle of the younc anc developing proletarlan lttera*ure and art
acalnst an hlstorlcally inferior opponent ‘

Z. Concomitant to this the pamphlet clearly points to the extremely
reacticnary nature of those who persistently try tc advocate bourceois
literature anc art (be they examples fron the era of the bourcecis revolu-
tion or not) over ano above the developlnc proletarian litersture and art:

But in makinc the bcurgecis Renaissance & "ccal to strive for"
uncer the conditions of “the dictatorship of the proletariat Chou
Yang and Co. fully unmasked themselves as entirely representing the



Art anc Revclution

overthrown bourceoisie and suiting their counter-revolutionary
needs -of cepitalist restoration.

Spot -on!

3. The pamphlet succeeds (in spite of itself) in pointing out that to
portray scmething as "insurpassable" or the ultimate in achievement is un-
Marxist, idealist, very reactionary and plain ordinary wrong. Eourgeois
literature and art was, and is, an advancement on preceding literary and
art forms. Proletarian literature and art is a cicantic acvancement on all
literature and art- forms that preceded it.*

Chou Yang's theory of being "insurpassable" was in essence touting
the "insurpassableness” of the capitalist system.

Correct!

4. The pamphlet also points out that the developing literature and art of
the proletariat cenuinely strives to represent the aspirations of the
workers and peasants in their strucggles to build socialism and is an
invaluable and necessary aid in this struccle. It is unfortunate that the
pamphlet does not alsoc point cut that for some time the new may appear
(and be) weaker, clumsier, less skilled or polished - which is precisely
why reactionaries can mislead people when comparinc the two.

5. But enouch praise. A life full of "warm hails" (wails?) is a boring
not to mention moronic life. I'll preise it all richt (about half a pace
worth) but I'm more interested in criticisinc and seeking your views on my
criticisms because I feel that the faults in the pamphlet are very
serious. : : : -

6. Firstly, and this is the least impcortant point, I don't like the
style. You know my views on that matter fcllowinc our discussion at my
place some months back. In fact it was fcllewing my cripes recardinc the
style of much Chinese revolutionary literature that you succested I read
this pamphlet. - . .

Content and form are dialeetically related and this alsoc means that
they are different. This pamphlet seems just as guilty style-wise as many
other things I have read. For example, many of.-ieac's quotes in the pamph-
let are precedecd with phrases like "our c¢reat leader", "penetratingly
points out", "applying Chairman Mao's creat policies". This sort of thing
reaily pisses me off. What is being said is true. Mao was a creat teacher,
his ideas were penetrating and his policies were "great" (i.e. correct,
scientific). But if this is true why the fuck do we need tc be subjected
to the hard sell? The truth just cdoesn't need mountains of syrupy preaise
to buttress it up. It is quite capable of standinc on its own two feet
thank you very much! And to imply that the readership is too dim tec see
this without coenstantly reminding them (like canned lauchter on the cheapo
comedies on telly) is rather insulting. After a lifetime of capitalism I
am suspicious of the hard sell merchants.

7. Also, related to the above, I feel that there is a contradiction in
(correctly) assertinc that bourcgecis literature -and art abounds with
notions of saviours and super-heroes - the Kojaks, supermans, James Eonds,
Spidermans and other assorted creepy crawlies - while floggincg the new,
improved redder-than-red Mac Tsetung Thought. : '

€. however, my main cripes deal with the appraisal of bourgecis litera-
ture and art durinc the period of the bourceois revolution and the periods

e e e ]

* Gee the P.S. at the end of the letter

8 :



Art anc Revcluticn

preceding it - specific mention is made of the Renaissance and the
Enlightenment. -

‘Especially towards the end of the pamphlet there are quite a few
passaces which point out that the proletariat must be able to appraise
correctly the classics of bourcecis literature and art; that specifically
regarding China (but somethinc that has ceneral application) we must take
what is cood from the past and criticize and reject what is bad so that
the past may serve the present. The trouble is that the pamphlet doesn't
encourace people to de this at all. The most important guotaticn from the
pamphlet, one which seems to contain the guintessence of an incorrect and
idealist conception of literary and art criticism re the tourceois
revolution is this:

In attacking feudal rule it unfurlea the banner cf "renaissance"
because it aimed, apart from arousing the militant enthusiasm of
its own ranks; chiefly toc discuise the paltry content of the
bourceois revolution sc as to cheat and mislead the broad masses of
the people (p.13)

In other words, the essence of the bourceois revolution was tc pull a
con! The essence of the bourgeois revolution was not a con - and nor was
it paltry!:

As a bocy of thinking, Marxism does not fall victim to, let alcne
advccate wishful thinking or a petulant unwillincness tc accept the
achievements of current class enemies - of the bourceoisie against the

intransigent feudalist structures and customs. The issue is not to defencd

the bourgecis forces (by uncritically praisinc the bourceois revolution)
in the era of proletarian revolution but to correctly appraise it,
especially during its "golden ace" of the 16th to 1Sth centuries.

Since I don't feel threatened by, or unsure of my attitudes to the
bourgeois revclution vis a vis the proletarian I can see nothing wrong
with giving credit where credit is due. It is just plain fact that the
bourceois revolution was a creat advance over feudalism. It unleashed the
productive forces and brought forth staggering developments of these
forces (and @ blooay good thing tco). This advance found its reflecticn in
literature anc art. I mean, what would you rather see - "humanism’ (dis-
missed as a con by the pamphlet) or the divine right of fuckwits?

To dismiss humanism ancd the bourceois revolution as a whole in this
manner completely misses the point in the appraisal of this revolution's
place in history. Surely the essence of this revolution was the overthrow
of feudalism, the removal of the feudal fetters obstructing further (and
very necessary) capitalist development. This was a very big, very import-
ant and very desirable advance and it is not very materialist to describe
this advance as the bourgecisie's desire tc mislead "the broad masses of
people". Besides the fact that I would much rather live in a capitalist
society that a feudalist one (am I being "paltry"?) I find it rather
astonishing that the authcrs of this pamphlet can dismiss the bourceocis
revolution as "paltry" on the one hand while no doubt acreeinc that it wv.as
vital for the new Chinese proletarian power tc carry out the tasks of the
bourcecis revelution on the other (if they're that paltry, why bother?)

9. what shits me so much about this is the fairly obvious reluctance of
the authors to admit that there was anythinc progressive about the
bourceois revclution. There just isn't anything to be frichtened of if, as
the pamphlet correctly maintains:

Today we are building proletarian culture - the createst and most
revolutionery culture in mankind's history (p.28)

The fact thai bourcecis culture is the second "greatest" decesn't werry
e one bit or make me the slichtest bit less inclined to vicaorously
support the cevelopment of preletarian culture.

[



Art anc Revelution

10. The werrying thing about all this is that if ycu don't accurately
periray tourgecis culture, its revoluticnary and reactiorary phases, the
place this has in the ceveloprent cf humanity anc der't give people the
credit ¢t LelﬁL able to see tr:s, then you are asking for trcuble. If it
Fecomes ckvious (or if people become suspicious) that you are not bexng
henest with them t;cn ycu are cirectly contributing tc the develcpment of
ccncltxcns wnere the prcvartlal bac weeds may grow {and flourish).

Interested tc heaf your cpinicns.

FRKRELHH RS

P. S.

Froletarian literature anc art is histerically supertor tc anyihxn" thet
preceded it kut it must not be Icrgotten that the developing aspect of a
contradictiecn may appear (cr be) weaker than the atrophying aspect icr
some time. (This incluces & definite though variakle period cf .time
fcllowing the seizure cof state pover by the Proletaf at.)

Wwhat the Chinese were trying to do was tc meke culture a mass odest1¢r,
to encourage the workers anc peasants to dctxvely participate in the
constructicn of proletarlan culture. This was an excepticnally impertant
development. ¥rat they dic not seem tc realize hcwever (at least I have
seen no evidence of it} was that althougk proletarian culture was, and
is, historically superior, the proletarians and tieir representatives must
learn how to translate this ouperlorxty intc practical su perlcrlty The
advances made in China te this end were very irpertant ana it was quite.
correct for the party leacership te actively encourage these advances (&
la Great Proletor1an Cultural Revelution anc mere). sut, it was alsc

rportant te temper this development w;Lh the realization that the
prclctarlgt was still learning its culturel ckills and that part of this
learning comes not only from strug»ic acaxnst bourgecis forces, but also
frem: learning fror. the bourgeics her;tage, i.€., 1nplerent the policy cf
taking what is goocd trcn‘tbe past and rejecting what is bad, To believe
that the Chinese had finished this task (cr even most ¢f it) is, at best,
naive. 1 do not, heileve that 27 years (or IC if you taPe it from the
ZF.CH.) is enough. whet scrt of a guru would you have to ke to te able
to forge a v1Lrant and mature proletarian culture from the olc, strong.and
very entrenched feudal cne within a few decades? I )uet can't see it, and
the mcre 1 read of tcdav s China the mcre I feel that my assessment is
cerrect.  They got the ball . rclling, they had actively and vigorcusly
kegun the search and were buxloing solid foundations and, if ycu'll
forgive me taking the analogy further, ycu can't tuild a solid construc-
tion without first kuilding sclid frundatlons = a culture needs its
zcunqatlcna as imuch as anythrak D

Lon't misunderstand me - I am not kncck nb the efferts c¢i the Chinese
people te kuild a precletarian culture. Wwhat I am knocking is the apparent
ignerance of pecplc (inside and outside China) as tc how far this building
had prcgressea. I reckon it was early days and not, Iate cays - it wasn't
even late days for the roCIbtlcn as a whole! 1f we don't .agree on this we
will have no hcpe of critically appraising the advances made in China in
constructing a proletarian culture - nct to mention having no hope of
appraising any culture anywhere! ‘

**%***************************



Art and Feveluticn
"BOURGECIS HUMANISM IS A CCRHN”"

I've Leen studying the notes sent cver con the pamphlet T¢ Trumpet
Peurpecis Literature anc Art . . . enc have a few comments. From vour
crift 1 think I disagree wiih your position but [ need to clarifiy further
wiat your position is as well as deepen further iy own krewled: te cf the
issue.

I e enclosing a photocepy ci @ Cninese Literature Ne, &, 1S77 article
that claims that Yao Wen-yuan inscired the article in cuestion. I think
that you will finc the photocepy interesting. I weould summarise the
pcsiticn in the photocopy as:

{i) they claim thet the Tang cf Four stccd for tntal rejection of the
Lbourgeois heritage.

(ii) they pay lip service tc critical assimilaticr but ir reality
practise tneritical reprcduction of past culture and ignore the task
of creating rew sccialist culture.

I thinl tre peciticn that you acdvance in yecur nctes is a doukle-
Farrelled cne that has a little kit each vay. Cn the cne hanc you point
out the general truth that "the cevelcping aspect cf & contradicticn may
eppear (anc be) weeker than the atrophy1ng aspect for some time". This is
true and I would agree that it coes apply tc some (and to understanc each
other I think wve will liave tc get cown to taliting about "which:cnes" -
precisely) oi the literature anc art procuced in ihe Cang of Five perica
{(i.e. 1S€6-7€}. This "weakness™ of the developing aspect of the ccntrad-
icticen is histecricelly inevitable (cue tc the immaturity of the new
forcesj anc is not 2 matier of mistakes by the Zang of Five. Eut then en
the cther hanc you acvance en ergument that sorfos.mlstaKcs were imace.
This is the main point I want tc take up with ycu:-

You say-

ihat they c¢id not seem to rzalise however (&t leasi I have seen nc
eviacence of it) was that although precletarian culture was and is
histcerically supericr, the prcleterians and their representatives
must leern hew to translate this superiority intc practical
superiority., ~

You then link this to the errcrs vou see in the pamphlet ¢f total
rejection c¢f the kourgecis heritage etc. 1 think yocu are saying here that
sericus mistakes were mace cuec tc wrong pelitics enc iceclogy. This is
scmething conpletely cifferent from "historical inevitakility". (I am
peinting this cut because I think you tend tc mix up the twe positions
together.)

Yhen I sew you lest you sceculetec that the errcrs ycu saw in the
pamphlet were a result of Lin Fiao's influence. 1'll teke tnisc up in &
minute, 1t coes ceniirm your pesiticn that "the feults in the panphlet are
very sericus",

From tallking tc ycu privetely I get the impression that you are rot
very impressec at all by the literature etc. producec in China curing the
Gang ¢f Five periocd. I want tc elaberate cn this tce. I co suspect (ces-
pite yeur wcrds that “very 1mpcrtqnt acvances viere mece' etc - what were
the/f‘ that vocu are not very impressec at ali by the proletarien liter-
ature anc zrt ci the TGang cf Five perioa,

Sc I vant tc ciscuss the fcllewing mein peints

X Cl?rify your assessient of the literature, etc, of the Cang cof Five

pericd,

* Is the paﬁnilet serizusly merrz. Ly a Lin Fiec line iniluence?

* tees it argue for tctal rejection of the bourgecis hLeritege?

o
P
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I den't knecw ¢i any work of literature, etc, from- 1S€6€6-7€ that you
think is kasically CXK. I think "Breaking with Cld Ideas" (Chinese
Literature ¢, 157€) is excellent. I could point tc cther examples in the
C.L.s of 157¢ ii ycu want. I mean I think it is koth artistically and
politically very gooc. It is a model of proletarian literature and art.

I alsc think (ircm my knowledge of then - I have seen some and read
parts of the scripts c¢f cthers) that the model reccluticnary operas and
ballets (rost of then revised under Chiang Ching's direct supervision) are
basically CK., i.c. they have critically assimilatec the bourgecis heri-
tage and not tectelly wiped it. (See the appencix on the changes in the
"White hairea Cirl" in "Literature and Art anc the Class Struggle in
China" Ly Eill Kerr puklished in China in Transition, Adelaice Anti-
Imperialist Study Action Group, 1S7¢.) 1

What's your copinicen on this? can discuss cther examples if you like.
But I think we have to make the discussicn concrete, not zbstract general-
isations.

