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CORRECTIONS

Due to an error by the pririting company the following
corrections must be made. The bottom lines on the follow-
ing pages should read:

page 36:
tradiction is between the social nature of production and the pri-
vate nature of appropriation. This must lead to a ‘tension’ bet-

page 37: ) ‘
the managers, the Party officials, in short, the capitalists, are
out for nothing else than the maximum accumulation of private

page 43:
by enterprise directors. A considerable portion of retained profit

page 44:
funds were far too small to be of great use, and that their employ-

page 46:
ment or retreat of market forms under socialism is “an index of

page 52:
“We know today that this kingdom of reason was nothing
more than the idealized kingdom of the bourgeoisie; that

page 53:
were stripped of all rights and bound, along with a good number of whites, to the semi-
feudal system of sharecropping.

page 60:
The policy of “neutrality” was the political program of the

page 101:
Most important, Albania’s communists did not limit themselves
to the goal of driving out the occupiers. The Communist Party of

page 116:
The bourgeois right of “‘equal exchange for equal work,” getting
paid according to work, and the ideology that underlies it, forces

page 117:
cal struggle that arises immediately out of the economic struggle.
Lenin sharply attacked this economist view of the task of commu-
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This first issue of The Communist, theoretical journal of the Cen-
tral Committee of the Revolutionary Communist Party USA, is ded-
icated to Mao Tsetung, great leader of the Chinese people and the
working class and revolutionary people worldwide, who passed
away September 9, 1976. Mao Tsetung creatively applied the sci-
ence of revolution, Marxism-Leninism, enriched and developed it in
a way unparalleled in our time.

This issue of The Communist appears in the month of October,
the month of the historic victory of the Russian October Revolu-
tion in 1917, led by Lenin, whose salvoes brought Marxism-Lenin-
ism to new millions worldwide, including to China. Mao Tsetung
took up this science, led the Chinese revolution to victory in Octo-
ber 1949 and, never resting, summed up the experience of class
struggle, particularly the capitalist reversion in the Soviet Union,
to make a landmark contribution to the theory of Marxism and
the revolutionary struggle of the working class. He pointed out the
danger of capitalist restoration, its source in socialist society and
“right in the Communist Party” in power, and led the Chinese peo-
ple in developing new forms of struggie to prevent it, These
achievements, too, were great salvoes bringing Marxism-Leninism
to many millions, on every continent.

Mao Tsetung’s tremendous contributions are a lofty standard
and a bright beacon on the path of revolutionary advance.
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Commodities, Capitalism,
Class Divisions-and their
Abolition with the
Achievement of Communism
| OWEN NATHA

In the Programme of the Revolutionary Communist Party USA,
under the section “The Working Class Will Transform All of So-
ciety,” it says, “The working class in power will have inherited
from capitalism its ‘division of labor’—division between mental and
manual workers, between workers in industry and working people
in agriculture, between the city and the countryside, and between
workers in different branches of the economy. The working class
must break down these divisions and step by step eliminate zll as-
pects of commodity production (production for exchange control-
led by private individuals, or groups of individuals, rather than pro-
duction for use controlled by society as a whole), which contains
within it the core of the separation of society into classes, based on
private ownership of means of production.” (pp. 32-3) The point
of this article is to analyze the meaning and implications of the
statement that commodity production “contains within it the core
of the separation of society into classes, based on private ownership
of means of production,” to examine the role of commodity
production and show that the fact that production in society takes
the form of commodity production is not something eternal, and
is in fact a reflection of only a certain historical stage of develop-
ment of production, of a certain stage of society, which will be over-
come and transcended by the achievement of communism, class-
less society.

Another, more fundamental, all-around way of getting at this is
what Mao points out in On Contradiction, where he notes that
Lenin, in discussing the principles of dialectics, had the following
to say about Marx’s method,  ‘In his Capital, Marx first analyzed
the simplest, most ordinary and fundamental, most common and
everyday relation of bourgeois (commodity) society, a relation en-
countered billions of times, viz. the exchange of commodities. In

.this very simple phenomenon (in this “cell” of bourgeois society)
analysis reveals all the contradictions (or the germs of all the con-
tradictions) of modern society. The subsequent exposition shows

~
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he development (both growth and movement) o!:‘ these contra-
gici?sn% and gf this éociety in the summation of its individual parts,
from its beginning to its end.’ ” (Mao, Selected Works, Vol. I,
P ’:I;‘}lleg)point, then, taking off from what was sa'id in the Programme
of the'RCP, and even more fundamentally and in an all-aroun_d '
sense what was noted by Mao (quoting Lenin_) in On Co ntrgdzctzon,
is to make an analysis of the role of commodities, and the inherent
contradiction in commodities, and how in fact th}s lejads tq all the
basic contradictions that are characteristic of capitalist §001ety,
and how what the Party’s Programme says is true, that in prder to
achieve classless society it is necessary to abolish commodity pro-

duction.
CONTRADICTION IN COMMODITIES

Flowing from this, the first point is to analyze t}fle contrad_lctlon
inherent within commodities, and within commodity-producing
labor. This contradiction can be expressed in severgl ways. One
is that the contradiction inherent within a commodity is thq fact
that it has both use value and value (exchange value); value is
manifested in the process of exchange as exchange val.ue. Anc_)ther
way of saying basically the same thing, is, as Marx points o.up in
the first chapter of the first volume of Capital on commodlt’les, )
that commodity-producing labor has a two-fold character, that is
both useful labor and abstract labor. _ '

In its aspect as useful labor, it creates use value. Ip this aspect
it is a particular form of labor which produces a pa-rtlcular product
or a particular material thing, such as the labor which produces
cloth or the process that goes on to produce steel. tI‘he'se are con-
crete forms of labor which produce particular, qualitatively differ-

ent use values: a ton of steel is obviously different than a yard of
h.

CIOlgut what is in common to the process which produ_ces both a
ton of steel and a yard of cloth? What is in common 1s_1abor in
general, labor in the abstract, abstract labor. And in this aspect

it makes no difference whatsoever what the partxgular concrete
form of the labor is, whether it is applieq to rqakmg cloth or to
making steel. What establishes both the identity between these
two acts of labor, and also the quantitative relationship between
them, is the fact that they are both labor in the abstract, an expen-

iture of human labor power. .

dltll\lllrarx uses the compa?rison that in order for two t]gnngs to be
equated with each other, or to find some relationship with each
other that enables them to be exchanged for one another, they
have to be equal to some third thing. If you simply have a rol} qf
steel and a yard of cloth, it is not immediately apparent what it is

5

that they have in common, and therefore it is not immediately ap-
parent why they can be exchanged. There is nothing inherent in
their properties, or in the particular form of labor which produced
them, that makes them in any sense exchangeable with one an-
other. The only thing which makes them exchangeable with one
another is something which is abstracted from any of their material
qualities, or the particular form of labor producing the one or the
other, that is abstract labor.

These two commodities are exchangeable because they both are
the product of a certain amount of human labor, and this human
labor, again, is human labor in the abstract. If it were in the con-
crete there would be no way to equate the one with the other,
There is no identity between the particular process of making a car
and making steel. And if the specific process of labor were the
same—and produced the same products—they also wouldn’t be ex-
changeable with each other because there would be no point in
exchanging them. What’s the point of exchanging a ton of steel
for another of steel, provided that the two tons of steel are of the
same kind, or quality of steel? There is absolutely no reason, no
one would go around, to use a simpler example, exchanging a
penny for a penny, or a dime for a dime—taking the universal form
of commodity, namely money. Neither would anyone exchange
one dress with another which is exactly the same because there is
no purpose for such an exchange.

If the process of labor and the concrete result of that labor were
identical there would be no basis for exchanging the products. It
is only because the particular concrete labor as applied in the labor
process and the particular products of that labor are different, on
the one hand, in terms of their use value—that is they serve differ-
ent functions or fulfill different needs or wants which are socially
determined—and on the other hand because the products contain,
as Marx says, congealed labor power, abstract labor, that they can
be exchanged with each other. The quantitative aspect in the ex-
change relationship, or in what proportion the one is exchangeable
with the other, depends upon the quantity of labor—socially neces-
sary labor—applied to the process of producing the one or the
other. But again it is the quantity of labor in the abstract.

___Marx gives the example of the area of rectangles as a way of un-
derstanding this point. Different sized rectangles do not have ex-
actly the same dimensions, but their areas can be compared the one
with the other by abstracting the area from the specific form of
the rectangle and coming up with the total area of each, which
then makes it possible to compare the area of one with the other.

And this is a specific example to illustrate the point that in or-
der to be exchanged with each other, in order to be equal with
each other in their relationship of exchange or to have proportion-
ality with each other in the exchange, they have to be equal to or
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have some relationship to a third thing. That third thing is labor
in the abstract. Now, when Marx speaks of congealed human la-
bor power he means that there is a certain amount of abstract la-
bor, a certain amount of labor power applied regardless of the par-
ticular form of labor, embodied in both of these commodities and
this is what makes them exchangeable with each other.

So, again, the fundamental thing to understand is the contra-
diction inherent within commodities that they contain both use
value and exchange value, to put it in short form; they contain
both useful labor which produces the use value, and abstract labor
which is congealed in the product as value (manifested as exchange
value in the process of exchange). This, as we will see later, is the
key to understanding a lot of the other contradictions of not only
commodity producing society in general, but capitalism in parti-
cular.

In this very contradiction, whether you express it as the differ-
ence between useful and abstract labor, the two-fold character of
labor embodied in commodities, or Whether you express it as the
fact that a commeodity contains both use value and value, never-
theless in this very contradiction, lies in embryonic form the germ
or the cell of all the contradictions of capitalism.

COMMODITY PRODUCTION

What makes production commodity production? In a short
pamphlet that was originally produced by the Revolutionary Union,
How Socialism Wipes Out Exploitation (later adopted by the RCP),
this example was given: if someone produces a quilt and uses it for
himself that is not a commodity. No exchange is involved. The
thing has use value but no value. On the other hand if he produced
a quilt and exchanged it for some other object, then it becomes a
commodity and it has not only use value of providing warmth or
whatever, but also exchange value in being able to fetch in return
for it some other commodity of equal value, some other commo-
dity which contains congealed (or embodied in it) the same amount
" of labor in the abstract, or abstract labor. And it is an essential
characteristic of capitalism that the general form of production is
commodity production, production for exchange, not for use by
the direct producter (or, as was the case with the feudal lord, by
the person who owns or semi-owns the producer, the serf) Capl-
talism, as opposed to natural production or production for direct
use, is charactenzed by production for exchange—commodity pro-
duction. Under capitalism commodity production becomes
the general, if not the completely universal, the overwhelming
form, of production; there is still some production for use but it
makes up a very small and, socially speaking, insignificant part of
production in society.
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The distinctive thing about commodity production—which, un-
der capitalism becomes the general form of production—is that
the products produced have, to the producers themselves, no func-
tion as use value, but only as value, or exchange value, whrch is
realized in the process of exchange. They are not things which he
is producing in order to use them, but in fact completely the op-
posite, he is producing them in order to exchange them. On the
other hand for party B, the person who purchases them or exchan-
ges some other commodity with them, the commodities produced
by party A have to party B use value.

This is a way of looking, in a different light, in an expanded way
so to speak, at the contradictions inherent in commodities, that
they have both use value and exchange value. It’s a further develop-
ment of that understanding in the sense that to the producer they
have only exchange value, and their use value lies only for some-
one else—the person who is exchanging another commodity to get
them (the person who is buying them if you want to take the sim-
plest way of looking at it). A commodity has use value to whoever
buys it but exchange value to whoever sells it and produces it—or
has it produced and appropriates it in order to sell it, as is the case
in capitalism.

Further as Engels says in Socialism: Utopian and Scientific,

“We have seen that the capitalistic mode of production thrusts its
way into a society of commodity-producers, of individual pro-
ducers, whose social bond was the exchange of their products.
But every society based upon the production of commodities has
this peculiarity: that the-producers have lost control over their
own social interrelations. Each man produces for himself with such
means of production as he may happen to have, and for such ex-
change as he may require to satisfy his remaining wants. No one
knows how much of his particular article is coming on the mar-
ket, nor how much of it will be wanted. No one knows whether
his individual product will meet an actual demand, whether he
will be able to make good his costs of production or even to sell
his commodity at all. Anarchy reigns in socialized production.”
(Marx and Engels, Selected Works, Vol. 3, p. 138)

Again, under capitalism commodity production is highly de-
veloped and is the general form of production. The owners of the
means of production still appropriate privately, but unlike earlier
forms of commodity production they appropriate the products of
production of others’ labor. In other words, in the early forms
of commodity production the separation between producer and
seller of commodities did not exist as it does under capitalism.
Generally speaking the producers of commodities owned their own
means of production or instruments, they produced the commo-
dities and then naturally, since they were the product of their own
labor, exchanged them for other commodities. But with the de-




velopment of capitalism (and we will go into this more fully later),
the capitalists as owners of the means of production appropriate
and sell as commodities (or exchange with other commodities) pro-
ducts which were produced entirely by the labor of others, and

not through their own labor. So this sets capitalism off from
earlier and more primitive forms, less general forms, of commo-
dity production.

(In pre-capitalist society there was some commodity production;
in slave society and feudal society, although the bulk of produc-
tion supported the lavish consumption of the exploiters, there
was to a certain degree the phenomenon that the slaveowner or
feudal lord appropriated things produced by slaves or serfs and
exchanged them as commodities. But commodity production on a
truly wide scale developed in the later stages of feudal society,
and this was characterized by individual producers exchanging the
product of their own labor as commodities. It is this that capital-
ism negated with its separation of actual producer from appro-
priator—and seller—of the products as commodities.)

Under earlier commodity production, production was in the
final analysis, social, in the sense that it was part of the division
of labor of society, but a division which grew up behind the backs
of and independently of the producers themselves and was not im-
mediately recognizable by them as a social process. In other words,
each commodity producer worked independently of all others, and
the one place where the social character of what was going on be-
came recognizable was the market where they exchanged their
commodities. Other than that it appeared to them that they were
by accident or by laws or processes unknown to them producing
a particular kind of commodity.

In fact, they were not producing them accidently but as a re-

- sult of the exchange taking place through the market, as a result
of the social division of labor of production which grew up on the
basis of the law of value—in other words, on the fact that the value
(or exchange value) of different commodities was determined by
the socially necessary labor time contained in their production,
or by the amount of abstract labor embodied in them.

But the fact that production was ultimately a part of a social
process was not so clearly evident as it is under capitalism where
production itself is openly and directly carried on in a socialized
way. That is rather than scattered, individual producers, the over-
whelming and predominant form of production under capitalism
is highly socialized production carried on by hundreds, thousands,
even tens of thousands of producers cooperating, each of them
necessary for the production of the total product. Thus, Engels
points out, at the end of the production of any partlcular product
under cap1ta.hsm it is impossible for any individual worker to say
‘ ‘I made that; this is my product.” > And this is another thing

which represents the further developmeht of capitalism beyond
earlier forms of commodity production.

BASIC CONTRADICTION OF CAPITALISM

So, under capitalism, production is carried on socially but still
the products of production are appropriated privately. And this
of course constitutes the basic contradiction of capitalism. Labor
power has become a commodity under capitalism and this is one
of capitalism’s distinguishing features. But in its use, this labor
power has a particular special property belonging to 1t alone among
all commodities and to no other commodity, that in its use it
creates additional value beyond its own. And this of course is the
secret of surplus value, of profit, under the capitalist system.

The capitalist buys and must buy labor power—the ability to do
work in general—as opposed to labor. He cannot buy concrete
labor, but once having bought labor power, he applies it to the
process of production in a particular way to produce particular
products which have concrete features, characteristics, bodily form
and concrete use value. But they also have value, the embodiment
of human labor in the abstract. So a commodity produced by
this labor still has embodied in it the two-fold character of all la-
bor embodied in commodities. But now the capitalists—instead
of the direct producers themselves, the workers—appropriate the
products and realize their value, including surplus value, in the ex-
change.

This is another feature which is a fundamental characteristic
of capitalism and sets it off from earlier forms of commodity pro-
duction, that is that a non-producer, but one of that class that
monopolizes the means of production, appropriates the products
of the labor of the workers and exchanges them. In the process of
production the surplus value is created and in the process of ex-
change it is realized by the capitalist. The fact that in commodity
production, production for exchange, the product has for its pro-
ducer (or appropriator) only exchange value, but has use value to
whoever purchases it, this is expressed under capitalism in the fact
that capital seeks to produce surplus value not use value, or to put
it as the president of GM once said, “GM is in the business of mak-
ing money, not cars.”

This of course was explained some time ago in the Communist
Manifesto even before the president of GM was forced to admit it.
It was expressed by Marx and Engels in the following way there:
“In bourgeois society, living labor is but a means to increase ac-
cumulated labor. In communist society, on the other hand, accu-
mulated labor is but a means to widen, to enrich, to promote the
existence of the laborer.

“In bourgeois society, therefore, the past dominates the present;
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in communist society, the present dominates the past. In bour-
geois society capital is independent and has individuality, while
the living person is dependent and has no individuality.” (Marx
and Engels, Communist Manifesto, Peking, FLP, 1970, p. 50)

But still the blind forces of the market operate and the anarchy
flowing from the contradiction inherent in commodities them-
selves still exists. In fact it exerts itself as the compulsion, the
law, for the capitalists to compete for the market, that they have
to introduce new machinery, expand production to produce the
same number of goods more quickly and therefore with less value—
or another way of saying the same thing, produce more goods in
the same amount of time, each of which is produced more quickly
and therefore has a cheaper price (assuming price actually corre-
sponds to value)—in order to undersell their competition and to
grab up more of the market.

ANARCHY OF PRODUCTION

This goes back to the statement quoted earlier from Engels
where he notes that no one, even under earlier commodity pro-
duction, knows how much of his product will be sold, how much
of a market there is for it. All this operates blindly to the indivi-
dual producers, or under capitalism to the individual capitalists,
companies, etc.

So, the contradiction then arises and expresses itself under capi-
talism in the fact that planning in enterprise production—and some-
times the most highly developed and sophisticated attempts or
means for carrying out such planning by particular companies,
through computers and other means—stands in stark contradiction
to the overall anarchy of production in society. This constitutes
of course a basic contradiction of capitalist society; it flows from
the basic contradiction between private accumulation and socialized
production. And this, in turn, arises from the contradiction in-
herent in commodities themselves, of being both depositories of
value and use value, of having embodied in them both abstract
labor and useful labor.

The anarchy, the operation of the laws of commodity produc-
tion and the inherent contradiction in commodity production, all
of this leads to the tendency of constant capital to replace variable
capital, that is (to put it in simple terms) for the worker to be re-
placed by machinery. Along with this is the long term tendency
for the reserve army of the unemployed, as Marx and Engels called
it, to arise and to develop and to grow with the further develop-
ment and growth of capitalism.