Cther literature etc. of the Cang of Five periocd is, I find, artistic-
ally cruce and corny (e.g. "Investigaticn of a Chair™ in C.L.S, 1576 is
che that stuck out). : :

Before 1 say the next bit I would point cut thet I don't feel confident
in assessing the positive and negative aspects of the bourgecis revolution
against feudalism. Your notes have stimulated my interest in this subject.
1 am lcoking arcund for reierences and discussions on it (refer me if you
have a good cne). | an: disagreeing with you because 1 feel fairly confi-
aent that you are wrong. dut I'm nct at all confident as tc what the
correct evaluation of tihe kourgecis revcluticn is.

You say that the essence oif the bourgecis revolution was nct a con and
the content of the bourgecis revolution was not paltiry. You say that there
~is a ftairly obvious reluctance of the authors ¢f the pamphlet to admit
that there was anything precgressive about the bourgecis revclution. Ycu
would much rather live in bourgesis society than feucal society etc.

The pamphiet discusses literature anc art anc not eccnemics. I.den't
see anything wreng in the pamphlet nci saying that the bourgeois revel-
ttion unleashea tre preocuctive forces. The parmphlet dees ecknowledge that
there was "progressive significance" in the bourgecis political demands.
The pamphlet dces say thet the banner of "renaissance" was a con ("to
cheat ard mislead the brcad masses”) and the content of the bourgecis
revoluticn was "paltry". Tn this peint [ agree with the pamphlet and
disagree with ycu,

I would rather live in bcurgecic scciety than feudal scciety tco.
According to this comperisocn the content of the kcurgeocis revoluticen is
nct paeltry. Eut compared with the proletarian revolution the content oi
the bourgecis revclution is paltry. As you point out it was necessary for
the new Chinese preletzrian pover to carry out the tasks cf the bcurgecis
revolution. That is all that Liu Shao-chi wanted tc do which is why his
line is "paltry". The prcletarian power was striving te emancipate all
mankind (as well) which is why its line was not paltry.

Yecu talk c¢f bourgecis culture as the "seccnc greatest”. Tiis type ci
compariscor (proletarian lst, bourgecis Znd etc.) I think is fundamentally
wreng. The pamphlet quctes beac - "eur revciuticn . . . is the only revolu-
ticn eiming at the final elimination of all systems of explcitation and
all classes." Cn this scale the prcletarian revelution is first and all
the other revelutions are last. This pcint was stressec many times by the
Cang o1 5, taking their starting point frcm Marx - the Z racical ruptures
and the 4 alis. S

Ycu say:

This advance (i.e. unleashing the productive feorces) fcund its
reflection in literature and art. I mean, what would you rather
see -~ "humaniem" {dismissec as & ccn by the pamphlet) or the
divine right of fuckwits? :

1z
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I would rather see bourgeons humamsm than divine right but 1 still
think that bourgeons humanism is a con.: Don't you? Exactly what are these
positive aspects of tourgeois literature and art that should be critically
assimilated by the proletanat" I find you vague on this (I think we
should criticise bourgeo:s humanism not assimilate it). WVriters like
Tolstoy who believed it and promoted it ended their. lives in despa1r, and
this is reflected in their writings. Lenin wrote on this and I find the
position of the Gang of 5 on Tolstoy (as reflected in this pamphlet) to be
similar.

There are direct references to Tolstoy, Balzac and Chernyshevsky in the
pamphlet. Also on p.l104 of the enclosed photocopy there are various
concrete charges against the Gang of 4. Generally I think the assessment
of the "4" was consistent with Marx, Engels and Lenin. (Do you want the
references?) There is one very clear exception. Marx, Engels and Lenin
praise Chernyshevsky to the sky while the "4" article refers to him as a
"bourgeois author".

I had some other comments on your notes too, but these are the main
ones.

I think the pamphlet is very cr1t1cal of bourgeois culture but much
prefer it to your position which strikes me as being too uncritical. If
there is Lin Piao influence in the pamphlet 1 think it is very slight.
Interested in your comments. e

******************************
"REBELS OF THE pAsr,ngEfouk COMRADES"

1. The question of Lm Piao's influence. This only referred to the
tendency I criticized in the pamphlet of treating Mao with a larger than
life, super hero reverence. I do not know what Lin Piao's position was on
literature and art and cannot comment on this although his predisposition
to embrace the hero figure theories in history provides clues. In any case
this was nct the main point in my criticism of the pamphlet.

2. You suggest that I don' t hke any of the literature and art of the
G.P.C.R. period. Not so. The very reason I want to make a study of the
arts of this period is that I do not know them. My interest has led me to
want to know what advances (and mistakes) were made by the Chinese commun-
ists during the pericd of socxahst construction and especially the
G.P C.R.

3. You are probably right about your appralsal of such pxeces as "Breaking
with Old Ideas". I too have read and enjoyed material in C.L. although I
cannot remember what they were called or in which issues they appeared
(not owly is it four years since the last of this stuff came out but my
interest in the arts occured after the coup and I didn't keep the C.L.s I
bought - c'est la vie!). In short it is rather hard for me to clarify my
position on the literature and art of the G.P.C.R. period because I am
simply not familiar enough with it. But let me say this much:

(a) It was of extreme xmportance. It was an attempt (Iargely success -
ful until the coup) to build a genume proletarian culture in a country
whose national heritage lay more in feudalism than in capitalism.
Specxhcally, it was how this was being done that is of especnal
importance and makes the cultural advances made in this period truly
sxgnxfzcant Not only was the emphasns laid upon contemporary proklems and
happenings, upon real life in a society engaged in socialist construction
and revolution with all that this implies, but the subjects of this
literature and art were encouraged (and were indeed) the authors and
creators of this literature and art. The responsibility for the arts was
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literally (sorry akout the pun) dragged down from the pedestal occupied
solely by the intelligentsia and placed in the hands of the real authors
of history. To me this was one of the great achievements of the G.P.C.R,
In the last one of the Gang of Four C.L.s are a series of poems written by
commune members. As a group they started writing poetry several years
prior. As poetry [ don't like it all that much (poetry often translates
very badly and this may be part of the problem). But this is not really
the pomt and can in no way detract from its significance - common people
engaged in the constructioin of proletarian culture.

(b) But this does not mean that such examples should be acclaimed
uncritically. Cuite the opposite is true. It is certainly not perfect (not
~ that this is a major sin) and they display a one-sided reliance on stereo-
typed style and content, in the sense that it is all flag waving, trail
blazing stuff completely ignoring the use of metaphor' and symbolic content
which, for example, one can see and admire in poets like Shelley, Milton,
etc, not to mention the contemporary revolutionary poetry of Mao who uses
the techniques of symbol and metaphor to great effect - e. g "Two Birds: a
Dialogue".

(c) And yet this poetry is still sngmﬁcant for no matter what faults
it contains in'style and content it was an integral part of the attempt by
the revolutionary Chinese people to construct a truly superior culture. So
long as the proletariat continued along this path no matter how clumsy
their stuff is to begin with, the production of truly great culture (in
every conceivable sense of the word) was inevitable,

4. 1 don't know whether the Gang of Four rejected the bourgeois heritage
or not. This too is one of the reasons why I want to make a study of
Chinese literature and art. The comments I made in my letter referred to
Chinese policy as perceived through the pamphlet (and as far as this is
concerned it appears that the bourgeois heritage - in the arts anyway -
was rejected to a significant degree).

You disagree wnth me on this which much of the last half of your letter
elaborates.

~(a) You say that the pamphlet discusses literature and art and not
economics hence its evaluation of the bourgeois revolution deals with the
arts and not the revolution as a whole. I dxsagree strongly.

Fxrstly the literature and art of any soc1ety is the reflection of its
economic base so if it didn't discuss economics at all it should have
(although not in a vulgar way). Secondly the pamphlet doesn't criticize
the arts aspect of the Renaissance or Enlightenment at all. These are
criticized as a whole and accused of being cons and paltry from the word
go. Indeed the attacks made on these periods are ahistorical in that no
mention is made of their historical context - as rebellions against a
moribund and ukiquitous feudal system. Instead they have been plucked out
of their time and placed in ours. In a different way Chou Yang was also
doing this - in order to attack and prevent the development of the new
(who in the fuck heard of humanity aiming to go backwards?)

The technique of building up a straw man in order to knock him down is
simply not credible. Marxists have no need and should have no desire to
use it. When Marxists do fall for it, it indicates a lack of historical
perspective which, I think, is a serious fault.

(b) You agree with the pamphlet's assessment of the banner of the
Renaissance as a con and the content of the bourgeois revolution as pal-
try. For starters the pamphlet dismisses the renaissance as a con, full
stop, and not just its banner. ‘Seconcﬂy the content of the bourgeois
revolution was not paltry. Here again questions of economics (liberation
of feudally gummed up productive forces) and historical perspective
(capitalism is very much better than feudalism - which is why feudalism
has died in the arse) re-occur. To compare the needs of the revolutionary
movement today - anti-imperialist, for socialist revolution, etc - with
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the aims and achievements of the revolutionary movement between the 15th
and 18th centuries and to conclude from this that these periods were cons
and paltry is absurd. ;

The Renaissance was a product of the Dark Ages. Out of this appro-
priately named period dominated by omnipotent and ubiquitous ideologies of
superstition, divinely-ordained social relationships, of hopeless presents
and futures, developed one of the great revolutionary periods of history
forging breakthroughs on all fronts. Philosophically the bulwarks of
feudalist ideology were openly challenged anc permanently undermined. It
was a period of great rationalism and optimism, of the belief that people
could shape their future. Economically the breakthroughs in fields such as
mathematics, mechanics, etc, were instrumental in liberating the product-
ive forces from the stifling feudal influence. That these changes were
initially confined to sections of the ruling classes says more about the
origins and spread of new ideas than the ideas themselves (remember
varx?). : :

The eighteenth century was, for Europe anyway, a French century, and
for France it was a century of the growth of French materialism and of
revolution. This materialism challenged and discredited the metaphysics of
the seventeenth century by engaging in open political, philosophical and
scientific struggle. That this century ended in revolution (one which
proclaimed the victory of the new European society) was no coincidence.
This was the Enlightenment. I need hardly add that the development of
German materialism in the nineteenth century (hence that of dialectical
materjalism) would not have been possible without the Enlightenment.
Consequently to oppose an alliance (albeit an historical one) with the
bourgeoisie during its revolutionary phase is quite incorrect.

- What is not incorrect is to struggle against and defeat those bourgeois
elements who proclaim these periods as the ultimate in philosophical,
artistic, etc, development in an attempt to sabotage the working class
from developing its own revolutioinary movement and culture.’ But this is
something quite different. This is a contemporary striuggle ‘against
reactionaries who wish to prevent change. The heroes of the bourgeois
revolutionary period were also involved in struggles against reactionaries -
who also wanted to prevent change.

The differences between the aspirations of the revolutionary working
class and ‘the revolutionary bourgeoisie are great (two world outlooks I
guess) but not that great. Just as the bourgeoisie had the benefit of
historical hindsight over the rebels who brought down slavery, we have
similar - advantages over them. Of course our philosophies - differ - our
histories differ. All these revolutionaries - those who struggled’ against
slavery, against feudalism and, now against capitalism and imperialism
would all agree with Mao's maxims that it is right to rebel against
reactionaries (those of the past did), and that if you dare to struggle
you dare to win (they did this too). '

- Historically speaking these rebels of the past were our comrades not
our enemies and we should and do draw inspiration from them. And questions
of cons don't really come into it. Sure ‘bourgeois society, 'feudal and
slave socisty are all cons - as befits any society based on exploitation -
but the con came later (along with a measure of history) at a time when it
became clear that the new was not all that it was cracked up to be -and
needed to be replaced with something newer (but not the old in new garb).

5. You disapprove of my comparing bourgeois and proletarian culture
(proletarian best, bourgeois second-best) and quote Mao in pointing out
that only the proletarian revolution aims for the final elimination of
exploitation. Kence proletarian culture is best and all others last.
I think you've missed my drift. Proletarian ‘society aims at ending
exploitation and classes and this puts it in a separate category I guess.
But all preceding societies are not simply "last". The history of people
has been one of struggle and advancement. Each succeeding type of society
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(and its culture) have been reflections of this and each has been a
progression on the other. No prizes for guessing which type is a pro-
gression on capitalism. .

‘6. "I would rather see Lbourgeois humanism than divine right but I still
think that bourgeois humanism is a con. Don't you?"

Sure. But I get the feeling that you equate an historical defence of
bourgeois humanism with its advocacy now. In the era of proletarian
revolution bourgeois humanism has nothing to offer us at all (and nor has
it for the last 150 years). Those like Chou Yang who proclaimed its
virtues (as Confucius proclaimed those of moribund slavery) are frauds,
con artists - you name it. But if Chou Yang had been around in the
seventeenth century, say, he would be worthy of support. What's good today
may be bad tommorrow and all that. Isn't this what dialectics is on about?
The progress of human development must be evaluated dialectically. That's
why I don't mind defending the bourgeois revolution historically. As a
progressive movement it's been finished for some time. But its worthwhile
remembering that it gave birth to dialectical materialism and the
philosophies of communism.

7. You challenge me to state some positive contribution that the bourgeois
revolution has made to the arts, things that we can learn from, use,
develop. It's an important question and one I'm not sure I'm capable of
answering well. But to get the ball rolling, here is some food for
thought .

It seems to me that the task of evalaluating questions of aesthetics
and the arts generally is a difficult one. Contributions. made during the
bourgeois revolution in other fields - physiology, political economy,
materialism, the sciences etc, etc, were significant and fairly obviocus.
But what of the arts? While it is logical to say that these advances would
find some direct or indirect expression, the question of what these
contributions were remains.

Some answers:

--(a) The art of the Renaissance A comparison between Renaissance art
and the oppressive feudal art which preceded it is a graphic illustration
of the ideclogical breakthrough made by the early bourgeois revolution-
aries.