This was summarized very powerfully in Socialism: Utopian and
Scientific, where Engels cites what Marx analyzes in Capital:
“...The very product of the worker is turned into an instrument
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for his subjugation,” and “thus it comes about that the econo-

. mizing of the instruments of labor becomes at the same time, from

the outset, the most reckless waste of labor power, and robbery
based upon the normal conditions under which labor functions;
that machinery, the most powerful instrument for shortening labor
time, becomes the most unfailing means for placing every moment
of the laborer’s time and that of his family at the disposal of the
capitalist for the purpose of expanding the value of his capital.”
(Marx and Engels, Selected Works, Vol. 3, p. 141)

Of course all of this is manifesting itself all too sharply today
in plants throughout the country where merciless speedup is com-
bined with tremendous layoffs. And in general beyond this parti-
cular phenomenon, with the further growth and accumulation of
capital, and particularly the growth disproportionately of con-
stant capital—or machinery, raw materials, etc., especially machin-
ery in relation to variable capital, or the capital exchanged for labor
power—all this, Engels points out (quoting Marx), « ‘establishes an
accumulation of misery, corresponding with accumulation of capi-
tal. Accumulation of wealth at one pole is, therefore, at the same
time, accumulation of misery, agony of toil, slavery, ignorance,
brutality, mental degradation, at the opposite pole, i.e. on the side
of the class that produces its own product in the form of capital.’ ”
(Ibid., p. 141) In other words, because of the very fact that work-
ers are forced to produce products that function as capital—capi-
tal being a social relationship which enables the capitalist to con-
trol the production process and exploit the workers to get surplus
value—therefore the product of their labor becomes a means for
their further enslavement and subjugation.

RATE OF PROFIT

Also, all of the general tendencies described above lead to the
tendency for the rate of profit to fall. In particular the fact that
constant capital—particularly machinery (or really the money laid
out for machinery, as opposed to variable capital, the money laid
out for, or exchanged with, labor power)—the fact that this constant
capital grows in greater proportion than variable capital, in other
words that machinery, relatively speaking if not in absolute terms,
is constantly displacing workers, this results in the tendency of
the rate of profit to fall.

The reason for this is that surplus value—and the sum of sur-
plus value is the same thing as the sum of the profit, though the
rate of surplus value, as will be explained later, is different than
the rate of profit—nevertheless the surplus value comes out of only
one part of capital, comes only out of the variable part of capital.
As stated earlier, labor power, the commodity of labor power, is
the only commodity that has the particular quality of being able
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in its use to produce more value than it is exchanged for; to pro-
duce more value in other words than its own equivalent, to pro-
duce, in short, surplus value. So surplus value can come about
only out of the labor of the workers.

In other words the exchange of variable capital (in the form of
money-wages) results, through the process of production, in the
replacement of the initial value laid out to the workers, but also in
an addjtional value which goes only to the capitalist. This is be-
cause, in a word, the worker is able during the working day to pro-
duce more value than the value of his own labor power—the value
of the commodities required to maintain and reproduce this labor
power.

This is why Marx talks about necessary labor and surplus labor.
The necessary labor is what the workers expend in reproducing
the value of their own labor power, that is the value equal to what
they need in order to live and raise a new generation of workers;
and surplus labor is what the workers expend producing surplus
value, the part of the labor in which the workers actually work
for free for the capitalists and produce value, above and beyond

tt:llltia :alue of their own labor power, which goes only to the capi-
st.

’I"he fact that the constant capital grows at a faster rate than the
vana}ble capital pushes down or tends to push down the rate of
proflf,. The reason for this is that the rate of profit is determined
not. simply by the amount of surplus value over the amount of
variable capital—which gives us the rate of exploitation of the work-
ers, or the rate of surplus value—but is determined by the total
amount of surplus value, or profit, over the total cost of produc-
tion, whif:h includes not only the variable capital but also the con-
stan1§ capital—in other words, not only the cost in wages for pur-
chgsmg the labor power to put it to use, but also the cost of ma-
chmery,_ raw materials, auxiliary materials for fuel or whatever.

As this constant capital rises the rate of profit is going to have
a te_ndency to fall because the total amount expended in order to

set in motion the labor of the workers to produce more surplus
value has grown greater than the amount of surplus value produced
by the workers. Despite the efforts of the capitalist to counteract

fhe tendency of the rate of profit to fall, overall it falls nonethe-
€ess.

CRISIS

And out of all this arises the crisis that is characteristic of capi-
tah.sm, which marked it every 10 years in its early stage, and
which, with th_e development of imperialism, has become all the
more deyastatmg, as was shown by the last depression of the 1930s.
All of this, and the basis of this, was described specifically by Marx
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in terms of the tendency of the rate of profit to fall. And along
with this goes the fact that much greater amounts must increasing-
ly be invested to get the same amount of profit. But, in turn,
greater investment—which means the greater proportional growth
of constant as opposed to variable capital—furthers the tendency
of the rate of profit to fall.

And so, capitalism, caught within its own contradictions, con-
tinues to spiral in on itself and repeatedly sinks into ever sharper
and deeper crises of “overproduction,” where there is an artificial
“surplus” population and “surplus” means of production—*“sur-
plus” only because they cannot be employed to result in yet more
capital.

Marx analyzes this in the third volume of Capital, where he
writes, “Capitalist production seeks continually to overcome these
immanent barriers, but overcomes them only by means which
again place these barriers in its way and on a more formidable
scale. ‘

“The real barrier of capitalist production is capital itself. It is
that capital and its self-expansion appear as the starting and the
closing point, the motive and the purpose of production; that pro-
duction is only production for capital and not vice versa, the
means of production are not mere means for a constant expansion
of the living process of the society of producers. The limits with-
in which the preservation and self-expansion of the value of capital
resting on the expropriation and pauperization of the great mass
of producers can alone move—these limits come continually into
conflict with the methods of production employed by capital for
its purposes, which drive towards unlimited extension of produc-
tion, towards production as an end in itself, towards unconditional

‘development of the social productivity of labor. The means—uncon-

ditional development of the productive forces of society—comes
continually into conflict with the limited purpose, the self-expan-
sion of the existing capital. The capitalist mode of production is,
for this reason, a historical means of developing the material forces -
of production and creating an appropriate world-market and is, at
the same time, a continual conflict between this its historical task
and its own corresponding relations of social production.” (Marx,
Capital, International Publishers, 1967, Vol. 3, p. 250)

To put it another way crisis comes about because and when the
means of production cannot be converted into capital, and labor
power into a means of producing more capital, more surplus value.
Capital, as Marx revealed, is a social relation. It is not money, it
is not machines or anything else. It is a social relation. Money or
machines can exist independently of capital and need not be capi-
tal. They only become capital under certain conditions, under
certain social relations, just as Marx pointed out Black people
are Black people but under certain conditions of historically de-
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termined production they became slaves. There was, of course,
nothing inherent in them which made them slaves. '

Capital then is a social relation. It is in'short the ability through
monopoly of the ownership of the means of production to ex-
ploit human labor power. And, again, the crisis of capitalism
comes about, as Engels powerfully puts it in Socialism: Utopian
and Scientific, when “The whole mechanism of the capitalist mode
of production breaks down under the pressure of the productive
forces, its own creations. It is no longer able to turn all this mass
of means of production into capital. They lie fallow, and for that
very reason the reserve army of labor must also lie fallow. Means
of production, means of subsistence, available laborers, all the
elements of production and of general wealth, are present in abun-
dance. But ‘abundance becomes the source of distress and want’
(Engels quotes Fourier, here) “because it is the very thing that
prevents the transformation of the means of production and sub-
sistence into capital. For in capitalistic society the means of pro-
duction can only function when they have undergone a prelimin-
ary transformation into capital, into the means of exploiting hu-
man4labor power.” (Marx and Engels, Selected Works, Vol. 3,

p. 143)

As the Programme of the RCP points out about such crises, and
particularly about the tremendous growth of the reserve army,
that is the tremendous growth of unemployment, during such cri-
sos, “‘In the inevitable crises of capitalism, unemployment grows
to tremendous proportions and the criminal absurdity of the capi-
talist system stands out all the more starkly—the very class that
produces the profit on which the system is based finds millions of
its members out of work because they cannot be employed pro-
fitably!” (pp. 111-112) Or further, as Engels expresses it
once again in Socialism: Utopian and Scientific, “the mass of the
workers are in want of the means of subsistence, because they have
produced too much of the means of subsistence.” Again, citing
Fourier’s description, Engels referred to this as “a crisis from ple-
thora,” a crisis of too much abundance or plenty.

“In these crises,” Engels continues, “the contradiction between
socialized production and capitalist appropriation ends in a violent
explosion. The circulation of commodities is for the time being,
stopped. Money, the means of circulation, becomes a hindrance
to circulation.” (Marx and Engels, Selected Works, Vol. 3, p. 142)
And a little later, “In every crisis [and this means, of course, the
crisis of capitalism—O.N.] society is suffocated beneath the weight
of its own productive forces and products, which it cannot use, and

stands helpless, face to face with the absurd contradiction that the
producers have nothing to consume, because consumers are want-
ing. The expansive force of the means of production bursts the
bonds that the capitalist mode of production had imposed upon
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them.” (Ibid., p. 148) This, then, is the basic underlying cause pf
the crises of capitalism which have characterised it from its begin-
ning and have become all the more devastating with its develop-
ment.

CAPITAL IS A BARRIER

Capital, the social relation, the class relations of exploitatioq of
wage-labor, which is essentially what capital is, stands as a barrier
to the development of society itself, and to the development of
mankind through society in its ability to rationally confront and
transform nature. '

Society fundamentally is an organized way in which people
carry out the production, and on that basis the distribution, of
the material requirements of life. But under commodity produe-
tion, the social relations between people in production and the so-

cial relations between people in general are disguised as relations
between things, between products, between commodities. People
appear to each other as owners of this or that commodity, and,
as stated earlier, the fact that they are part of a broader social di-
vision of labor becomes clear only when they exchange the com-
modities in the market.