The Renaissance was a period of great hope, rationality and confidence.
Its art reflected this - people's growing knowledge of themselves and of
the world. That many of the themes remained religious should not blind us
from seeing the gravity of the changes - figures were painted (and hence
perceived by both artist and audience) in a manner celebrating the redis-
covery of the marvel of the human body, its great expressive capacity and
that only through the body's senses can we appreciate and learn from the

world around us. The figure of David is not one of the Bible, but of
fifteenth century Italy - unashamed, facing the future with conhdence,
capable of controlling destiny.

Art of the Renaissance was revolutionary because it was rational and
because it demonstrated the possibility of people becoming masters of
their fate. .

(b) The art of the bourgeois tradition This tradition in art, which
developed after the Renaissance, was a reflection of the development of
capitalist means of production in Europe. While its values were historic-
ally progressive, they offer little to the proletariat.

The development of oil painting as an art form was first and foremost a
celebration of private property - you are what you have and the
bourgeoisie's way of seeing the world (ultimately determined by their
attitudes to property and exchange) found visual expression through it.
Everything was reduced to the equality of objects. Consequently it is of
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no surprise that merchancise Lecarne the sukject matter of much of this art
(including women). Cil painting was cevelcpea to express this new cynamic
viealth whose sanction came from the supreme kuying power of money. It was
therefore necessary to cevelop an art form which coulc cemonstrate the
Cesirakility of what money cculc Euy. Cn a visual level the great aavan-
tage of oils lies in the tangitility anc great power of illusion trans-
rittec through them. . ,

A market in art thus came into Leing. Fieces were commissicnec, bought
and solc¢ with the aim of displaying the cwner's v.ealth, his possessicns
(ke they land, stock, foocstuifs, furnishings or v.omen which incicate a
wealthy lifestyle and makes the cwner an otject of envy) or the notle ard
idealize¢ way in which ke viewec hiirself anc family (the illusionary
mythology -paintings). ,

This tracition consists of hundrecs of thousands cf paintings nearly
all of which were erinently forgettable (and forgotten!). That they are
forgettakle is not Lecause of a lack of skill, Lut Ltecause they were
procuced cynically - the commission or the selling of a work meant more to
the artist than the values it expressec. The force of the market made this
inevitakle. '

And yes the values most of this stuff pushed (or more correctly
mirrored) were a con tecause the dynamism of capital ¢ia not, anc could
not offer social motility, etc, tc the great majority of people who
remained quite powerless to alleviate their sufferings within the new
capitalist framev.ork. ;

f cwever the art itself was not a con. Contradictory as this may appear
it must be realizec that the art market was not directec at the proverktial
masses who coula barely scrape enough money together to live let alone buy
pieces of art. The wealthy Lought or commissioneda art for their self
aggrancisement anc with the exception of the tanal and absurcly preten-
tious mythology .paintings there was no con involvea (ana the mythology
material v.as more an exercise in self-ceception). The qualities cepictea
in the paintings were very much the qualities of the owners of capital,
acvertisemrents for the sitter/ovwiner's goca fortune.

v hile progressive comparec¢ with feucal values, the values of -the
Lourgeois tracition are in sharp conflict with those cf the proletariat.
The movement neecds to ke studiec and understood, kut rejected as a mocel
upon which the proletariat shoulc Euild its tradition.

(c) Art which oppesec the lkourgeois tracition It is a great irony that
those srall number of artists (anc the small number of vorks) hailec Ly
the Lourgeoisie as the finest exponents of the tradition were precisely
the artists who questicnec and challengec it, procducing works with
ciametrically opposec values. The Lourgeocis tracition necessarily exclucec
the expression of aissatisfaction through it, the asking of questicns - of
social existence, of people's treatment of one another, the exposure of
corruption, patronage etc. Yet the great masterpieces of bourgeois art
manage to do this.

Intrinsic to the Lourgeois tradition was the concealing cf contracict-
ions in society. This is inherently reactionary (no matter where it
occurs, in what form cf socicty). It is the hallmark of progressive ana
revolutionary art to.expose contradictions so that people will te encour-
aged to ask questions anc tc seek answers, solutions.

Following are two exarples of what 1'm getting at:

(1) tococo art anc i atteau

v, hile stucying art at school kococc was the one style I actively cis-
likec. (That I was also stuaying eighteenth century history no coukt
coloure¢ my opinion.) I finc it hedonistic anc artificial. It icealizes
the incolent anc carefree life of the French aristocracy and those
cependent sections of the Lourgeoisie Ly painting a charade, a pretence.
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V¥ atteau is the kococo's acknowledgec master. put he is this because his
work cefies the bourgeois tracition. The concept of absolute monarchy and
with this the many obligations ana restraints placed upon the aristocracy
diec along with Louis XIV. with hinasight we know that this new freecom

hac a fatal encing - the evolution. This period was thus a transitional
one, one of uncertainty. \.atteau alone was akle to capture this. :
Unlike his contemporaries who painted faces as acceptaktle masks, as
mocdels of inaolence, maintaining a charade for Loth their contemporaries
and to posterity, watteau painted what he saw. Not coming from the class
he was commissioned to paint he was able to catch subjects questioning
their role. Given that these decades lec to wevolution certain memkers of
"the intransigent exploiting classes may well question their role. But
\;atteau alone painted it. The eyes of his subjects are like windows. They
often portray abject torecdom (rather than Lanal satisfaction), tension,
restleéssness, questioning. ke had turned the tradition against itself.

(z) Goya , ' » :

Goya was outraged at the genial of human possibilities, at the abuse-
people inflicted upon one another. iris paintings of the corruption of the
Spanish court are well known; he drew animals dressed in royal rokes, he
painted scenes of war, oI massacres, of suffering. kis protest was not
just in the subject matter fut often in the title itself. "Lock at vihat
has been done to them", WThis is. why you have Leen born'. .

is greatness was that he facec the issues of his cay openly and jucged
them. Because of this his art forces the spectator (both then and now) to-

question and pass jucgement. e 100 upturned the tracition.

HEKXKIERXN

There are still some things I have not touched upon which you raised in
your letter - €.g. specific examples of gooa, bad and incifferent material
in Chinese Literature and the photocopy of the Liu iving-chiu article
entitled "The 'Gang of Four's' keactionary Approach to our Cultural
Feritage" which appearea in C.L. ko, &, 1977. 1 am Leginning work on kLoth
of these and hope to have something by the middle of the year (being
realistic) or Easter (optimistic). I'll protakly co the C.L. one f{irst
because there are a few things in it that need clearing up (it's ratshit,
but reasonably clever - the first half anyway).

***************%******%*******

MAY DAY LEAFLET

Cn the following two pages we€ puklish the leaflet distributec by the red
Eureka ivovement at the 1981 way Day demonstration in ivelbourne. - :
Some highly critical comments-on the leaflet were sent to us and later
published Ly the Committee in iefence of v arxism-Leninism-iv.ao Tsetung
Thought, Box 4740, G.F.C. ivelbourne 3001, o -

K HEXFERKXK



~MAYDAY! - SOS! - MAYDAY! - SOS! - MAYDAY! - 50s!

l-rere we are at wayday 1961 Soon it will be ivayday 1962 with the same
dreary leaflets and the same dreary slogans from the same dreary gQroups
ancé grouplets (except us of. course'...), ot even, a ivaypole to dance
around singing!

The Internatnonal Dlstress Slgnal "\/ayan" is a cry for help (from the
French "m'aider" - help me). Isn't it time the left in Australla frankly
admitted we are in trouble? '

Today is some. unmagmably depressing anniversary of achxevmg the &
hour day. not only are we still celebratinc having won that, Cod knows how
many decades later, but we aren't even demanding a six hour day or a four
hour day, or any other major progressive reform within capitalism. Vie .
might as. well be congratulating ourselves on the abolition of chattel
slavery, or having come down from the trees! _

In the late 196Cs capitalism was still in a boom period and going
strong. The left grew strong too, demanding the reforms that cepltallsrr
was sble to grant. There was a fresh, positive spirit on the left as old
and boring reformist ideas were challenced by people determined to rebel.
The whole society was moving. forwarc from the Menzies era, and people's
ideas on the left were moving. forward too, even faster. ‘

Tocay capltallsrr is in a mess, stagnant and oecllnmg. We are headmg
straight towards a Depressmn worse than the 1930s, and a world war worse
than the second world war. So the left is stagnant and oecllnlng too.

Interesting, isn't it? If the left was a fundamentally anti-capitalist
movement, you'd expect that we'd be weaker when capltallsm was doing
alright, and stronger when capitalism was doing badly anc when an
alternative was. clearly necessary. But it's the other way round. That
suggests. the- left is not a fundamentally anti-capitalist movement, but a
progressive: movement within capitalism, able to grow when capltallsrr. is
able.to accommodate social progress, but with no alternative to offer when '
capltallsm forces a retreat. .

- In this period of retreat, the left comes over &s a pack of v.hingers.
Wwe, are always moaning about the Covernment doing this or that, but we
oon 't have much to offer as an alternative. Sometimes we get really angry
and militant with our "protests". But its still always a matter of
"protests" - accepting that they run the country and we're just trying to
make syre. they don't cet away with too much.

ivost people can't get very turned on by just "knocking", so they don't
become politically active. Sure life's getting more dxfflcult but you can
do more to. improve your own lot by looking out for yourself than by
agltatmg acamst ‘the authorities. If you're unerrployea for example,
you'll do better looking for a job, than taking part in protests about it.

~Cften people on the left are even reduced to defending capitalism when
trying to persuade others to become active. For example, we want people to
take to the streets acainst the Fraser Covernment's pollcxes. So we say
those .policies are. ‘the cause of all our troubles.

ivialcolm Fraser gets up on television explammc basic pr;nmples of
iv.arxist political economy. Fie says (not in so many words) that there's a
v.orld wide: capitalist economic. crisis developing and there is nothing his
or any other Government can do about it. In that situation he says people
have. no choice but to put up with lower real w aces, welfare cutbacks and
reaction generally. After all, lt's happening everywhere, not ;ust in
Australia, so it can't be the fault of the Australian Covernment.

Ve ought to enthusiastically acree that capitalism doesn't work very
well and suggest that therefore we ought to get rid of it. But instead we
insist that there is nothing funcamentally wrong with capxtahsm and its
all ivalecolm Fraser's fault. We pretend that if only the Covernn*ent
followed different policies, it would be possible to have rising real
living standaras, impreoving health, education and welfare, and what. have,
you. Wwe're lying. we know we're lymc, our opponents know we' re lying and



most important, the people we're asking to take to the streets know we're
lying, so naturally they don't come.

If slaves go on demanding that their masters improve their rations,
they deserve to remain slaves, because they accept having masters and they
therefore accept slavery. We have to build a movement to overthrow our
masters, and run the world ourselves, and solve its problems ourselves,
instead of demanding that our masters find some sclution for us.

Wwe need to present a clear alternative to capitalism, an inspiring
alternative that people really want to work for, a practical alternative
that can really werk. The alternative, '"as everybody already knows" is
Socialism, or better still Communism. But if that's what we're fighting

for, why can't we spell out (at least in broad outline), just what it

means, and how we propose getting there? Why do we always avoid the issue
and just talk about how bad things are now? Are we afraid that Socialism
and Communism aren't very attractive and we need to paint a pretty grim
picture of the way things are now, so as to persuade people to put up with
the alternative?

When you lock closely at the sort of "alternative" most people on the
left really want, its not surprising they don't want to talk about it much
and prefer just denouncing capitalism.

Some people on the left actually want to go backwards to-a life of low
technology "rustic simplicity". ivot a great turn on for the millions of
Australians who have escaped from the countryside, or migrated here from
more backward peasant societies.

Cthers look favourably towards the societies of Eastern Europe or
China, which is now firmly on the same road. They want to impose a regime
here which actually has less freedom and less social progress than the
present one. Even some who don't particularly aamire any of the "socialist
countries" seem to envisage some kinc of restrictive recgime with them as
_ the new bosses - a prospect that would put most of us into the underground
opposition. kow could we put up with having them in power - they'd be much
worse than Fraser, because they are already more narrow mlnded and
dogmatic and less democratic.

ivany just want some of the most glaring m;ustlces of capitalist
society to be resolved. ~They want better jobs, housing, education and so
forth, and they don't believe they can get it without some major upheaval.
But "Vihy don't they go and live in Sweden?"

Some actually have a vision of a better world, with fundamentally
different social relations. But often it sounds suspiciously like a
Christian heaven - full of peace and harmony, sitting on clouds all day
playing a harp. Very boring, noc wonder Lucifer rebelled!
~ It's time to admit that the left in Australia (and throuchout the
advanced capitalist world for that matter); is ideologically bankrupt.
need to rethink our whole approach and really come to grips with the world
we're in and how to change it. As a first step, we need to talk seriously
to each other and examine and criticize each other's ideas in a comradely
way. EBEeing united against Fraser isn't a great point of unity, and being
divided over the obviously inane aspects of each other's ideas isn't a
great line of demarcation either. Vve need something deeper.

As a small iv.aoist discussion group, we in the Red Eureka Movement have
had to admit that Maoism has been in a bic mess since the defeat in China
and most of the people who clain. to be (or are described as) "iv.aoists" are
pretty far off the planet. naturally we have less hesitation admitting
that about the various shades of Trotskyist, anarchist etc - after all, we
thought so all along! :

I[f you want to exchange views with us, please subscribe to our
Discussion Bulletin and alsoc send us your own ideas.
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CHN 'INDEPEMDENCE' AND THE ROLE CF FOREIGN CAPITAL

Norm Sinclair

The following notes are some roughly drafted heresies.
**********

Bemg an advancea, highly developed capltalxst country, Australia is
dominated by big capital and being a small country, this big capital has a
greater tendency to be foreign. Canada would be another example. There
perhaps aren't many other comparable cases because most hlghly developed
countries aré ‘éither a lot larger than Australia or “a lot smaller and
totally absorbed into a larger economy as with the Benelux countries in
the Common N.arket. - '

Vhat ob)ectlves of any substance does the Austrahan revolution have
that the revolution in America or Europe wouldn't have? What is meant by a
two stage revolutlon in'‘a placé like China is fairly clear cut. The first

revolution, 'the boliFgesis democratic revolution had'a distinct internal
content, viz., abolition of feudal remnants. The main program of the CPC
on that issue was land reform.

when people talk about an "mcependence revolution" or first stage of a
two stage revolution in Australia, the only material content they can give
is the notion of "kicking out" the multinationals. A concept that obscures
more than it illuminates. l\/ultmeltlonals in ‘Australia don't run planta-
tions or economic enclaves that can be rooted up and disposed of, even if
you wanted to. Multinationals' involvement is in the ownership of
Ausiralian productive forces that are inseparakle from the rest of the
econdomy. The multinationals would be taken over by an Australian revolu-
tion but they would be taken over in places like America too. So what's
the material difference? I am not disputing that the revolution would go
through ‘various stages (the communist revolution probably has as ‘many
stages as there are days in the year) And the first stage, as far as the
question of ownership 'is” concernec , could possibly involve’ )ust taking
over the larger monopolies (quite apart from any desire to have some unity
with the small - bourgeonsle, it might prove organizationally impossible to
nationalize all industry in one gulp). But that would probably be the
scenario in a place like America too. So we are still left with the
question, what real differences exist between a revolution in Australia
anc one in America or Britain or Japan?

FHREERRERR

lultinationals ‘as a concept has been isolated off from the rest of -
economic phenomena in a way that abstracts it from capltallsm as such '
Dzscmbomco from caprtahsm and then attacked separately from it.

CORREXRRKENR

Support for autarchy is a prevailing view in the left. Its extreme
form is represented by people like Ted Wheelwright who fear Australia's
mcrcasmg mtegratlon into the world ecocnomy. According to W heelwright,
this increasing integration 'is creating or ‘will create an insuperable
barrier, if permitted to persist, to any possibility of social change in
Australia. We will have been swallowed up by international forces ‘which
are ‘seen as mvmcible. V¥ hy capitalism based on massive mternanonal'_
capital and global integration should be seen as less. vulnerable than
small local capital is not made very clear. Cne thing is sure and that 1s' ‘
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Foreign Capitel

that it is diametrically opposed to Marxism; it is saying that the devel-
opment of .capitalism according to its own objective laws (e.g., concentra-
tion, the creation of a global economy and the destruction of pre-
capitalist modes of production) is not creating the material basis for a
more advanced, classless social system, but is prejudicing that develop-
ment. (See Wheelwright's 1980 Nay Day lecture and his other writings.)

In the left we don't get even token acknowledgement of the positive
nature of the tendency for capitalism to create one world or of the fact
that in the final analysis the communist revolution is a global question
and not a national one - one language, one culture and one social system.

The current left-wing dream is of a constellation of independent
"socialisms".

EVEVIVEIE A

.~ Nationalist attitudes to "our" resources:- There are no doubt some
grounds on which the left can be unhappy with the way that natural
resources are extracted (and of course the blacks must have a right of
veto to mining on land they claim). Nevertheless, with vastly more
natural resources per head than most countries, Australia obviously must
meet a considerable proportion of other countries' needs for these
matenals. To not acknowledge this principle is reactxonary nationalism.

Bt & L & E R SvE RV

U.S. BASES IN AUSTRALIA
- SOME THOUGHTS

Gus Herman

[Adapted from an article contributed to the Theoretical
Bulletin of ‘the Adelaide Anti-Imperialist Study-Action Group
replying to an earlier article publnshed by A.A.I.S.A.G. (see
"ivore Gaps in the Eagle's Teeth" in Adelaide Anti- Impenahst
Newsletter, No. Z ana "Gaps in the Argument" by Gus Herman in
A.A.L.S.A.G. Theoretical Bulletin, No. 1). For A.A.L.S.A.G.'s
address and subscription detaxls, see "From the Editors" in
this issue.] '

Among those communists who see a world war looming on the horizon,
discussion of our attitude to such a war tends to be transformed into the
question of whether to be guided by World V;ar I - when revolutionaries
opposed giving support to either side and struggled to transform the
imperialist war into a civil war - or World War II - when communists
worked for the defeat of the Axis pcwers and co-operated with the Allied
war effort. People's attitude to this question often determines their
attitude to specific issues related to the international situation, such
as the presence of U.S. bases in Australia.

WCRLD WARS

Certainly the communist responses to the two world wars need further
study. But we do so in order to throw light on the present and future
international situation - we should avoid getting bogged down in nit-
pxckmg textual analyses and, more importantly, we should not assume that
the situation facing us today is bound to parallel any previous situation.
M.oreover we cannot expect to have a fully- developed analysis of Vorld War
111 when it hasn't even broken out yet.

Zz



L.S. Cases

F.avinc utterec¢ those cauticnary v.ores, ry own feelinc is that the
present situeticn beears sufficient reserblance to the 193(s tc ceuse
cormunists tec vrork nov. foer & united front cof zll forces in the wcorlc
opposec tc Soviet accressicn in orcer tc delay, anc if possible prevent,
the Soviet Lnion launching a vsorld v.er, anc v:ith trhe expectation that such
& unitec¢ frent will be neeced even more in the event cof v.ar breskinc ocut.
The twe cdecisive factors to my way of thinkinc are the feascist nature of
the present Scviet systers anc the fact thet the L.S5.S.R. is toc veak
econcriceally to expanc repicly its ereas of hecen.cny by any means cther
than lonc-term military cccupaticn of other countries.

In the First v orlc v ar, not only wvere both sices imperialist, but if
either side wvon it viculd have made no funcermental cifference for the
vwcrkinc people cf the v.crld. The rotbers v.ere fichting in Eurcpe cver the
possessicn of cclonies meinly cutsice Europe. It w ould make nc cifference
tc the cclenial peoples which powver contrcllec then, anc the situation
facea by the vierkers in thie meajor pevers of Eurcpe v.culd be much the same
whichever blcc v.as victoricus in tke v.ar. That is vwhy the colskeviks anc
revclutionaries in other ccuntries foucht for & thirc cutcome - a victory
for proletarian revolttion. £nc the fact that this cutcome \v.as achievec,
even thouch only in one country, certeinly dic meke a cifference to the
post-v.ar scene. ' ' ,

"In the Seconc vorla ¥ ar there vere ezlso imperialist pcvers on beth
sides, tut surely there can te no coubt that thincs v.oulc heve been a lot
v.crse for the v.orkinc pecple every\ here if the Axis powers had cefeatec
their imperialist rivals. This I feel is vhat made it correct for the
cor.runists te unite wvith those imperialist powers vchich v.ere fichting
acainst the fascists. In carryinc out this correct policy there wvere
errors mace, anc many ccrmunists ceveloped illusicns about the nature of
the ncn-fascist imperialist countries anc failec to play an indepencent
rcle vithin the unitec front. China cf cocurse previces the classic example
of communists combattinc such errors and, nctv.ith standinc the fact that
they had united with their ov-n teurcecisie and cne of the irperialist
camps, they echievec the "third outcome",

The arcuments set cut sbove &re only a pottec summary of the analysis
which has been ciscussec at some lencth in putlicetions of the Rec Eureka
»ovement. Recent examples are 'Incc-China and Austrelie' in Ciscussicn
Eulletin'r o S anc the ciscussion of ¥ » IIl cormencec in C E 1C.

£ncther crcup which would cleir to acree troacly with this anzlysis is
the Comniunist Farty of Australia (iverxist-Leninist). Fer then the process
of v.orkinc out the line on any perticuler issue (even one apparently noct
relstec to the internaticnal situation) is simplicity itself. In their
eyes everythinc hinces on the threat of Soviet in. perialism, anc¢ the only
roceratinc factor is their opportunist desire not to riove sc quickly as to
leave meost cf tkeir suppcrters behinc. So it vias only a rmatter of tire
before the CPA(ivL) workec cut that L.S. bases, beinc aimec at the Scviet
Union, must be basically "cooc thincs". The same reascninc is applied to
everythinc - the cver-ridinc neec tc oppose the Soviet Union shoulc
deterrine w.he are our friencs anc enemies, anc so en. Thus walcclr Freser
is basically a cooc thinc too, althcuch he woulcd ke even better if he took
rore notice of Vancuard's ecsitorial zavice tec him to sbandon his "“harsh"
policies towarcs the pecple (in the interests of the struccle acainst
Scviet imperialism of course).

The CTrPA(wvL) notion that our analysis of the werle situation shculd
determine v.hc we recarcd as our friencds and ernemies in Austrelia is heraoly
a ivarxist epproach. v e knov. that Fraser is a class enery anc that every-
thinc he does &anc says stems frem his class position. VY hile it voulc be
aktsurc tc reject a correct stenc just because Fraser supports it, it would
be equally absurc to irmecine that his identification v.ith certain correct
positions rakes hir any kind of frienc of curs. This applies v:hether we
are thinkinc of his opposition tc Scviet expansionism or his opposition to
tjelke Pectersen's flat tex theory. (This is a separate cuesticn from that
of v.hether v.e shoulc unite or scne issues with Fraser and his ilk. You can
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U.S. Bases

unite with pecple v'ho aren't your friencs - in fact the wv.hole theory of
the vunited frcont, whether internaticnal or naticnal, is abcut uniting
forces whcse interests are, cn other issues, conflictinc.) The CPA(VL)'s
emphasis on "“supportinc" anyone whc cppeses Scviet imperialism implies
that otkers will take the lead and communists wvill merely support therm.
Fowvever ccmmunists are supposed tc struccle fer the leadine rcle 'in a
unitec frent, and at the very least play an incependent role rather than a
“"supportinc” one. Yet in the CFA(vL)'s v.crlc-viev., the more redctlonqry
the anti-Scviet ferce the ncere we should support it. ‘

Sc our ettitude to the internetional situation cennct determine our
analysis cf the class forces in Australian society. Eut cces the converse
hcld? £c vwe neea,; as scme people seem to think, a class analysis of Aust-
ralia before we can resclve such questicns as an internsaticnal united
front anc the validity of the "three worlds" ccrncept? I think not. Co
Eelcian communists need a class analysis cf Australia befcre they can
develop & position on the wvorld situation? It is the sarme world situation
vhether Eelcians lock at it or we iock at it. Cf course our attitude tc
the werlc situaticn must be basec on & class anelysis and a class stanc,
but the class structure of Australie is & rather small part of the cverall
picture. If we cerme to the conclusion that @ defeat cf the V.estern povers
at the hencs of the Scviet Union v.culcd be a ciant stepr btackwards from the
stancdpoint of the prcletarien anc revoluticnary forces cf the world, then
that is our ccnclusicn - evern thouch it is the v estern imperialists v.ho
are heavily invoclvecd in expicxtmc us anc the Soviet imperialists are
hardly exploiting us at ell.

THE EASES

Civen the above fperspective, hov: o we react to the U.S. military
installations in Australia, such as ®orth-V.est Cape anc Fine Cap? In
cecicinc our stand v.e shculc start from the facts zbeut these Lases - what
is their function, how are they likely tc be usec enc vhat will be the
results of their use? v

Cne fact which has teen a favcurite of anti-bases campzaigners for years
is that the bases make Australia a potential nuclear tarcet. This certain-
ly should nect be icncred, but when it is hicrlichted te the exclusion of
all other consideraticns, it boils dev.n to this: The fact that the beses
micht be used to assist in vapourising the innocent citizens of voscow or
Lenincrecd eor Kiev is of noc concern - what matters is that the Scviet
covernment micht try to fcrestall this possibility by firinc a missile at
our country. It comes as no surprise that the cppertunist left prefers to
rely en such 2 chauvinist epprcach, but if vie consider ocurselves to ke
internaticnalists v.e should lock at the questicn in a bracder context.

There could be various reascns v.hy these bases are Scoviet nucleer
tarcets. It cculd be because they are desicned to fzcilitate A merican
accressicn aceinst the Soviet Union, or it could be because they are to
help in defence aceinst Soviet accression. Cr it could be a combinaticn of
the two. It weculd be rather shert-sichtec to autor*atlcclly oppose anythinc
that made us a tarcet of an accressive power. If the bases played a useful
role in ccunterinc Soviet accression they v.oulc of course be nuclear
tarcets. Even without the bases, if in a world war situstion Australia
refusec to bow tc Scviet demancs vee could v.ell be makinc ourselves tercets
for nuclear or conventional attack (and conventional weeapcons can kill you
just as dead). The question still depencs cn the functicns of the bases,

Cf course it's cifficult tc be eutnontthve about the purposes cf
these bases because our cocvernment wvon't tell us, and there seem tc be
strong crounds for believinc that cur cecvernment doesn 't even know. This
in itself counts acainst the bases. A cenuine nilitary alliance betveen
Australie anc the L.S. where the tvo covernments vere equal partners engd
the Australian people v.ere let into their conficence (we don't expect to
be told anythinc that the Kremlin doesn't alreacdy know) - that would ke
one thing. £ut the present set-up where the Australian covernment plays a
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sutservient role anc the people are completely in the dark is another
thinc entirely. : }

I the $ecrecy surrouncinc tfe tases v.as the only issue, ’vde’\r,c;uldn't
necessarily cemanc that they be clesed cown, or even tzken cver by the
Fustralien people. v.e cculd simply insist on our richt tc knew vhat they
are there fcr and press for cenuine consultation about their use. £s. it
happens, cespite the cfficial silence, v.e co Feve a fairly coco icea of
v.hat the beses do from nev.spaper articles enc books like Cesmenc Eall's A
Suitable Piece of Real Estateo It vould seem they are usec tc assist in
ronitcring Soviet missile installations anc trocp r.ovements, they are part
of an egrly v.erninc systenm anc they can help L.S. submerines fire missiles
accurately. Is this scrt of thinc the key tc defence acainst Scviet
accression? 1 think it is more of a substitute fer an effective defence
pelicy. v

The principal factor in c&eterring anc counterinc Scviet expansion is
political - the fermation cf & cenuine internastional united front, which
invclves the struccle for more equal relationships betv.een the countries
cencerned end, most irmpertantly, the rctilisation of the people. £s far as
military factors are cencerned, the priority is tc cevelop the capability
cf repulsinc Soviet bloc invasicns, in \v.estern Europe in particuler. The
weaponry required is basically conventicnal and, cnce zacain, rcbilisinge -
anc arminc - the people is crucial. "i-uclear deterrence" is not all that
relevant tc the real threst posed by the Scviet Unicn. V. e sitould certainly
nct be party to makinc it mcre likely that stratecic nuclear v.eapons micht
be usec as a panic substitute for an appreopriate cefence policy.