In this exchange, especially as commodity production and ex-
change grows more widespread, involving many different kinds of
products, and still more as one commodity, money, comes to stand
as the universal equivalent of all other commodities—in short, is
good as payment to purchase any commodity—it is hidden from
the parties in the exchange that what they are really exchanging
is labor—abstract labor congealed in particular products. To sell
a television set to someone for $100 and then use that $100 to
buy a record player, for example, is not only exchanging the TV
for the record player through the medium of money, but actually
represents the exchange of equal amounts of labor that go into
these commodities, and the fact that in the exchange described in
this example what is fundamentally going on is an exchange of
labor, this fact is hidden, not immediately evident to the parties
involved. So the fact that labor is the bond between people in so-
ciety, is the very basis for society, is also hidden, because this labor
is carried out by isolated individuals (or groups of individuals).

What they produce and in what measure is, in fact, regulated,
but it is regulated by the law of value—which operates blindly—
and the division of labor in society develops spontaneously, not
through the conscious planning of society.

Under capitalism, although production is carried out socially
and this is directly and obviously so, private ownership and private
appropriation stands in the way of the social organization through-
out society of carrying out this production. As noted earlier there
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is the deyelopment under capitalism of planning and the attempt
tq organize production on the part of individual capitalists or in-
.dmdual companies, but the more so this is carried out the more so
it s!;ands in contradiction to the overall anarchy of production
whlc_h, again, ste_ms from the basic contradiction inherent in com-
modity production itself and in the labor which produces commo-
d1t1es_. The more that particular companies attempt to carry out
planning, this in no way means that they are more able to alleviate
the.c'ontradictions of capitalism, to tone down or to alleviate com-
petition, but in fact it only makes the competition sharper, it only
ma!(es the struggle for markets sharper and the inevitable crisis
which rgsults from the anarchy and from the attempt to expand
produqtlon as though there were no limits, become all the more
_explos1ve once these attempts at expansion run up against the lim-
its of t.he ?.ctual capitalist relations of production.

Caplj:allsm, through its private appropriation and ownership,
stands in the way of the social organization of society as a whole
to carry out production—and distribution which depends on pro-
duqtmp—of the material requirements of life. Production under
capltallsrp, as the most highly developed, most general form of
commodity production, expresses itself in the blind forces of the
market, anarchy, competition and, again, the tendency to expand
as though there were no limits and the running up of this expan-
sion against the limits of capitalist relations, resulting in the over-
production crises which have been described earlier.

MORE DEVASTATING CRISES

All of this means that production masters man rather than the
o_ther way around. It results in the tremendous waste of produc-
tive forces, both human and material. But it should be pointed
out, these crises which inevitably occur under capitalism are not
‘s1mp1.y an endless repetition of the same cycle but as Engels put
it, using an example from astronomy, in Socialism: Utopian and
Scientific, “the movement [that is, the movement of capitalism
through a series of crises—0.N.] becomes more and more 2 spiral
and must come to an end, like the movement of the planets, by ’
eollision with the center.” ’

It is, to use Engels’ phrase, “the compelling force of an ”
(Ibld_., p. 140) which we have already slfown ?n its origins ﬁc?gm-
modity production and in its ramifications in capitalist produc-
tion, yvhmh drives capitalism toward this situation.

fl‘!ns same point was also touched on by Marx and Engels in the
mtmg _of the Communist Manifesto, where they talk about the in-

_evitability of overproduction crises under capitalism and also the
fact that capitalism in the long run not only can’t solve these con-
tradictions but in fact through a series of such crises is less and less
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able to prevent them and is hit more devastatingly by successive
crises, .

Referring to ‘“the epidemic of over-production,’” they write,
“Society suddenly finds itself put back into a state of momentary
barbarism; it appears as if a famine, a universal war of devastation
had cut off the supply of every means of subsistence; industry and
commerce seem to be destroyed; and why? Because there is too
much civilization, too much means of subsistence, too much in-
dustry, too much commerce. The productive forces at the disposal
of society no longer tend to further the development of the con-
ditions of bourgeois property; on the contrary, they have become
too powerful for these conditions, by which they are fettered, and
so soon as they overcome these fetters, they bring disorder into
the whole of bourgeois society, endanger the existence of bour-
geois property. The conditions of bourgeois society are too nar-
row to comprise the wealth created by them. And how does the
bourgeoisie get over these crises? On the one hand by enforced
destruction of a mass of productive forces; on the other, by the
conquest of new markets, and by the more thorough exploitation
of the old ones. That is to say, by paving the way for more exten-
sive and more destructive crises, and by diminishing the means
whereby crises are prevented.” (Communist Manifesto, Peking,
FLP, p. 38) :

So what we can see here is that capitalism, due to the operation
of the basic laws governing it, and in particular due to the basic
contradiction of capitalism between socialized production and pri-
vate appropriation, arrives at the point where its own social rela-
tions are too narrow and restricting for the productive forces which
under capitalism itself have been developed—though through the
labor of the workers and not the capitalists. ' .

These productive forces have become too mighty, too powerful,
for the capitalist class and cannot any longer be commanded by
the capitalist class without bringing tremendous waste and destruc-
tion and crisis into society. These mass of productive forces can
only be commanded by that social grouping in society which has
produced them in the first place through its socialized labor, that
is by the working class, and ultimately by all of society after the
abolition of classes. And this is obviously an extremely important
point. And here it should be stressed again, that this basic contra-
diction of capitalism between socialized production and private
appropriation, has its seeds in the contradiction inherent within
commodity production itself—the separation between use value
and value—although this basic contradiction only develops in full
form when labor power itself becomes a commodity and the separ-
ation is fully developed between the actual producers and the
appropriators of the commodities.

As pointed out here, it is due to this basic contradiction of capi-




talism that the capitalist class is unable to fully utilize and com-
mand the productive forces that develop under capitalism itself.
Leaving aside the workers which are the main motive force of pro-
duction, and speaking only of the means of production, that is
‘machinery and factories, raw materials, land and what-have-you,
and in particular the machinery, it is not only the fact that they
have become highly developed but the fact that in order to make
use of these means of production it is necessary for production to
be carried out in a socialized wa , that is of great importance here.
In earlier, more primitive forms of society, with less developed
means of production, it was not only not necessary but not possible
for production to be carried on in this kind of direct socialized way.
The development of the means of production did not allow for it.
Under capitalism the reverse is true. It is not possible to utilize
them to the fullest unless they are utilized in a socialized way, un-
less production itself is carried on in a socialized way. And the
more so that this develops—and the development of capitalism
continually, by the laws we’ve spoken of, pushes this development—
the more so it undermines the basis of existence of capitalism and
brings into sharper and sharper antagonism the basic contradiction
between socialized production and private ownership, private ac-
cumulation, resulting in greater and greater crises and destruction.

SOCIALISM AND COMMUNISM

The only means for resolving this contradiction and for doing
away with the crises of capitalism, with the anarchy and with the
tremendous waste of the productive forces, both human and ma-
terial, is to bring the character of ownership of the means of pro-
duction into harmony with the character of the process of produc-
tion itself. That is to socialize the ownership of the means of pro-
duction and in the final analysis to make them the common pro-
perty of all of society, with the abolition of classes,

This is another way of saying that only communism can totally
resolve this contradiction. Under socialism, the first and lower
stage of communism, even after the socialist transformation of
ownership has been mainly completed, while the anarchy and cri-
ses characteristic of capitalism are eliminated on the basis of so-
cialized ownership, commodity forms still persist, including the
exchange of money-wages for food, clothing and other consump-
tion items,

The amount and kind of work a person does still basically de-

- termines the amount of pay; however—and this is a crucial differ-
ence from capitalism—labor power is not & commodity, there are
no buyers and sellers of labor power, in short no one enriching
himself by exploiting another. This is reflected in the basic prin-
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: ialist society, “he who does not work, neither s!lall he
:»th)l’(’air(l)g S‘?fii)ailn each acZording to his ability to each according to
hlSS‘:i(l)ll:kt.he persistence of commodity relatio.ns under somahs;n,hls,
as pointed out at the start, of this article, an 1mportant. part of the
soil for the restoration of capitalism. (For more on thl.:‘), gnd c}ose-
ly related questions, see the article on “bourgeois right” in this
i f The Communist. _ _ )
185%%;£unist ownership), ownership by all of soc}ety—whlch will
come only with the full developmer_lt qf communism thl:oqgh th<:1
class struggle first to overthrow capitalism, establish soc1al1§m an
then to continue the revolution under the; rule of the.workmg
class to eliminate the remnants of capitalism and achieve commun-
ism—only this is the means to both make use of the prqductlve
forces to the fullest at any time and to ponstantly q.nd in tremen-
dous proportion develop these product;ve forces still further'.
Communism will make possible and is bagsed on the conscious
mastery by man of his own social organization. For ".che first time
in the history of society, by grasping the laws governing nature
and society, mankind will consciously confront and transform
natTulfgr.l commodity production, and the contra'dicti.on -inh.erent _
in it, will be abolished. In commodity product}on, including capi-
talism, the laws of society operate blindly, behind the packs of the
producers of the commodities, behind the bacl::s of_soc1gty asa
whole in fact. But with communism, for thf: first time it will lpe
possible for society to be consciously organized and fo.r m?nkmd
to consciously confront and transform nature by grasping 1ts laws
without any social relations acting as fetter§ or barriers to either
grasping these laws or on the basis of grasping them to transform
natllrlxrg.ther words, mankind will consciously confront nature
through its own social organization of which for the fn:st time it
has become the master. Mao Tsetung has expresse_d this vcfnzr suc-
cintly and powerfully in On Practice in the following way: ) The
epoch of world communism will be lzeached when all mar,l’kmd
voluntarily and consciously changes itself and the world.” (Mao,
Selected Works, Vol. I, p. 308)

PROLETARIAN REVOLUTION

i ommunism is the historical mission of the p}*ole-
targ;:.a(glgzrilﬁnism can only be achieved by sgqial revolution for,
despite its inherent contradictions, anarch'y, crisis qnd the tremen-
dous suffering it brings to the masses, capitalism w11.1 not collapse
by itself. It must be smashed and destrqyed. That is Why, as the
Programme of the RCP points out, the first great revolutionary
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step of the working class is to overthrow the rule of the capitalists
and establish its own rule. Then the working class must abolish
capitalist ownership and replace it with the ownership by the state
representing the working class. This, in turn can only be achieved
through a series of steps under the rule of the working class; and
finally, through continuing this revolution and eliminating the rem-
nants of capitalism classless society, communism, will be reached.
As said before, to achieve all this is the historic mission of the

proletariat. As Engels put it in Socialism: Utopian and Scientific,
“To thoroughly comprehend the historical conditions and thus
the very nature of this act, to impart to the now oppressed prole-
tarian class a full knowledge of the conditions and of the meaning
of the momentous act it is called upon to accomplish, this is the
task of the theoretical expression of the proletarian movement,
scientific socialism.” (p. 151) And to this we can add that

to grasp these laws of scientific socialism—the science of re-
volution, or as it has come to be called Marxism-Leninism, Mao
Tsetung Thought—to grasp and apply these laws and in the course
of struggle to arm ever broader sections of the masses with them so
that they can consciously take them up and as the Programme of
the RCP states, “transform the world through class struggle,” this
is the role of the Party of the proletariat in every country.

In general then, human labor must always transform nature,
must always produce the wealth of society, the use values of soci-
ety (or, rather, increase them, because, as Marx pointed out and
struggled for, certain use values and a certain amount of wealth,
as opposed to value—or exchange value—is provided directly to
man by nature). Mankind must and always will create use values
or wealth—and wealth actually consists of use values, as Marx
pointed out—or else there could be no society and no human life.

But as opposed to the production of use values, commodity pro-
duction and the production of value in addition to the production
of use value, only corresponds to a certain historical stage of de-
velopment of production in society, in which, as stated earlier,
the process of production masters man rather than the other way
around. And this reveals that not only is it a historically limited
but a still primitive form of society in which man has not fully
separated himself off from the kingdom of animals in the sense

that through his social organization he is not yet directly and con-
sciously confronting and transforming nature.

Marx puts it this way in Capital, in the first volume on commo-
dities, “Political economy [by this he means classical bourgeois po-
litical economy—Q.N .] has indeed analyzed, however incompletely,
value and its magnitude, and has discovered what lies beneath these
forms. But it has never once asked the question why labor is repre-
sented by the value of its product and labor time by the magnitude
of that value. These formulae, which bear it stamped upon them
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step of the working class is to overthrow the rule of the capitalists
and establish its own rule. Then the working class must abolish
capitalist ownership and replace it with the ownership by the state
representing the working class. This, in turn can only be achieved
through a series of steps under the rule of the working class; and
finally, through continuing this revolution and eliminating the rem-
nants of capitalism classless society, communism, will be reached.
As said before, to achieve all this is the historic mission of the
proletariat. As Engels put it in Socialism: Utopian and Scientific,
“To thoroughly comprehend the historical conditions and thus
the very nature of this act, to impart to the now oppressed prole-
tarian class a full knowledge of the conditions and of the meaning
of the momentous act it is called upon to accomplish, this is the
task of the theoretical expression of the proletarian movement,
scientific socialism.” (p. 151) And to this we can add that
to grasp these laws of scientific socialism—the science of re-
volution, or as it has come to be called Marxism-Leninism, Mao
Tsetung Thought—to grasp and apply these laws and in the course
of struggle to arm ever broader sections of the masses with them so
that they can consciously take them up and as the Programme of
the RCP states, “transform the world through class struggle,” this
is the role of the Party of the proletariat in every country.

In general then, human labor must always transform nature,
must always produce the wealth of society, the use values of soci-
ety (or, rather, increase them, because, as Marx pointed out and
struggled for, certain use values and a certain amount of wealth,
as opposed to value—or exchange value—is provided directly to
man by nature). Mankind must and always will create use values
or wealth—and wealth actually consists of use values, as Marx
pointed out—or else there could be no society and no human life.

But as opposed to the production of use values, commodity pro-
duction and the production of value in addition to the production
of use value, only corresponds to a certain historical stage of de-
velopment of production in society, in which, as stated earlier,
the process of production masters man rather than the other way
around. And this reveals that not only is it a historically limited
but a still primitive form of society in which man has not fully

separated himself off from the kingdom of animals in the sense
that through his social organization he is not yet directly and con-
sciously confronting and transforming nature.

Marx puts it this way in Capital, in the first volume on commo-

dities, “Political economy [by this he means classical bourgeois po-
litical economy—O.N -] has indeed analyzed, however incompletely,
value and its magnitude, and has discovered what lies beneath these
forms. But it has never once asked the question why labor is repre-
sented by the value of its product and labor time by the magnitude
of that value. These formulae, which bear it stamped upon them
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Social-imperialism and
Social-Democracy, Cover-Up of
Capitalism in the USSR

(or How Martin Nicolaus and the October
League Have “Restored” Socialism in the
Soviet Union)

C.R.

In October, 1974 the Revolutionary Union, a national commu- '
nist organization which played a key role in the formation of the
Revolutionary Communist Party, USA, published an important
analysis of the development and workings of Soviet social-impe-
rialism entitled Red Papers 7: How Capitalism Has Been Restor-
ed in the Soviet Union and What This Means for the World Strug-
gle (RP7). At its foundation the RCP adopted this book as one
of its own publications.

Since publication of RP7 it has become more important than
ever that the working class and masses of people be armed with
a correct understanding of the true nature of Soviet society. In
the current world situation, with the continuing contention be-
tween the two superpowers, the U.S. and the USSR, intensifying
daily and with the danger of a new world war growing steadily
from this, it is essential that the working class recognize clearly
the class nature, not only of our own rulers, but also of our rul-
ers’ main rivals, the capitalists of Soviet Russia.

Moreover, even today when in the U.S. the question of seizing
state power and establishing the dictatorship of the proletariat is
not yet an immediate guestion, it is still important that the U.S.
working class begin to develop a scientific and class conscious
understanding of the nature of socialist society and the transition
to communism, so that we can have the clearest possible picture
of our final goal and so that we can be prepared to seize on any
opportunity presented to us to move forward from capitalism
into a whole new stage of human history.

In this context, of the rapidly changing international situation -
on the one hand, and of our own struggle for socialism in the
U.S. on the other, continuing discussion and study, debate and
struggle, centered on the theses and arguments of RP7 can be one
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very important way for communists, advanced workers all
and other revolutionary forces to dee en thei generally,
plex and crucial questions. P Ir grasp of these com-

PART 1: OPPORTUNIST LINE HIDD '
TION AND SLANDER EN BEHIND DISTOR-

) One attempt to contribute to this discussion, an article enti
.‘Cn,iilque of Red Papers 7: Metaphysics Canno,t Defeat Reélizligff
}‘sm, appeared pnder the signature of Martin Nicolaus. a self-styled
revo,lutlonary. mte!lectual” and English-language trahs:lator of
Marx’s Grundrisse, in the pages of Class Struggle (No. 2, Summer
1975), the “theoretical” journal of the October League ’(OL)
Upfortunately, be;hind a rather flimsy shield of purported échol-
arship and not-sp-w1tty sarcasm, this article only distorts the cor-
rect understanfllng of the class nature of Soviet society and of the
process by which capitalism was restored there presented in RP7
In the manner for'which the October League has become justly .
famous, it offers little more than pages of distortions, misquotes
and Qutnght falsghoods. Characteristically the author is more cc;n-
~cerned with flnd.n_lg new ways to hurl muck at the authors of RP7,
calling tl-lem. revisionists, Trotskyites, and anarchists all at once,
than hg is with adyancing his readers’ knowledge of the subject,
. For mstar_xce., Nicolaus’ contention that RP7 ends up in fact s.ay-
ing t_hat capltqhsm has not been fully restored in the Soviet Union
bl.lt is only being restored or “will inevitably be restored” (which
Nicolaus falsely claims to quote from an unnamed page of RP7Y)
:)nust surely come as a surprise to even a careless reader of that ”
P }?:lé. ’1_‘hte pages of RP7 abound with numerous examples of how
the & ?i‘rlllg& economy has been completely reorganized along capi-
. For instance, the discussion of the Shchekino Chemical
bine “experiment” on page 49 describes the development (?foslgeed-
up and unemployment under Soviet capitalism. And while the
Spwet .U.mon has yet to experience a classic capitalist overproduc-
tion crisis, RPZ explains how the recent disasters in Soviet agricul-
ture stex_n precisely from the reintroduction of “the fundamental
coni.:ra.dlctlon of capitalism and imperialism everywhere—the con-
tradlctlgn between private appropriation and social production of
| wc_ealth. (p. 56) Ipdeed, on this same page, where according to
« Nlcolaus.the startling thesis that capitalism has not yet been fully
restor_'ed_ in the Soviet Union is supposedly advanced, we can read a
description of how the primacy of the capitalist law of value means
::)he development of capitalist competition. This is then followed
nga;eiryz}stgl-clear sta}:,ement th?.t “This is what is happening in the
tomorro;lvl.on today.” (emphasis added) Today, Mr. Nicolaus, not
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Or, similarly, Nicolaus distorts and slanders RP7’s discussion of
the achievements of Soviet socialism, claiming that ‘“The whole
period is painted a dull grey; and indeed the authors characterize
this span of years simply as ‘the first period in the restoration of
capitalism.’ This basic approach is very near in spirit and method
to the Trotskyist view of Soviet socialism, much as it pays lip-ser-
vice to Stalin.”