Sc, for all these reascns, I think the U.S. military installations in
Australia shiculd be opposed, as part of the struccle fer an effective
stratecy of resistance to Soviet accressien basec on an international
united frent in v.hich the pecple are the mcest important fector.

Leftists anc liberals elike coften link the bases issue v.ith the
guesticn cof Australie's cepecity tc be self-reliant in defence. Cesmonrc
tell, in the took citec above, maintains that Australia has nc neec to
link itself militarily with the UL.S. via the bases because we can cefenc
ourselves relyinc on cur cwn resources. ke cescribes & cefence effcrt
involving "extensive participaticn fron the civilien cormmunity” anc cleins
that if Austrzlia allocetes’its resources visely it can defenc itself
acainst  ell recional povers. This may well be true but it icnores the
prospect of worla v.ar betvween the superpoveers. If v.e think this is a reel
possibility, v.e hzve to ccnsider v.hether Austrelia relyinc cn its own
resources can v.arc¢ off attacks, nct only frecm Indonesie or Papua-pew
Cuinea, bkut alsoc from the Soviet Unior.

ELF RELIAl CE ARL ISCLATICNISN

v & should (in fact, must) rely mainly on our cv.n rescurces, but this
does not ‘mean we should be isclationist. I think it would be vronc, if the
U.5.8.~. launchec & vorld war, tc acvocate that Austrelia stay cut of th
v.ar as lonc as possible and shun eall allieances.

If-we ere internaticnalists v.e are not just ccncernecd about the cefence
of Austraelia. ‘\ie should not be satisfiec to sit back enc v.atch countries
in Europe ana elsev.here be cover-run by fascist military occupation forces.
Anyv,ay isolationism is. cften nct the best form of cdefence acamst
agcression, even from the narrov. stancpcint of beinc ccncerned only v.ith
the cdefence of your ov.n country. Cf course v.e wouldn't te ene of the first
targets, especially if ‘we \vere takinc a neutrel stance; but supposing the
Scviet Lnicn enc its ellies succeedec in subjuceting Eurcpe and Jepan anc
knockinc the U.S. abcut a fair bit, takinc cver lots of Thirc v orld
ccuntries in the process. V.ould they leeve ALstrahc alone? £nc if they
Gien't, hov. successfully vould v.e be able to resist their invasion, ancd at’
what cest? Cf course the anti-Soviet forces micht vell be sble to viin
without our eassistance, but are we v.illinc to take the chance? (£nd if ve
are v.illinc tc take the chance, what if everycne theucht like v.e co?)



L.S. Eases

w.hat 1 am saying, in case it's not cleer yet, is that we (I mean
corrunists) shculd support Australia beinc alliec vith v.estern anc Thirc
v.orld ccuntries in a collective security Fact acainst Scviet accression,
recocnising that this could invelve Austrzlien fcrces beinc sent overseas.
¥.e should ficht fer such an alliance tc be based on ecuality betv.een all
the countries involved. ‘v.e shoulc ficht for a cefence pclicy based on
arrinc the people, we should advocate deinc av.ay v.ith senseless reciment-
ation anc ceremory in the armec forces, we should (I think) oppcse
conscription for overseas service anc in ceneral we sheoulc resist the
moves v.hich the ruling class will inevitably make to use the threat or
reality of world war as an excuse tc discipline the weorkinc class and
eliminate dermocratic richts. Ve shculd - as in any situation - teke. the
initiative and struccle for the leadinc rcle. »

If ve v.ere actually fichtinc in 2 v.ar there woulg uncoubtedly be all
sorts of tricky cuesticns - oppinc up about vhether in certain situations
class struccle should be "rcderatec" in the interests of the var effort,
anc v.e would have to try tc deal witk ther in & principled way in the
licht of the concrete circumstances. Eut at the moment there is absclutely
nc reason vwhy anycne claiming tc te a communist sheuld be tryinc to tone
dov.n struccle. The CFA(ML) is hintinc at this, but this is consistent vith
their v.hcle iceolocy - if it wasn't the Soviet threat there wculd be some
other excuse. Unlike therm we can see that the v.orld situaticn doesn't turn
our rmoney-bacs rulers intc cooc cuys, but st the same time we shoulc be
willinc to face the facts about the worlc situation even if it reans that
sometimes the worst people arocunc aren't those who exploit us.

************;X-***-X-**********-X-**

THE QUESTION OF ULSTER - Some Notes

placiarisec by porm Sinclair

£re there two nations in Ireland? Coes the Unionist population of Ulster :
have a richt to self-cetermination? Cenerally speekinc the Left's answer
has been no. In response to the cppression of the Catholic. pecpulaticon, it
has endorsed the republican, &as cpposed to simply & civil richts/anti-
discrimination positicn, even thouch a substantial majcrity in Ulster have
made it perfectly clear they den't want tc be pert of a united Ireland and
would ficht and cie tc stey out. They consider themselves Eritish &nd
perhaps have a perfect richt tc de so. .

/e have to ask ourselves the cuestion: cculc there be a democratic
united Irelenc civen that it hac annexed a populaticn hestile to it? If
Eritain were to expel Ulster from the Union, the majority Ulster populat-
icn would have no difficulty in suppressinc the republican movement. Their
pelicy is for far more ricorcus suppressicn than the Eritish covernment is
freparec to carry out. Unless you are preparecd to support  a military
intervention by the Repttlic of Ireland, & "Erits cut" policy offers: nc
solution for the catholic naticnalist minority. Civen that the Irish
Republic has foresv.orn a military intervention, w.hat does the call for a
Eritish pull-cut snount to cther than an Ulster free state with a hearshly
anti-catholic recime? , : , :

Perhaps a more appropriate policy voould be to call fer Ulster's total
absorption into E£ritsin and the creation there of the same social and
politicael concitions as preveil in the rest of the country, . '

If the above views are wrong they neecd tc be refuted. Tc cate the
"anti-imperialists" certainly haven't cone that. ' '

: -X--X-*******:*****************‘****
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UNEMPLOYMENT AND REVCLUTION

Section 7. REVCLUTICON

(HCTE: A number of comments on earlier crafts of this section have
pointea to the conclusion that it reaily ought to be rewritten
completely. Fowever, it seems better toc get the thing out, and allow
others to comment as well, Flease Lear in minc that this was original-
ly intendea to simply round off the paper on "Unemployment anc
Revolution" in LB 11, Ly suggesting that revolution is a more
"practical" solution to the protlem of unemployment, than the various
other "left" schemes to deal with it, that were analysed there. It is
not intended to satisfy peoples desires for a meaningful answer to the
general prokblem of "revolution", but merely to say something about
what a revolution could do about unemployment. Unfortunately "every-
thing, like everything else, is relatec to everything, as well as
being a class question...", which makes it very difficult to complete
an acceptable article akout anything...) ' '

In its normal state, capitalisn. has tecome an obsolete >ppressive system
that ought toc be got rid ofi. A relatively smail rminority recognize this
and are consciously anti-capitalist, Lut the masses continue trying to
satisfy their neeas within the system rather than by overthrowing it. So
there is no real possibility of overthrowing that system ana attempts to
do so degenerate into futile reformism anc/or terrorism, whatever the
"revolutionary" rhetoric.

Eut during periocs of economic crisis, the ccntradictions of capitalism
sharpen ana the possitility of actually getting rid of it arises. A
substantial proportion of the population is drawn into active fpolitical
struggle as they confront.questions cf what society is to o to get out of
its impasse. There is no crisis that the ruling class could not resolve if
it was allowed to, but with the masses politically active, the possikility
arises of the ruling class not being allowea to, and of people taking
things into their own hands. b

In Loom concitions, capitalism cdevelops the productive forces at ‘its
maximum rate, That may be far slower than would ke possitle for a commun-
ist society, Ekut there is no Lasis for comparison, so the ckstructien is
not so noticeatle. ' o

The "cevelopment of the procductive forces" is not some abstract ques-

t ion. It means concretely that the wealth of society is increasing, not
just materially, tut also culturally and in every direction. Cpportunities
for development are open, anc people who want tc better their own situat-
ion can do so by grasping those opportunities. w.ost workers can expect
Letter jobs, with a higher stancara of living and better conditions.
Capitalists can find opportunities for profitakle investment. Interna-
tional trade is expanding and the different nations, classes anc sectional
interests are fighting over their share of an expancing "cake". Such
fights may be acute, but there is always room for compromise about who
Lenefits more, when nokocy is actually asked to accept Leing worse off
than they are already. keforms may be fought bitterly, Lut there is scope
for reform without shaking the whole system apart. Within a "pluralistic
society", there can still ke "consensus". ; . : :

in crisis. concitions all this is reversea. The cake is contracting anc
the fight is over who is to bear the loss. Among capitalists the fight is
over who is to survive and who is to eat ‘whon.. Between capitalists anc
workers there is no room: for compromise. keforms become impossitle anc
even past achievements may be rolled back. "V.e can't affora these luxuries
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any more". Vithin the working class too, there is less unity as peogle
find themselves in "hard times" where it's "everyone for themselves". The
nsocial fabric" unravels, consensus Ereaks down anc capitalist society
stancs revealed as Lasecd on sharply antagonistic interests.

The last major capitalist crisis was the Great Lepression of the 1530s.
Subsequent economic fluctuations, inclucing the present one, have not
amounted to much more than "recessions", so the inevitability of capital-
ist crisis has Leen forgotten until the next crisis again smashes the
illusion. But even in "recession" the sharpening of contracictions can Le
seen, together with the complete inability of the reforniist "left" to come
up with any serious alternative ‘prograrn.. All the signs point to a gather-
ing crisis, much ceeper than the 1930s, and the necessity for a serious
revolutionary alternative opposea to trying to patch capitalism together
_again. ; - '

Internationally, overgrocuction intensifies the struggle for markets
Letween imperialist naticns as well as Letween incivicual financial
_groups. International conflicts that could have been resolvec peacefully
Lecome intractable tecause the economic barriers have gone up and there is
no room to maneuver. The "uncercog" or "latecomer" imperialists can no
longer hope for a place in the sun by peaceful competition in an expanding
market. They can only expand at the airect expense cf the estaklishea
"status quo" powers and so they seek a re-civision of the spoils Ly force,
Lespite its costs and risks, for them war becomes a more attractive alter-
native to economic collapse.

Cn questions of war ana peace, the general "left" attituces are perhaps
even worse than the whining domestic cemands that capitalists should
- continue running things bLut should o so more humanely and with less
. unemployment. Just as they shut their eyes to the real impossibility of
continuing capitalist prosperity anc "gemand" a kboom economy, they also
shut their eyes to the real inevitability of imperialist war and "aemandad"
peace. Pretencing that the Soviet superpower is not aggressive, anc that
it's arms build up is not preparaticn for war, Ltut a figment of Reagan's
imagination, becomes another way of avoiaing the critical issues of war
and revolution. S ‘ S ‘

while the werkers have no stake in the existing imperialist division of
the world as preferakle to.the proposec new one, they ¢o have a stake in
opposing aggressive precatory wars anc the accompanying overt cenial of
national anc cemocratic rights. (The first world war was a dgifferent
situation, not arising directly from an economic crisis, in which Loth
sides hac essentially similar expansionist aims). As we hac to fight the
fascist powers in the second worla war, we would have to fight any fascist
power that launchec a third worla war. (Although the Soviet Union still
describtes itself as "socialist", if it actually launchec a third worla
war, the correct, aescription of nsocial-fascist" woula be more wiaely
understood. ) ) S R ‘

1f we fail to defeat social-fascist war preparations, we coula be stuck
‘with fascist domination holding up social cevelopment for cecades. If we
fail to organize incepencently arounc our own revclutionary pregram, we
could be stuck with social cevelopment continuing sporacically in capital-
ism's self-contradictory manner, lurching forwarc to the next crisis and
. the next war. If we get our act together, while the bourgeoisie's act is
in a mess, then we have a world to win. :

All this relapse into the Earbarism of crisis and war occurs as an
obvious result of capitalism itself. V. orkers are unemployea, gcods ana

. services are unsaleable, plant capacity stanas idle, ana consumers are

forced to do without, for no "unavoidakble reason". All that stops the
continued expansion of wealth and opportunities is the capitalist system
- of production. for private profit. All that is neecded for the unemployea

workers. to use the idle plant to procuce goocs that people want anc neec,
is a communist system of production for use insteac of profit.



We Need A Program

Cbviously we are not in a revolutionary crisis right ncw, and nc question
of overthrcwing any V.estern government arises immeciately.

But a major économic crisis ancd/ocr a worlc war would certainly leac to
a revolutionary crisis. The question of an alternative to capitalism will
certainly be posed. Capitalism will survive if we let it. Crises can
resolve the contracictions temporarily and allow a new period cf expansion
until the next crisis. The outcome of the 1$30s crisis was the post-war
boom, not communist revolution in WV.estern countries. In retrospect this
appears hardly surprising, since the Communist Parties devotec themselves
to fighting fascism on a purely defensive bkasis, anc acvanced slogans like
"ivake the kich Fay" that impliec no intention to abolish capitalism.

In its present state of confusion, the left in advancec countries is

harcly capable of even fighting fascism let alone challenging the ktour-
geoisie for power, let alone winning that challenge. There is even a
strong tendency to Ete "soft" on social fascism anc adopt a tolerant,
apologetic or defensive attituce towaras the overt cenials of national and
democratic rights by the Scoviet Union. This can cnly make it easier to
uncermine those rights in the vest as well. Certain|y no movement unatkle
to defend bourgecis democracy against ('"socialist") fascism can hope to
overcome the limitations of bourgeois aemocracy and replace it with
conmun i sf. '
- Fortunately however, the confusion on the left is so great there is at
least a chance the existing "left" movements and ideologies will -qisin-
tegrate completely before the actual crisis breaks out, anc there will ke
room. for something new anc genuinely revolutionary to emerge.

The task of Lbuilcing a revolutionary left is at present primarily
destructive - exposing and undermining the reactionary iceology of the
present "left". but we neea to at least think akbout construction at the
same time. The aim of destruction is to open the way for a revolutionary
left that is fighting for progress rather than reacting against capital-
ism, and that is quite sericus akout winning political power to actually
implement the social changes it is fighting for, instead of \uhmlng about
the present rulers of society.

It has been saic often enough that there can be no tluepririts for the
future because the people themselves will decide how to Luila the new
society as they are building it. Fundamentally I agree with that, anc will
therefore refrain from attempting to present any ktlueprints. Mevertheless,
it's appropriate to put forwarc a few lceas for ciscussion akout what a
revolutionary government might co to start tuilcing sccialism. Consistent
refusal to do so suggests that we are not fair cinkum about having an
alternative. "No blueprints" is citen a cop-out excuse for "no ideas'".

rxevolutionaries need to have a "program" that is more than an analysis
of the present society anc a promise for the future. Ve neec to cevelcp a
clear statement oi the concrete measures a revolutionary government would
aim to take, so pecple can cdecice whether or not they want to fight for a
‘revolution. Too many "parties" talk about "revolution" in the akstract,
ancd none at all seem to be serious about it concretely.

These days people are rightly cynical akout the "policies" anau "pro-
grams" of political parties, whether "revolutionary" or not. kevolutionary
‘Leninist ideas are wicely discrecitea by the sterility of their apparent
supporters, ana l.arxist concepts that sum up important truths from the
history of revolutionary struggle seem empty Lecause they have been re-
peated so often as banalities. Cne hesitates therefore to use the word
"program", let alone "party", for fear of Leing taken for yet another
loonie with pat simplistic answers to all the worlc's proklems.

' Nevertheless, in a crisis situation, people will jucge accoraing to how
the measures proposed by revclutionaries compare with those advocated by
the existing regime. It will be a very real life and’ ceath question for a
revolutionary party to have clear policies to deal with unemployment and
similar questicns. If the revoluticnaries do not form a political party
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that aims to take power from the ocld regime then the old regime must
continue. It won't just aisappear in a burst of anarchist enthusiasm. If
the revolutionary party coes not propose policies that are more cesiratle
anc effective than those of the ola regime, then why shoulc anyone support
a revolution? Even if there was a revolution, there would te a counter-
revolution when the new regime failed to solve the proklems that had cis -
credited ‘the old regime in the first place. . o _
So we need to go beyond dGenouncing what the existing regime is doing,
and start offering constructive alternatives, even. though- any such propos-
als are bound to be half-taked at this stage. zeformists will make const-
ructive proposals as to how the present regime should deal with proklens,
with or without a ‘change in the political parties administering, the reg-
ime. Revolutionaries will make constructive proposals akout how a new
regime, a workers' state or "dictatorship of the proletariat", would cope
with these questions. : S
Cnly -left sectarians ‘will talk akbout revolution in the akbstract, with-
out having in mind anything so mundane as taking political power .and
running the joint. But unfortunately the "revolutionary" organizations in
% estern. countries are overwhelmingly sectarian. Their concern is tc defend
their own organizations and "principles" and not to make revolution. A
‘discreet veil is usually drawn over the question of what a revolution
‘might actually co akout unemployment or anything else for that n.atter,
because the allegea "revolutionaries" have no idea what they would do, and
haven't even thought about it. This ccesn't worry them much, Lecause they
are not serious aktout actually estatlishing a new reginie, tut only wish to
denounce the present regime more extravagantly than a "mere reformist"
would denounce it. L , .
So let's talk atout what communist revolutionaries shoula do, if we haa
the political power to do it. o doubt anarchists will disapprove, ana
insist that discussion of government pclicy inmplies we are bureaucrats no
pbetter than the old regime. But the choice society faces at present is
Eetween revolutionary government or counier-revolutionary government, anc
the road to abolishing all government lies first through estakblishing a
‘revolutionary government (but certainly doesn't enc there). Therefore if
we want to eventually abolish the state, we need to start exchanging views
‘about proposeu government policy, now. The reformists talk about gov-
ernment policy because they are perfectly serious akout governing,. and
there is nothing "unrealistic" about this intention of theirs. kevolution-
aries should do so too, for exactly the same reascen. Those whe disdain to
talk about government policy obviously have no Lelief in either reform: or
‘revolution, Lut only a slave's inclination to whinge occasionally. ‘
The ciscussion below will not go into the many problems of building a
new society anc transforming human nature. It will not sketch any exciting
vision of how wonderful a new society could be, but will ciscuss the more
‘mundane problems of what a revolutionary government - could do. about
unemployment in a society that still hac not been transformea. Cbviously
. this is not the main point of a revolution. It would be just as. koring to
‘have a revolution simply against unemployment as it woulc te tc just have
one to improve living standarcas. EBut this. is an article specifically aktout
~unenployment. ; : e -
‘In the first phase of communist society, the perioc generally known as
wsocialism", there would still Le wage latour and commodity exchange
throcugh money. It woula be quite impossible to abolish these social relat-
ions left cver from capitalism all at once. - RN P
“: .People would not work if they were not paid for it, and they would grak
~ whatever they could get if they dic not have to pay for what they con-
sumed. Production would still be geared to market exchange. ‘Basic social
relations would still be bourgeois. There would be a bourgeois society in
which the bourgeoisie no longer hela political power.. - -
A revolutionary government would presumakly come to. power only as a
direct result of @ profound political and social crisis, like. the last
Great Depression. Very likely too, it woulc arise in the aftermath of a
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devastating worlc war, Either way, or Loth ways, the new regime would Le
faced with severe economic cislocation inclucing unemployment, as well as
all the prokblems of a regime Lborn in civil war.

So what shcula it do akout unemployment? v _ .

‘Clkviously a revolutionary government should not attempt to ceal with
unemployment by any of the methods currently proposec from the labour
movement. It could not simply recuce working hours, cr raise wages, or
increase Government spending etc. Fron: the previcus analysis we know that
. these measures would not work in a market economy.

"kevolution" coes not mean that we woula "cemanc" that the multi-
nationals do this or that. It means that we, the working class or its
advancec sections, take over the running of inaustry ana make the cecis-
ions ourselves. To eliminate unen.ployment, revolutionary government woulad
have to proceed with abolishing the market economy.

That will ke a long struggle ana there will certainly ke setbacks. The
cgemoccratic revolutions in Europe were spreac over huncreds of years inter-
ruptea by various wars ana counter-revolutions. They culminatea in the
estatlishment of the mocern imperialist powers anc¢ not some "utopia". That
result was a lot Lbetter than the medieval feudal societies that existea
before. The democratic revolution was worthwhile and the sordia power
struggles uncermining feudal power v.ere important. The Kussian anc Chinese
revolutions sufferea reversals too. But they, and their power struggles,
were worthwhile. The coming Communist revolution will also be protracted
and tortuous. But it has to start somewhere and we ought to Le discussing
it now, : :

It may seemn. odd to be ciscussing concrete economic policy for a regime
that's nowhere near existing yet. But it's no more oca than the usual dis-
cussions of how to make capitalism work Letter, or how to retreat from it.

Expropriating Big Bus ir,iess

The first step towards atolishing the market economy and eliminating
unemployment, would be tc establish state control of the labor market by
expropriating the big Lusinesses that enploy the large majority of work-
ers. It would nct be a matter of "kicking out the multi-nationals", Lbut of
taking them over, and aavancing on the basis they have already laic.

i.ost likely it would have to be done on an international scale. The
world economy is alreaay "transnational" and we certainly wouldn't want to
retreat from that to any kinc of economic autarchy in the nane of "ince-
pencence". ‘

Expropriation of capitalist property obviously relates tc what the
revolution coula «o akout many other concrete problers as well, and also
relates to implementation of the maxin.um program, towarcs socialism anc
communism. But in an immediate sense, the state taking over most incustry
is not in itself socialism, Lbut can Le state cagpitalism. It is only a pre-
condition for socialism: and a pre-condition for akolishing the market
economy. Nevertheless, we will not discuss other aspects of the transition
to communism here, S

In Australia, like other acuvanced capitalist countries, a very large
part of the labor force, about one-thirc, already work for the state at
one level or another, or for pukblic corporations like Telecom, or Govern-
ment ownec corporations like (antas. These are already state capitalist
industries.

~Most of the rest of the labor force is employed by large corporaticns,
often transnationals, whose owners play hardly any direct role in admin-
istering them, but are purely passive shareholders or boncholders. These
firms could be converted to state capitalism by simple decrees trans-
ferring ownership to the revolutionary government, and by the cancellation
of government debts. They would remain capitalist Lecause they woula still
be employing labour to use it for making profit ty selling gooas on the
market. but expropriation without compensation woula uncermine the eco-

1

2



nomic basis of the ola bourgeoisie, and pave the way for communism. It
would make the state responsible for hiring anc firing the bulk of the
Australian lakbor force, and therefore place the state in ‘a position where
it could take responsitility for employment anc unemployment.
~ M.any other workers are employea by small firms that are really little
more than outside workshops for the big corporations, or "self-employea"
in the same, completely dependent, situation. It woula ke agifficult to
simply establish state capitalism in these enterprises by decree. But
taking over the Lig corporations on which they are dependent, means making
them dependent on state owned enterprises. Control of the big firms woula
make it possible for the state to influence hiring anc firing by the small
firms, and so establish state control of that part of the lator market
indirectly. ' _ S ‘

Naturally there is no great problem for a capitalist state to national-
ize capitalist industries when it is necessary to the continuec survival
and cevelopment of capitalism - and no great benefit either. A revolution-
ary state doing it for revolutionary purposes is another matter.

The major obstacle to all this woula of course be the state power of
the previous regime, including local ana foreign armies, navies and air
forces, as well as terrorists, sakoteurs etc. But we are talking akbout
measures to be taken by a new state that rests on the power of the armea
working class, so we may assume that these okstacles are Leing cvercorme
through revolutionary civil ana national war.
‘ There are still a number of major economic obstacles that woulc persist
even after victory in a revoluticnary war. Let's look at a few examples.
" First, the directors and top management of bLig industry, whether putlic
‘'sector or private, woulc sice with the present ruling class against a
revolutionary government. Unlike the owners as such, these peoplé do play
an important role in the actual organization of production, and cannot
simply be dismissed by cecree.

Second, many lower level executives, engineers, puklic servants and so
on, who play an essential role in production, could not Le relied upon by
~a revolutionary ‘government, even though they have no direct stake in the
other side. They see themselves, and are seen Ly others, as "middle class"
(although their real status might be better describec as upper strata of
the proletariat, since their income is oktained from wage labor, not
property ownership). ‘ , - s

Third, there are substantial sectors of the economy, even in the most
acvanced capitalist countries, where people are still seli-employed or
work for small employers who do play a direct and important role in the
actual organization of production - e.g. farmers, shopkeepers, profession-
als such as cdoctors, anc a good ceal of small manufacturing, construction
and services enterprises. These coulc not simply be taken into government
ownership by decree, nor are they all directly cependent on firms that
‘could be. They would have to remain for some time as a "private sector"”
(quite different of course frem the present "private sector" dominated by
‘huge transnational corporations). o Co '

Certainly capitalism is alréaay replacing small shopkeepers with super-
market chains, ana family farms with agribusiness. Loctors will eventually
ke forcec to work for salaries anc so on, But it takes time, and a workers
state woulc want to do it less Eklindly anc destructively, and with more
attention to the problems faced by the people concernea, than under
-capitalism. - : ~ ‘ g o
As long as there was a private sector, relations Lbetween it anc the
" state sector woula have to be basec on commoaity exchange through money,
 and this would remain true even when privately ownea businesses w‘er:e:'béing
transformed into cooperatives as part of the process of socialization. In
connection with the private sector, there would still be a labour market.
This would continue until the state sector was able to offer’ jobs doing
everything that needs to be done, on terms more attractive than the
private sector. That could be quite a long time. ‘ B
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v Fourth, there are links between the ownership of Ligger incustries and
smaller ones, anc even links to the savings, superannuatic«nlano‘ insurance
funds, and housing ana consumer finance, of orcinary workers and working
people. V:e cannot simply expropriate shareholdings anc assume we have hit
only Eig: capitalists. , S

These problems all have to be faced up to, if we are serious akout
solving unemployment, because we cannot solve unemployment without exprop-
riating ‘capitalist private property in this whclesale way. International
ramifications are left aside, on the assumption that we are talking akbout
some sort of world revolution, at least in the advancea capitalist coun-
tries together, But that whole question needs to Le gone intc as well.

It may ke repetitive tc again emphasise that elirrinating unemployment
requires wholesale expropriation of capitalist private property. but
usually this central point is left out entirely. The "socialists" and
"communists" who agitate akout unemployment without focussing on this
issue, must in fact be demancding a soluticn within capitalism. They could
not possibly believe in sccialism or communism, or they would mention it
at least occasionally, if only in their prayers.