No deal, Mr. Nicolaus. RP7 takes a clear stand on the Stalin
question and in defense of the Soviet workers’ state. On page 15
we read that “During these years the working class was firmly in
power and proletarian policies were being followed in most areas.”
An entire section is devoted to answering the question ‘“How did
the working class build socialism in the Soviet Union?’> What RP7
does not do is spend idle pages waxing eloquent about the very
real achievements of the Soviet workers under socialism, solely to

create the ‘“sense of loss” which Nicolaus finds lacking. RP7 takes
the correct stand of analysing the past to learn for the present and
future. Its authors are not afraid to emphasize the very bitter and
sharp class struggle which continued throughout the socialist peri-
od, and they do not hesitate to sum up the weaknesses and, yes,
the errors of the proletariat and its party. This is not done to min-
imize or slander the achievements of socialism, in the style of the
Trotskyites, but to reveal the causes for the proletariat’s defeat so
soon after Stalin’s death. :

- As RP7 states: ‘‘Soviet social-imperialism grew from the soil of
the Stalin era, from the particular contradictions and struggles
that exist under the dictatorship of the proletariat and assume the
forms we have discussed during the period of socialist construction
under Stalin’s leadership. But many more things also took root in
this soil, some good, others not so. To understand where the heal-
thy flowers of workers’ power, industrialization, economic plan-
ning, collective agriculture, lost out to the weeds of revisionism and
capitalism is the very difficult task at hand.” (p. 20) It is in this

- spirit that the history of Soviet socialism is discussed. '

But if the Nicolaus article were simply an assorted collection of
misquotes and distortions its “argument” could be readily dismis-
sed with an admonishment to those who have not yet done so to
read RP7 for themselves so as to set the record straight. And, in-
deed, such a reading does quite a bit to take the wind from Nico-
laus’ sails. :

However, beneath all the slick distortions, all the quoting out
of context, there is a line. The mudslinging and the misquotes
have a purpose. They disguise the fact that Nicolaus is in funda-
mental disagreement with one of the most basic theses of RP7 and
of the Marxist-Leninist theory of the dictatorship of the proletari-
at—namely, the thesis that socialism is a form of class society and
that under socialism class struggle continues. This class struggle is




most.flmQamentally a political struggle. The question of whether
a society is moving forward through socialism towards communism
or whgather capitalism has been restored is, in essence, a question
of wh.lch _class rules and whether or not the basis for eliminating
explmtatxon is being laid. It is not, fundamentally, a question of
thlch forms characterize the organization of the economy, the

free” market, or some type of planning. In opposition to this
correct view, Nicolaus supports the position that the essential dif-
ference between capitalism and socialism is the difference between
the anarchy of the market and the rationality of planning.

PART 2: NICOLAUS REDEFINES SOCIALISM

) Nicolau§ begins his attack with a frontal assault on RP7’s defini-
tion of socialism which emphasizes the fact that socialism is, in es-
sence, a transitional form between capitalism and communism,
completely classless society. The definition is presented on page
Q, at the close of a section entitled “What is Socialism?” This sec-
tion stresses that “only socialist revolution can eliminate the anar-
chy, destruction and misery caused by the capitalist system” and
notes .that. “socialism resolves the basic contradiction of capitalism
by dpmg away with the private ownership of the means of pro-
duction and the private appropriation of the surplus produced by
_the collective, socialized labor of the working people.” (p. 7) But
1t also notes that “The new socialist relations described by Marx
a.t}d Engels cannot be established at the stroke of a pen. The final

triumph of socialist relations comes from a process which takes
time and conscious struggle, class struggle.” (r.9

Hence, RP7’s definition lays stress not on any predetermined
level of de\_relopment of socialist economic forms, but upon the de-
gree jco which the working class, under the leadership of its Com-
munist Party., is consciously transforming all of society and gradu-
ally overcoming the legacy of capitalist production relations.

This does not satisfy Nicolaus who raises as the main question to
be answered, “Does the law of value dominate the relations of pro-
duc_tlon or are they dominated by planning?”” Now one thing '
Vth(:h is stressed throughout RP7 is that the law of value will con-
t;nue to operate and have considerable influence for quite some
time under socialism. Even where the socialist economy is mainly
a planned economy, the planners must still keep in mind the dic-
tates of this law in order to gradually restrict its operation and
event'ually abolish its basis, commodity production. Planners can-
not simply decide to build thirty steel mills, for instance, simply be-
cause the working class needs these. They must take into account
factqrs of cost and even of profitability which are still largely de-
termmed through operation of the law of value.

Nicolaus argues that RP7’s definition which places emphasis on
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the political dominance of the proletariat over the bourgeoisie and
not on the economic dominance of planning over the market, tends
to merge capitalism with socialism. He points to the Soviet NEP
period of the early 1920s, when the Soviet working class was forced
to retreat from the system of “war communism” to make use of
what Lenin termed “the forms and techniques of state-capitalism,”
and notes that “by this definition, Soviet state-capitalism during
the early NEP period definitely qualifies as ‘socialism.’

Absolutely correct, sir! This was “socialism’’ because the work-
ing class ruled. And even though the workers were forced to step
backward somewhat at this time, this retreat was designed to
strengthen the rule of the proletariat and the leadership of its Par-
ty. Would Nicolaus like to make the key dividing line between so-
cialist Russia and capitalist Russia the start of the first Five Year
Plan and not the revolution of October, 1917 (as several bourgeois
historians have tried to do before him)? Would he like to argue
that state-capitalism (and not just its “forms and techniques,” as
Lenin saw it) was the dominant system in the Soviet Union until
it was overthrown, not by the masses in proletarian revolution, but
by the plan? If so, and he does, then he misses not only the crucial
overriding question of which class rules, but of the particular fact
that, during the early NEP period the proletarian state exercised
control over “the forms and techniques of state-capitalism® and
over the remaining capitalist relations and forces.

In fact, the “forms and techniques’’ not only of state-capitalism,
but of individual capitalism too, continue to play a very important
role in all socialist societies even where in the main the socialist
ownership of the means of production has been established. This
is one reflection of the continued existence of the law of value and
of classes and class struggle under socialism.

In China just before the Cultural Revolution, ten years after pri-
vate ownership of the means of production had been virtually elim-
inated in industry and a planned economy instituted, Mao Tsetung
declared that the majority of factories were in the hands of capi-
talists and run according to the logic of capitalism! But China was,
and has remained, the leading socialist country in the world. And -
even today in China the issue has not been entirely settled with re-
spect to the system of ownership,

In every socialist country that has yet existed in the world the
overwhelming majority of agricultural enterprises are owned col-
lectively by the peasants who work them and not by the proletari-
an state. While these farms mobilize the cooperative efforts of
thousands, and while communists on the farms struggle to lead the
masses in putting the interests of the whole society above those
of the one collective, still production under this system is not sim-
ply for the overall good but also ties individual income to the out-
put of the collective farm itself, as well as to the work of the indi-




vidual.
_ Yet collectivised agriculture is one very important form of social-
ist pz:oper’cy2 representing a tremendous advance from-individual
farming. It is a form in transition. The goal of the proletariat is to
gradually transform these farms into state farms through a step-by-
» ste.p strugg}e against the capitalist class relations which continue to
exist even in the collective form. And, despite Nicolaus’ protesta-
tl_oqs, this struggle takes place through stages, with the form of so-
cialist prope:rty undergoing a transformation from a lower to high-
er level. It is the dictatorship of the proletariat and not just plat;x-
ning Whigh makes this struggle possible.

The point is .that even under socialism many of the forms which
we associate with capitalism continue to exist. This is because un-
der socialism, as Stalin pointed out so forcefully in his Economic
Problfzms of Socialism in the USSR, and as Mao Tsetung stressed
especially in the period just before his death, commodity relatioﬁs
have not yet been fully overcome. The law of value does exist and
does influence production (and not just distribution) under social-
Ism even though its sphere of operation is increasingly restricted as
t!le polltlpa}l power of the working class is strengthened, the initia-
tive, participation and conscious action of the masses is encouraged
apd as t_he productive forces are developed on this basis. The con- ’
}:mued u%lﬂuence of thp law of value and the existence of capitalist
c?:slg:ti g;(l:(:'the continued existence of antagonistic classes and of

The continued operation of the law of value under sociali
stems frpm the fact that in practice real ownership gl:é' i?lglanl)l::rlls of
production ]oy the working class is not entirely complete and this
is _reﬂgcted in the continued existence of “bourgeois right” in dis-
.tnbutlon ac_cording'to work and exchange by means of money. It
is al‘s‘o seen in _the continued persistence of what the Chinese térm
the “three major differences,” between workers and Ppeasants, be-
tween town and country in general, and between mental and ;nanu-
al labor. These can only be eliminated step-by-step as, in the
z?;lzfss; oit;‘ hstrenhg’chenifng proletarian dictatorship and building so-

, the sphere of o i i
clalis restrictgd ‘ peration of the law of value is more and

Now, one might ask, since the law of value is the la i -
lates the xparket, how is it possible for this law to stillvg;g?:;g 11;31*(%’u
der planning? The answer is simply that planning by itself is a
classless concept. The question is planning for whom and what
purpose? The capitalists plan every day. They plan to achieve the
h1ghest.rates of profit for themselves. On the level of the single

. enterprise tl.le capitalists plan production and sales to maximize the
1"ate of p_roflt. And on the state level the capitalists can also engage
in plam:nng, as In many countries in Western Europe. However, as
RP7 points out, “these plans are drawn up only to insure the p;o-
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fitability of major monopolized industries.” (p. 3)

Socialist planning is not based on maximizing profit. Under so-
cialism planners must plan the economy with the political interests
of the working class at heart; they must seek to increasingly involve
the masses of workers in the planning process. But this takes time,
and for a long time, when the bourgeoisie still exists, the planners
must continue to resort to financial calculations, and take account
of cost and profit factors. Hence, RP7 notes that “In all socialist
societies established so far, money, rather than the direct calcula-
tion of social labor time, continues to be the chief means by which
goods are evaluated and distributed. Monetary value and physical
magnitudes (weight, length, etc.) are used by the state planners to
allocate resources and measure production.” (p. 8)

Nicolaus questions this formulation, contending that it “muddles
up the rather crucial fact that in Soviet socialist planning, the allo-
cation and measurement of resources and of production in physi-
cal terms played the leading and decisive role, while the financial
system played the passive role of bookkeeper and expediter.”

In this sentence our critic reveals quite a bit more than perhaps
he had hoped. For to say that the financial system played ‘‘the
passive role of bookkeeper and expediter” is to deny that, as Marx
said, “economic categories are only the abstract expressions of ac-
tual production relations.”” (Critique of the Gotha Programme)

The financial system was not just a bookkeeper under Soviet social-
ism nor has it been in any socialist system. To contend that the
Soviet financial system was simply a bookkeeping operation is to
deny that the socialist system is regulated by knowable economic
laws and that among these is the law of value, a law which is expres-
sed through financial accounts and lets us know that the basis for
capitalist restoration persists.

Under Soviet socialism the operation of the financial system re-
flected the fact that planners had to take into account costs of
production as determined by the law of value. Careful bookkeep-
ing was needed because the proletariat could not simply deny the
operation of the economic laws which exist independent of man’s
will. Under capitalism man is a slave to the laws of the economy
precisely because under that system the proletariat is not free to uti-
lize its scientific knowledge of these laws to “restrict their sphere
of action, utilize them in the interests of society and ‘harness’
them...” (Economic Problems of Socialism)

In the Soviet Union in the ’30s the same viewpoint held by Nico-
laus led some planners to make serious ‘‘voluntarist™ errors, acting
as if the workers could do just about anything under planning with-
out taking into account factors of cost and ‘““value.” While refuting
the revisionists in the Party who sought to restore the profit motive
to the Soviet economy in the late ’40s, Stalin also argued against
this voluntarist view as a mirror-image of the same bourgeois line.




Both the view which restores the law of value as regulator of the
economy and the view which totally denies the influence of this
law share in common an idealist denial that the working class can
consciously transform society by grasping and utilizing in its own
interest the objective laws which govern society. If the proletariat
_atte-mpts to suppress the law of value to an extent greater than ob-
Jective conditions permit—as would happen if the financial system
18 viewed simply as a bookkeeping operation—then this can only
lead to intensification of bourgeois resistance through the appear-
ance of black markets and the consequent demoralization of the
masses.

Sta}in pointed out that “True, the law of value has no regixlating
function in our socialist production, but it nevertheless influences

production, and this fact cannot be ignored when directing produc-

tion.” (Economic Problems of Socialism) Failure to recognize this

fact amounts to failure to recognize and combat the continued ex-

istence, and resistance, of the bourgeoisije!

So, Nicolaus’ unspoken definition of socialism sets that system
apart from all other systems principally through its emphasis on
planning, Tl_lis, as we have seen, leads him away from the funda-
mental Marxist principle of, in Mao’s words, “taking class struggle
as the key link,” The application of this same classless approach al-
so leads Nicolaus into a hopeless muddle when he attempts to for-
mulate a definition of capitalism.

According to RP7, “It is the creation of surplus value by the
W01_'ke1"s and the appropriation of this value in various forms by the
capitalist class, to be disposed of according to the needs and desires
of that class, which is the distinguishing feature of the capitalist
system.” (p. 5) Nicolaus objects to this statement and in particular
to a later reference which calls this the “fundamental law” of capi-
talism. Instead, he gives distorted emphasis to the character of la-
bor power itself as a commodity, one of the essential aspects of ca-
pitalism,

) Now at first glance this would really seem to be quite a forma-
listic and academic difference since RP7 does emphasize this all-im-
portant featl}re of the capitalist system. After all, under capitalism
the commodity character of labor power is expressed precisely in
the extraction of surplus value, since no capitalist in his right mind
would purchase labor power except to create surplus value through
the employment of that power in production. What then is Nico-
lau§’ objection? Surely someone who took such umbrage at what
he imagined to be ill treatment of Stalin by the authors of RP7
must find it difficult indeed to contradict Stalin, who said that
“Mpst appropriate to the concept of a basic economic law of capi-
talism is the law of surplus value...” (Economic Problems of So-
cialism)

The problem is that Nicolaus confuses the commodity character
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of labor power with the commodity character of the means of pro-
duction and seemingly treats the two as interchangeable. He notes
that while RP7 recognizes the commodity character of labor power,
“it still leaves out the other half, namely that capitalism is distin-
guished from other systems of commodity production in that not
only labor power but also the means of production become com-
modities.” In other words, as will become even clearer, for Nico-
laus the buying and selling of labor power and the extraction of
surplus value this entails are really just a reflection of the buying
and selling of the means of production which is the real distinguish-
ing feature of capitalist production.

As we shall see more fully, this reflects Nicolaus’ view that what
constitutes capitalist restoration in the USSR is the fact that—to a
limited degree—‘reforms” in the Soviet economy allow managers
and enterprise directors to buy and sell means of production and
labor power outside the state plan. If this were not so, according
to Nicolaus, the Soviet economy would not be capitalist. But, in
fact, the overwhelming form of buying—and exploiting—labor
power is not this “free enterprise” at the enterprise level, but ap-
propriation of surplus value by the capitalists in control of the
state, ministries of the economy, large production associations,
etc. through the plan. Capitalism in the USSR is highly develop-
ed state-capitalism. Nicolaus’ insistence on making the essential
feature of capitalism “free market” buying and selling of means
of production and labor power—and his insistence, in effect, that
the two must go hand-in-hand—leads him completely away from a
correct analysis of capitalism, especially its main features in the

USSR.

In fact, the buying and selling of the means of production, al-
though most extensive under capitalism, exists to varying degrees
in all commodity systems, even where commodity production is
not the main, or generalized, form of production. Under feudal-
ism and slavery, for example, the lords and slavemasters were free
to buy and sell both land and what tools and primitive machinery
did exist at the time. But only with capitalist relations does the
sale and purchase of labor power for the purpose of extracting sur-
plus value become possible.

Nicolaus thus views capitalism as a system characterized by the
regulation of production according to the dictates of the law of
value, i.e., according to trade in the means of production. Now
certainly the domination of the law of value is one characteristic
of capitalism, but the law of value is the general law for all forms
of commodity production and it cannot be said to be the distin-
guishing feature of capitalist society. Stalin explained quite well
why this is so:

“The law of value is primarily a law of commodity production.
It existed before capitalism, and, like commodity production, will




continue to exist after the overthro& of capitali i )
pitalism, as it does, for

im;::ance, in our country, glthough, it is true, with a, restricted °

sphere qf operation. Having a wide sphere of operation in capital-

nolr\wrz'ic {’mblems of Socialism)

1colaus looks at capitalism not from the vant i
working class, whose labor power is exploited byatgheepc(:&)ni‘i;;acl);:‘sgl °
whg sees the product of its socialized production turned into ’
chains ,t,o further enslave it, but from the viewpoint of the “ali-
enated .‘ petty })ourgeois intellectual who is shocked and repelled
by_ th_e ‘vulgarity” of a society organized according to mercantile
principles. qu him socialism does not advance beyond capitalism
thr9ugh the elimination of exploitation, but only through the elimi-
nation of competition and the market,

PART 3: NICOLAUS TAKES PLANNING AS THE KEY LINK

' Al:med with this false conception of the difference bet
pitalism and socialism, our OL scholar sets out to refute tvl‘lrge}?isiiri-
cal presentathn of how capitalist relations of production have
been restored in the Soviet Union found in Chapters 2 and 3 of
Rf7. F;rst off, he decides that the authors ““dismiss the dramatic
5) m?;e’zrlsggégflfs of 1956-57, culminating in the palace coup of

Certainly the rise to power of Khrushchev was im

ta}ke_over qf the proletariat’s fortress, its Communistprf)aﬁa;lti;rcrxrrile
within, which Khrushchev led, and his revisionist assault 0;1 the
fgndarpent_al principles of Marxism-Leninism, which reached a
hlgh p1.tch.1n 1956, were surely, as RP7 declares, “the crucial turn-
ing point in the restoration process.”’ (emphasis in original)
(. 53) H'owever,_to understand this rise to power, to explain it
fully, in !;n.e Marxist fashion and from the proletarian class point
of view, it is necessary to speak of far more than “palace coups.”
And we h’ave heard enough of content-less inner-Party “power ‘
st.;ruggles’ from the legions of bourgeois “China watchers.” The

cusged in class terms, showing how the continui i

capltahs!: production relations under socialismmnrrllgai?ts:ltlir'sctig f
bour.ge01s1e will continue to be engendered under socialism and
continue to strive for a political comeback, basing its main hope
on the representatives of its class hidden in the leadership of the
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Communist Party itself.

Thus, in contrast to bourgeois presentations of these events,
RP7 does not put much stress on detailing a blow by blow ac-
count of the inner-party struggle of the mid-’60s. After all, most
of the available factual information relevant to such an account
comes from the most dubious of sources anyway and, no doubt,
the most damning information is still hidden somewhere in the
bowels of the Kremlin. What RP7 does stress is the sharpening
class struggle in the Party during the post-WW2 years, in the

spirit of revealing the real contradictions faced by the Soviet pro-

letariat and analyzing the unsuccessful attempts made by Stalin
and others to deal with them in a way to prevent capitalist re-
storation.