Central Planning

Assuming we are akle to solve the atove protlems, how woula the estaklish-
ment of state capitalism allow the revolutionary government to ceal with
unemployment? Anc how could it avoid Lecoming some crab, toring and
repressive system like East Germany? ‘ :

Economically, it woule ke a "fairly straightforwarc" (!) question of
suborcinating the state capitalist enterprises to a unified central plan,
insteacd of proauction for the market. Socially and peclitically, -this would
be part of the same process that transforms capitalist proauction for
profit into communist proauction for use, and wage labor into communist
lator for the common gooG. ‘ :

Since most workers would ke employees of state enterprises, "manpower
planning" or rather "lator force planning" could be carried out seriously.
Instead of indepencent hiring anc firing from a pcol of uneniployeaq, there
would be a plannec allocation of lakour. Individual workers would all be
permanent employees of the puklic service, rot liatle to hiring anc firing
as in private industry. N

At present about 5% of the labor force are in career public services
anc there are also career services in some corporations like Telecom and
GEP. In general these workers ac not get hired and firea according to the
needs of capital investment in their incustries. Their firms manage such a
large sector of the economy in a centralizec way, that they are akle to
engage in labor force planning alongsice their other investment planning
ana transfer ana pronote workers within the firm's career structure. There
seems no reason. why similar personnel practices could not be very quickly
extended from 5% of the workforce to 60% or $U%, thus estatlishing com-
plete state control over the labour market. (A large section of the
Japanese labor force are "permanent” employees already, with anothar large
section being "casuals" to provide the slack necessary in a market
econory ) . . o ' : ’

This woulc not in itself eliminate unemployment, as witness the present
staff ceilings and cutbacks in the puklic service, ana the existence of
uner.ployment in the state sectors of economies in the Soviet Lloc ana
China. But it would create the minimum organizaticnal prerequisite for the
government to take responsibility for unemployment. After all, if the
‘government is not not the main employer, it is not responsible for employ-
ment, so how can it Le responsible for unemployment? _

As well as control of the labour market, the revolutionary government
would have in its hands all the operating revenue anc profits of Lig
industry, and therefore the cecisive funds for investment. Instead of the
present anarchic distribution of investment through the capital markets,
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there could therefore be a planned allocation through the state. bucget.
This, and this alone, makes it possible .to eliminate unemployment, simply
by making full' employment an essential criterion of planning. As long as
firms decide their investments privately, and hire and fire .accordingly,
there can ke no real "lakor force planning". Cnce investments are
centrally allocated, then the labor. force can be planned too. o

- A'single central plan woulc coordinate. the requirements for labor of
different occupations and skills in each industry and locality, and indeec
in each estakblishment. The plan would take into account changes in labor
force participation, the education systern, immigration and emigration
flows etc. The same plan would allocate funcs for investment, together
with the labor force requirec by ‘that investment. ‘

Far from ciscouraging new  technology, to save jobs, the plan would
facilitate its speediest implementation, to provide leisure. But the same
plan ‘that ‘proviced: funas for a lakor saving innovation in a particular
“industry or establishment,: would also provide for the transfer and re-
training of those workers made recuncant, and the investment of funcs in
the industry that is to employ them, or the recuction in working hours
that goes together with increased productivity. :

The decisive point is that things would not just be left to "sort
themselves out" through the the interaction of wages, prices anc profit
rates on investment, anc the consequent formation and absorption of a pool
- of ‘unemployed, No matter how much state ownership and "planning" there may
‘be in a market economy, if production anda investment decisions are at all
regulatec by 'the market", they must to that extent Le alloweg to "sort
themselves out" through market movements, including unemployment. '

A fundamental distinction should Le recognized, between this kind of
central planning, 'in a state owned economy, and the sort of bureaucratic
‘planning implied by. 'statist" proposals: mentioned earlier. Fiere we are not
‘talking about government "controls" imposec on separate, privately owned
“enterprises from akove, while those enterprises are still basically geared
to employing workers to produce goods for sale at a profit on the market.
Ve are talking akout a transformation of the enterprises themselves, in
which they cease to be separate entities, and become social property
working to a common social plan. That involves a political struggle, by
the workers in the separate enterprises ana in the whole society. It
implies a social revolution as profound as abolishing the ownership of
slaves by slaveowners. . o '

" The same distinction shoulc Le recognized between .t‘he' central planning
we ‘are talking about, and that which exists today in the Soviet bloc and
China. The “"economic reforms" of the 1550s in the Soviet kloc, and more
recently in China; established the same kinc of relationships tetween cen-
tral planning authorities and separate enterprises geared tc the market,
 as were described as "statist" rather than "socialist" in section 6 akove.
' Some forms remain similar to-socialist central planning, but the content
"is' commodity market relations and even the forms increasingly resemble
those common' in the Wvest. ' : P ‘ o

The ‘injustices of slavery anc serfuom were eliminatec by abolishing the
social institutiens of slavery anc serfcom themselves, not Ey prohibitions
against maltreatment of slaves anc seris, The injustices of wage labour,
including unemployment, will be eliminatea by abolishing the social in-
‘stitution of wage 'labour itself, not by directions to employers tc treat
their workers. better, -~ C : ‘ , _

‘Labor Policy

The planned allocation and transfer . of lakbor need not be bureaucratic like
the present public service, although it probakly woula Le at first. It can
be made far more flexible than the freest labor market, simply by leaving
enough vacancies unfilled all the time, to allow a wide choice of joks.
Industrial conscription has Lteen requirec in both capitalist and socialist
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economies uncer wartime conditions, but it can never be the peacetime norm
in any post-feudal society.

Under capitalism,; easy job changmg only occurs in boom concitions. In
a planned economy it can be Gehberately maintained all the time, at the
expense of some loss .of efficiency in the estaklishments that have un-
filled vacancies (but.with an overall gain in efficiency due to labor
mekility).

Imbalances wouio inevitakly occur, Lut could be corrected Ly revision
of the plan. Apart from other miscalculations, the plan woula also have to
take into account unplannakie variations in the cdemana for lakor Ly the
relatively small private sector, just as it would also have to correct for
other anarchic movements in market forces generated from that sector.

Even capltahsm is normally able to maintain an approximate balance
tetween the demand and supply for labor, with only the market price mech-
anisms as regulators. 5o there seems no reason to Goukt that unemployment
could be rapialy abolished with central plannmg This has Leen the case
even .in relatively backwarc socialist countries like China, where the
state sector was a relatively small part of the economy comparea with
agricultural co-ops. Cnly since the wiaening of market relations between
separate enterprises has mass unemployment become a problem: there,

In advanced capitalist countries like Australia, a revolutionary gov-
ernment would immediately have control over a far larger state sector than
either the Soviet Union or China had when they’were socialist. The remain-
ing private sector would be insignificant in cor'yarlson, so there should
be little proktlem.

At first however, the relations Letween state owned enterprises would
‘still be market relations, just as the relations Letween QCantas, TAA,
VicRail and the SEC are market relations today, with all the anarchy and
waste that implies. The struggle to subordinate them to the plan, would be
part of the strugg,le to solve the basic economic problems of transntlon to
conmunism.

Simply directing state owned enterprises to adhere to a central labor
force plan coulu not work while they were still basically orientea towards
a market economy. If the products have to be sold on a market, and there
is no market to sell more of that product, then its no good having the
government telling a state ownea firm to hire more workers. Those workers
might just as well be paid unemployment benefits curect - thelr services
are not required.

Labor force planmng can only work to the extent that laLor power is
not a commoaity that is purchased to produce other commocities for sale on
 the market. ¥ hen progucticn is Leing carried out Ly society as a whole,
rather than Ly separate enterprises engaged in comr.odity exchange, then
society can allocate its labor time, as well as other resources. To the
extent that separate enterprises exchange their products, then they must
tuy their labor power too, and to the extent that labor power is bousht
and sold, it cannot be allocated accoraing to a central plan.”

_ A necessary requirement for centralizec labor force planning would of

‘course be centralized wage fixing. Enterpnses coula not be free to
determine their own wage rates if labor is being allocatea Letween them
-.according to a central plan. Ctherwise the allocation of labor would Le
. influencea by wage rates as in any other market economy. At the same time,
- as long as people still york for wages rather than for the puklic good,
wage incentives will Le requirea to attract workers from one industry or
occupation to another, if unemployment or other forms of coercion are not
to be used. Clearly wages anc wage reiativities must be fixed centrally -
as though the present Arbitration system really did perform the function
it purports to. But this also implies moves towarcs an abkolition of wages
as payment for the sale of laktor power.

In a fully communist society, income would not cepenc on "wages" at
all. Instead of pnce and wage fluctuations and unerrployment any
imkbalance in economic planning woula sin. ply result in ‘shortages in facil-
ities available for people engaged in various projects, and/or ‘surpluses
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of things people don't really want. Anncying, but not a major social
problem. ' " o SRR -

But even in the early stages. of transition, wagés could conceivatly ke
pai¢ directly from the central Ludget, together with other "welfare"
income. In. that case enterprises would not whire" their lakbor force
directly, but from an employment bureau (as occurs now with some kinas of
labor such as temporary staff). The rates paid by firms to the enployment
bureau need have no direct relation to the combinea wages and welfare
payments paid out of the state budget to the workers concerned. Imkalances
can result in state subsidies to employment (or penalties on it), rather
than unemployment (or labor shortages). o :

Similar proposals have been made for capitalist governments to encour-
age or discourage employment Ly altering taxes on wages. but there is
really very little scope for that when the govérnment's own revenue is
cependent on those taxes. loreover such adjustments could not cope with
mass unemployment due to overproduction. It is- a very cifferent matter
when the government revenue coincides with'the whole revenue of big indus-
try, and when central planning ensures a basic balance between productio
and consumption, leaving only minor ceviations to ke compensated. =~

when production is geared to social neeas rather than' profits, it is
quite feasible to cope with increased labor proauctivity by simply
reducing the hours of work required for given wages. Eventually, as tech-
nology continues to’ develop, and social attitudes change, verylittle work
would be performed in "exchange" for wages. But from quite early on, the
funds available for investment and job creation would not depend on
profits, but could be allocated, just like wages and welfare payments,
directly from the total revenue. Productivity increases that increase the
total revenue can be used any way society wants. Cutting workirg hours in
in a non-market economy would ot have the "paradoxical" effect of choking
off investment and increasing unemployment due to recuced profits. Nor
would increasing foreign aid or social welfare or wages have that effect.
‘The total size of the "pie" would ke the only constraint once there was no
mechanism for the economy to "jam up" whenever "profits" haa an insuf-
ficient slice. ' ’ o C :

Vith the transition from wage labour to communist labour, an increasing
proportion of incomes would be based on needs (or desires), rather than
payment for work (as a matter of right, not charity). Corresponcingly,
work would have to be an increasingly voluntary activity. wage and welfare
_increases,, and reduction in working hours, could then be planitied together
_with the necessary investments in consumer gooas industries, with ‘add-
itional flexibility providec by the increasing nsocial wage" of '"puklic
_goods". Wwhen work has become a voluntary community service, ‘there is of

course no question of a "labor market" to ‘require ‘a "lakbor policy". i
In , making the transition, it woula Le necessary to arrange' social
services, foreign aid, public benefits, wages, insurance ‘and housing and
consumer finance, as well as investment, as allocations from total revenue
all. at the same time. In expropriating big “industry, the revolutionary
government would take the whole of that revénue into its hands directly,
including those "profits" previously paid out through taxation or via
insurance funds to provide pensions etc. f C .
; Universal social welfare coverage financed from current revenue rather
than "funds", would compensate for most "savings" tied up in shareholdings
etc., anc small property ownefs could have their property redeemed rather
than expropriated. The maximum number of people should’ gain from the
expropriation of big inaustry and only a tiny minority should bke losers.
_"Lator Folicy" would have to embrace policy on these questions too. -

The Struggle for Control :

The social revolution required to transform capitalist enterprises into
-communist collectives obviously involves far more than government decrees
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transferring ownership. The revolution itself would have produced workers'
councils in many establishments, which woulc have taken over. responsi-
bility for management from the previous authorities. BEut that only estab-
lishes pre-conditions for the transformation, without actually solving the
proklem itself. ivoreover, in many enterprises the workers' councils would
be weak or non-existant, or a screen behina which the old Losses are still
in ‘charge, since revolution develops unevenly. :

v hile the left is in opposition, it seems natural to assume that all
proktlems of control should te resolved by "aecentralization of authority".
After all, the people in charge at the top are reactionaries, so the more
room there is for lower level units to. determine their own affairs, the
more chance there is to adopt more progressive pclicies in at least some
places where radicals happen to be concentrated. The problems in other
places, where radicals have no influence at all, simply aren't worth even
thinking about. Cften a focus on "local" or "community" issues seems to
reflect an acceptance that there is really nothing we can do about
national and international issues. , .

“ith a revolutionary government in power, the situation should be
reverseda. The highest levels of the hierarchy should be more racical than
the lower levels, anc racicals at lower levels would te cemanding
okbedience to government directives aimed at changing the social system,
rather than agitating for autonomy where that would mean continuing in the
wold way. (Cf course this can change, if the revolution is cefeated ana the
vrevolutionary government" ceases to Le revclutionary - but that simply
means the racicals are in opposition again - it doesn't mean that the
whole problem could ke mysteriously avoiced by "decentralization").

Anarcho-syncicalists seem to imagine that 1if everybody democratically
discusses everything, production units will be able to exchange their
proaucts to supply each other's neeas, anc to supply consumer goods for
the workers, with no more than "cocrdination" by higher level councils of
delegates from the lower level establishments, Actually things are not so
simple, and any attempt to realize that vision woulc only mean preserving
market relations between independent enterprises, still not working to a
common social plan. The concept involves a sort of "parliamentary
cretinism of the workplace", even though anarchists and syndicalists are
generally well aware that the right to vote cannot in itself transform
bourgeois social relations into cooperative ones.

So far, modern big incustry in the acvanced capitalist countries, has
always been based on capitalist production for profit, and noboay actually
has much experience in how to run it any other way. Indeed many people
allegedly on the "left" seem to be unakle to conceive of it Leing run any
other way, ana dream of somehow going back to a smaller scale of product-
ion, for it to be "more human". Cn the contrary, it was precisely small
scale industry that was suitakle for capitalism, while the development of
huge transnational corporations with a single management for entire
sectors of the world economy, proves that the socialization of production
makes private ownership an anachronism. -

The only experience we have of communist lakbour for the common good has
been in a few "community projects" providing voluntary services to the
public.” Everything else is based on people working for wages under the
supervision of Losses to produce commogities for sale on the market. Citen
voluntary community projects also enc up acopting a boss system too, or
remain hopelessly iinefficient and get entangled in factional disputes that
cannot be resolvea without a clear chain of authority, ‘and in effect,
"ownership". Then they go under andg reinforce the icea that capitalist
pr‘oductionjis the only system that can really work. : o

j,e should study the positive and negative lessons of the way small
scale community projects anc co-ops are managec, as well as studying the
capitalist management of big inaustry, in order to prepare for transform-
ing the management of Lig inaustry. The mentality that equates "popular",
"gemocratic" ana "cooperative" with "local" or "community" projects is a
slave mentality that accepts the necessity of a bourgeois ruling class to
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manage big industry and the-affairs of society as a whole. Ve don't just .
want to create some free space within which slaves can manage some of
their ' own affairs, although that' may sometimes be useful. Ve want to
overthrow the slave owners and abolish slavery altogether. ,

If modern inaustry‘is to be run in a fundamentally cifferent way, then
essential policy and planning decisions to run it in that different way
will have to ke taken by somebocy. Whether they are calleud the workers.
council;’ the revolutionary committee, or the state appointed management,
somebody will have to take decisions about the sort of questions currently
decided by the Loards of directors and top management of BhP, the ANZ
Bank, the Treasury and so on. ivore importantly, people will h.ave to take
decisions about economic, as well as other questions, currently resolved
by the boards of directors of General Motors, I.T.T., the Chase Manhattan
Bank, the horgan’ Guaranty Co, iitsubishi, the Central Committee of the
C. P.S.U. or C.P.C. and so on. Even more importantly, we will have to take
decisions about questions which none of these bodies have the power to.
decide, since none of them controls the world rrarket either separately or
together . ‘

No amount of elections from Lelow, dlrectxves from the revolutlonary
government, or consultations with the masses will change the fact that
these people ‘will be responsible for the policy decisions in industry and
will have t6 ‘know what they are doing. Nor would it change the fact.that
they are’ dolng the job currently done by capitalist "bosses" and will have.
ample scope to develop into new capitalist bosses themselves (ane bosses
with wider and more totalitarian powers).

v.ost workers expect to have bosses, and that would not change. overmght
\in a revolution. There would be a tremendous unleashing of workers init-
iative, tut there would also ke a strong tendency to retain or return to
the old ways of coing things, with new bosses, or even the same old
bosses, in charge. Electing new Losses doesn't abolish the, boss system.

The big issues are not decidea "on the shop floor", to use a phrase
much loved by advocates of "self management". Capxtahsm is already trans-
ferring more and more authority on the shop floor to workers themselves
rather than supervisors or lower level line management. This only high-
lights the fact that questions like unemployment are imposec by market
forces outside the control of "shop floor" management or higher rranage—
ment for that matter. ‘

Elected workers councils woulo be in exactly the same p051t10n of
having to lay off staff, if there is no market for the goods they produce.
Revolutionaries have to raise their sights akove the shop floor, to places
where more xmportunt decisions are taken, and to issues on which decisions
simply are not taken in a market economy, because there are no decision
makers with authority over the economy as a whole, and our fate is still
subject to the klind workings of economic laws beyond our control. '

1f we want a revolution, then left- wmgers, revolutionaries, will have
to take on the functions of cirectors and managers of big busmesses, as
well as government ministries. Not many genuine left-wingers and revolut-
ionaries have any great hankering to ke on .the board of cirectors of ‘the
Reserve Bank or BEP. Eut if revolutionaries aren't leading the workers
councils to implement a socialist -economic polxcy,: then it. can only be
right- wingers, or unreliable middle -of the road "experts" who are comg
(or sabotagmg) ‘the job of management. Indeed in socialist, countries,
economic management functions seem to have Leen. breemng grounds for
rev1smmst bureaucrats. ¥ .

“Just  saying "the workers will do- zt" coesn't solve a thmg ‘«;—.h,q are
these workers who will do it after the revolution, without aiscussing what
they will do, before the revolution? Power: will pass from the hands of the
bourgeoxsm to the hands of the working class, because the workmg class
‘will put forwara a clear cut program to rescue society from the impasse it
fmcs itself in under bourgeois rule. Slogans.simply cemanding a change in
power ‘because it is-"more democratic" will get nowhere. The issue of "who
‘decides, who rules" only arises in the context of "what is to be done".
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xevolution cccurs when those who presently hold power are unakle to co
what has to be done, anu when the only way it-can be aone is for their
opponents to take the power to co it. The most' class conscious and
politically conscicus workers will be the ones ciscussing these proktlems
beforehana, ana if we con't have any iceas, how can we expect others to?

Socialist Management

The main areas of "management" in a typical capitalist firm are proauc-
tion, personnel, sales anc finance. Research ana cevelopment is another
51gmf1cant area in a small proportion of enterprises.

A lot of production management has become a fairly routinizea functlon
which could be readily taken over anc transformed by workers councils,
Viorkers should have no cifficulty rapidly improving productivity over what
can be achieved under a basically antagonistic system of Lossing. YV hile
workers productivity undoubtedly improves as a result of capitalist "boss-
ing", the very need for that Ltossing is itself a demonstration of how
capitalism restricts productivity. Slave productivity was increased by
harsh overseers, ana also by having heavy tools that were hard to break
(as well as hard to use). But productivity jumpea much more with the
elimination of slavery. :

Capitalist bossing actually tries to keep workers stupid. "You're not
paia to think'" is the supervisor's catch cry, as soon as a worker starts
saying "I think...". Bbut in fact workers are paia to think, much more than
slaves, serfs or peasants woula think in their work, and they get sackec
if they don't think. Its just that they're not supposed to think too much.
lv.oreover modern technology places increasing cemands on workers intel-
ligence anc requires a more ana more ecucatea labor fcrce in greater and
greater conflict with the olu techniques of capitalist Lossing. Communism
would resolve this contradiction ana unleash workers' intelligence in
production, so that "management", "engineering", "research", "science'" anc
so forth woulc cease to Le restricteu to an elite, exclucing the contri-
butions of the vast majority. kesearch anc development would Lecome much
more widespread, be much closer to procuction, and require much less
"management", ' "

Likewise personnel management is an essentially routine function that
will be made much easier by the elimination of "industrial relations"
between hostile employers ana employees. There shoulc¢ ke no problem organ-
izing the recruitment, training and allocation of lakor in a plan based on
full employment. ' . -

Purchasing and sales management does still involve an element  of
capitalist "entrepreneurship", although the work is done Ly salariec
employees. Eut it can nevertheless readily ke grasped and transformed, by
the employees already engagea in it, and Lty other workers. The flexitility
and cynamism of mocern capitalism can be greatly exceedea by unleashing
the workers' initiative in this area too, as well as in production, to
seek out new needs and new products. Even in a state capitalist market
economy, the elimination of useless competition would save a lot of
trouble, with unified marketmg anc supply arrangements uncer central
planning. As the "market" is abolishea, the supply function woulc. become
another aspect of procauctlon plannmg, rather than a separate problem of
"marketing".

The weakness of supply anc marketing in socialist economies has been
due to the general backwardness of those economies. They are (or rather
were) "soc1ahst"'only in the sense of having revolutionary governments
determinec to accelerate the- ‘transition from capitalist to communist
social relations. As far as the actual level of social development is
concerned, the advancea capitalist countries have alreacy reachec a higher
level, and this incluces a higher level of centralized management and a
higher level of organization of marketing and supply, as well as the well
known higher level of productivity in most industries. ivonopoly capitalism
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If the new regime had no criteria for regulating investments there
would ke general chaos as each workers' council decides what it thinks
should be procucec anc only finas out later that it lacks the necessary
inputs or there is no market for the outputs.

In fact to begin with, the old criteria of market profitability would
have to Le usec. To some extent even some of the old personnel, familiar
with finance, woulc have to be used also. They would be disposing of state
capital rather than private capital, andg getting their perks from that, as
- before. S

Starting from the old system, it woulc be a long struggle before the
new system was really being usec for planning, ancg experience in the
Soviet Union and China shows that there is plenty of room for reversals
along the way. As long as commodity production and wage lakbor exists, even
the complete suppression of the old Lourgeoisie anc its replacement by a
genuinely socialist state cannot prevent the cadres of that state them-
selves degenerating into a new Lourgeocisie.

Cf course the top managers and acministrators who cannot be bribed or
coercec into cooperating can simply be replacec by the workers councils,
But most workers don't even know what they do, let alone how to do it
differently, so there will be a pretty strong tendency to continue doing
things the same old way. %orkers woula work, Losses would boss and finan-
ciers would finance, if these categories are not systematically uprooted,

Technically, its not hara to imagine criteria for investment planning
that aren't simply based on "profitakility” in cisguise. There's even a
substantial branch of olr'chodox "welfare economics" aevoted to the problen
of production for use.

But implementing new criteria means going from private production for
profit to social production for social needs, and requires fundamentally
changing the way things are done.* ‘ B h

About 4% of the Australian labor force work cirectly in the "financial
industry", apart from those doing similar work in the industries being
financea. That's akout half the lator force employed by the construction
industry, and most of its effort is tied up with just trying to keep track
of who owns what and transferring profits from one pocket to another (and
to or from the taxation system), rather than actual investment clanning.

The capitalist parasites are not even very good at keeping track of
their own wealth, as is shown by the various multi-million dollar frauds
that have Leen coming to light. They certainly don't do a ktrilliant job of
investing it more wisely ana frugally than ublic servants woula, as is
constantly suggestea Ly apologists for capitalism. In fact even their
investment function is carried out for them by accountants, acvisers,
brokers etc who receive a share of the spoils, Lut are not the actual
owners of the capital they invest. _ ‘ '

After a revolution these workers could ke employed far more productive-
ly to ensure that rescurces are usec as efficiently as possikle and to
keep track of public property so that it doesn't get misappropriated,

It can be proved mathematically that the capitalist pattern of invest-
ment according to the rate of profit can never lead to an efficient
allocation of economic resocurces, and that "marginal cost pricing"
amounts to a lakor theory of value, ‘ :

The debate among allegealy "Marxist" economists about the so-called
"transformation problem" relates closely to the proklems Soviet blcc
economies faced in allocating investments without using the traditional
capitalist calculations based on an "average rate of profit". A "rate of
profit" is’ essential when enterprises have separate interests, and
"marginal cost pricing" is only feasible ‘when they do not. The "optimal"
allocation of resources according to a central plan is not the same as
the "equilibrium" possible when resources are privately owned - whether
competition is '"free", "perfect" or monopolistic. "Equilitrium" situa-
tions can include unemployec labor and other resources, as long as the
rete of profit is equalised and maximizec). ' ‘ EEEEE SR
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There is no great technical mystery about financial work that means it
could only ke cone by and for an old or new Lourgeoisie. It just requires
a major struggle.

Under slavery, putlic officials were necessarily slave owners. Unaer
feudalism magistrates were necessarily landowners and under capitalism
captains of industry were necessarily capitalists. EBut social relations
change. All it needs is revolution to change them.

"Experts"

Bourgeois "experts" can work for the new owners of industry just as they
useu to work for the old ones, being bribed with high salaries if necess-
ary. Cr they can work for their own account, as "iNepmen" did curing the
"Mew Economic Policy" following "Wwar Communism" in the 19Z0s Soviet Union.
Eut unless the new proletarian owners at least know what they want, the
"experts" cannot te forced to work in a funcamentally new way. In the long
run they have to ke replaced by the workers themselves, and in the short
run they have to Lte tightly controllec by the workers councils, while the
workers develop their own expertise.

In the iimmeciate perioa after winning power, real control of day to cay
management in most enterprises woulu continue tc be in the hanas of Lour-
geois "experts" who know how to co it;, but only know how to do it in a
capitalist way. \:here managerial power was not in their hands, effective
management would still ke paralyzec to some extent by the initial incom-
petence of workers who are taking on unfamiliar functions. No amount of
cecrees giving power to the workers counV,cils would change those facts,
unless we are supposec to wait until the working class has already com-
pletely changed, bLefore having the revolution that will change it.

There woulc ke consideratle scope for resistance to and sabotage of
government economic policy. There would also ke difficulty reconciling the
cgifferent priorities and demancds of different sections of the working
class itself. Cnly the practical takeover by the workers could gradually
change this situation, ana then only with reversals and a long historical
struggle, combining mass pressure from the workers councils below, and
coercion anc inducements from the revolutionary government akove, before
the dictatorship of the proletariat has really effective control of even
the state sector of the economy, let alone education, culture etc.

Nevertheless, the working class in advanced capitalist countries like
Australia is already literate and quite highly ecucatec compared with the
workers that took power in the Soviet Union and China. iv.ost "experts" are
not bourgeois, Lut just highly trainec workers, perhaps with a few airs.
Even the managers anc engineers in overall charge of industry at present
are themselves salariec employees, mostly at no great social distance from
the mass of vorkers. Engineering is already a basically proletarian occu-
pation. iv.anagement nct yet, but heaced that way.

V.here the workers councils are strong, it should not be all that diff-
icult for them to encourage or compel most managers and engineers to
cooperate, and to take on the functions of those that won't, It will be
more difficult where the workers councils themselves are weak, which is
bounc to be the case in many places, since the revolution cevelops un-
evenly. But it would harcly be impossible.

Conclusion: the problem of abolishing unemployment by having a revolut-
ion is nowhere near as difficult as the impossikle task of trying to
abolish it without one! There is no neeu to politely cover up the absurd-
ity of "left" schemes for dealing with unemployment within capitalism. Ve
should say cirectly that these schemes are nonsense and go on to work out
the realistic problems of preparing for revolution.

As the Communist ivanifesto arguec, we should raise the '"property
question" to the forefront of all immediate, practical struggles. Just how
we can have a communist revolution in an advanced incustrial society
remains to te seen - its never been cone before. But we shoulc Le quite
clear that this is "what we are on about". '
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