Nicolaus, of course, is incapable of grasping any of this since
for him the class struggle under socialism is merely an empty
phrase which he repeats because he finds it in Peking Review.

If one accepts his classless conception of what separates the two
systems, then one must wonder what on earth the two classes
have to struggle over. Did Khrushchev and his ilk struggle against
the planned economy because they wanted the right to give up
control of the economic power of the Soviet state in order to set
up their own businesses? Of course not! The class struggle was
not a struggle between advocates of a “free” market and advo-
cates of a plan, The Khrushchevite capitalist roaders wanted to
place the pursuit of profit in command of the planning process.
They aimed to make the accumulation of profit and the endless
cycle of accumulation-investment-accumulation the goal of pro-
duction with this blind accumulation of profit ending up in the
hands of an exploiting class. On the other hand, the genuine
communists wanted to strengthen the rule of the working class,
mobilize the masses to suppress the bourgeoisie and continue
to lead the masses in exercising conscious control over what was
produced, and in the interest of the workers and the masses of
people.

It is illuminating that Nicolaus wants more talk of “palace
coups” but ignores the important discussion of the role played
by Nikolai Voznesensky which appears in Chapter 2 of RP7.
“Voznesensky believed that socialism represents only the most
rational and orderly organization of the economy through
planning. He did not believe that planning had to be in the in-
terests of the workers and politically controlled by them.” (p. 18)
His role was important in paving the way for future revisionists,
like Kosygin, who studied at his feet. And his line is, in fact,
remarkably compatible with Nicolaus’!

But the most serious difference which our critic has with
the account of capitalist restoration presented in RP7 centers
on its presentation of the famed economic “‘reforms” of 1965.
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The whole thrust of Nicolaus’ line is that the capitalist system

in the Soviet Union was “created by the 1965 measures,” failing
to put the main emphasis on the consolidation of revisionist
leadership in the Communist Party. Thus, Nicolaus concen-
trates his heaviest fire on RP7’s discussion of these “reforms.”

In describing how the new Soviet bourgeoisie has restored
capitalist relations of production since the overthrow of pro-
letarian rule in the mid-’50s RP7 begins with an account of the
measures taken by Khrushchev. Although these measures
wreaked havoc with the stable planned economy which the
working class had painstakingly created, they did not accom-
plish the full restoration of capitalist relations in the economy.
Instead Khrushchev’s main contribution to bourgeois rule was
“to destroy the centralized power of the proletarian state’*and
- “to negate the achievements of socialism by breaking up the cen-

tralized rule of the working class and dismantling socialist in-
stitutions.” (p. 53) Khrushchev lost his position of power be-
cause under his “leadership” the economy fell into shambles
and chaos and new capitalist forces had to come forward to
“restore order.” : :

It fell to Brezhnev and Kosygin, who led the Soviet bourgeoi-
sie in dumping Khrushchev, to systematically stabilize and re-
structure the economy according to consistent monopoly ca-
pitalist principles—which they were forced to do by the lows
of capitalism and the actual class relations (productive rela-
tions) now existing. The 1965 “reforms” played the major role
in this effort. .

What was the main thrust of these reforms? Did they reorgan-
ize the economy into one where hundreds of thousands of in-
dividual firms compete freely on the open market? Actually no,
although as we shall see market relations, that is, the law of
value, began to assume the major role in the formulation of
planning policy. What the “reforms” did was drastically reshape
the “planning” process to conform to the capitalist nature of
the new ruling class. These new capitalists were not out to de-
velop the economy in an all-round way in the interests of the
working class. They were out to accumulate the greatest amount
of surplus value for themselves. They looked at the means of pro-
duction, not as resources for the proletariat, but simply as accu-
mulated dead labor which could be worked by living labor to
produce profit—i.e., they looked upon the accumulated wealth
of the socialist proletariat as capital belonging to them as an ex-
ploiting class.

Thus the reform reorganized the economy so as to insure the
maximum profitability of key industries. This meant that local
enterprises were granted considerably more autonomy, and were,
in fact, freed to enter into some market-type deals, but this was
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done only to facilitate the accumulation of profit by the bour-
geois class controlling the state. Planning was now guided by the
dictates of the law of value, since profit was in command, but the
enterprises and ministries themselves were not transformed into
independently functioning capitalist firms. In short, the key fea-
tures of the 1965 “reforms” were “the introduction of profit maxi-
mization as the goal of production and the consequent realignment
of the economy according to the dictates of the law of value, and
also the institution of capital charges and interest leading to the
treatment of the means of production as capital.” (p. 50)

How is it possible for the accumulation of profit to be the goal
of production and for the law of value to assume a regulating role
without the full reinstitution of the kind of market generally as-
sociated with capitalism? The answer to this question lies in an
understanding both of the differences between competitive capi-
talism and monopoly capitalism and the specific features of So-
viet state-monopoly capitalism. Under competitive capitalism
many individual firms compete on the market. Under monopoly
capitalism, or imperialism, the highest stage of capitalism, a hand-
ful of monopoly corporations which combine banking and indus-
trial capital dominate the economy and compete even more vicious-
ly, although the operation of the law of value is restricted some-
what since these giants can often fix prices above their value even
a8 they compete with each other on the open market and in many
other ways. Intense competition also goes on among different fi-
nance capitalists within these giants for control of them and their
profits. ,

Under imperialism production is still for profit and not use. As
Alfred Sloan, former president of General Motors once said,

““GM is in the business of making money, not cars.” And within
each monopoly corporation the law of value still regulates produc-
tion, since profit is still in command, even though there is no “mar-
ket,” in Nicolaus’ sense, within the company. '

By way of shedding some light on this let’s look at probably the
“purest” monopoly we have in the U.S.—the Bell System tele-
phone company, A.T.&T. This multi-billion dollar company is
probably bigger than most Soviet ministries. And each year
A.T.&T. makes up a budget, its own ““plan” designed to ensure
that the company, with all its many subsidiaries and divisions,
“oarns”’ the maximum profit possible. Were the company run by
the working class under conditions of proletarian dictatorship,
maximization of profit and “cost accounting” according to the
law of value would still play a role in formulating this plan, re-
flecting the fact that socialism is still a commodity system with.
classes and class struggle. But overall the interests of the working
class would be dominant. So the accumulation of greater wealth
would be achieved not through grinding speedup but by unleashing
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the initiative of the workers to expand production by grasping re-
volution (and phone service might be made available to the masses
at a price below its actual value, to meet their needs),

But under monopoly capitalism the Bell system plans its budget
to maximize profit and to hell with its workers (and the masses
generally). Moreover, when Bell makes up a budget for one of its
divisions, say, Western Electric which makes telephone equipment,
they don’t just give them the materials and workers they need.
They budget money. A.T.&T. management says to the manage-
ment of Western Electric, “Here’s X amount of funds for capital
construction (machinery), Y amount for raw materials, and Z
amount for your wage bill. The way we figure it you should
charge A amount for phones, B for accessories, etc. Now go out
there and earn as much money as you can for us. And we’ll let
you keep a certain percentage as an incentive.” (There are even
cases where giant corporations are experimenting with the method
of giving the management of their subdivisions a general fund and
letting them have a go at making the most profit as they can—de-
ciding themselves how much to spend on wages, machinery, etc,
This certainly doesn’t make these corporations more capitalist.)

The manager of Western Electric will do everything in his power
t.o earn as much as possible. He'll institute speedup, he’ll run the
lines overtime, etc. And he’ll even enter into cutthroat competi-
tion with other Bell divisions because if he does well in this com-
petition then maybe one day he’ll get to run the entire company.,
So even though A.T.&T. has a “plan’’ the whole company is run
according to the profit motive and the law of value and there are
:onﬂicting interests and struggle at the top levels of the Bell 5ys-

em.

This is (in somewhat simplified terms, of course) how “planning”
and the main forms of competition for accumulation of surplus
Yalue are carried out in the post-reform Soviet Union. Except that
in the Soviet Union capital is much more highly concentrated than
under any previously existing capitalist system and there is still a
single state “plan.” But in the Soviet Union today the ministries
and the overall economy operate along principles not fundamen-

!;ally different than those summarized in the example above, mak-
ing clear that the law of value can act as the regulating force even
where the “market” forms that Nicolaus erroneously insists must
qharacterize capitalism do not predominate or even play a deci-
sive role. And, as RP7 points out, in the USSR today the law of
value not only regulates the production of the various ministries,
enterprises, etc., but also regulates exchange between them and
production and exchange throughout Soviet society as a whole."

A§ I_BP? notes, “In any capitalist economy the fundamental con-
tradiction is between the social nature of production and the pri-
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ween centrifugal (decentralizing) and centripetal (centralizing)
forces: on the one hand, the anarchy of production and spontan-
eity of the market, on the other hand, the tendency toward con-
centration and monopoly. These two tendencies exist together and
the development of one does not mean the elimination of the
other. In fact, as Lenin noted, the development of monopoly
increases competition, and exists together with it.” (emphasis in
original) (p. 51) _

In the Soviet Union the concentration of capital and the degree
of monopoly is much greater than in other monopoly capitalist so-
cieties since all previous forms of imperialism are based on the his-
torical legacy of competitive capitalism while Soviet social-imper-
ialism is built on the highly centralized foundation established un-
der the socialist system. The 1965 measures did mark a definite
concession to the centrifugal market forces, but this did not change
the fact that the system is still based on state-capitalist ownership
and control.

Under any form of monopoly capitalism, although competition
between rival capitalists does exist in the “free market” it in-
creasingly moves into the board rooms, the state institutions and
the political arena, and into imperialist war. Under Soviet state-
monopoly capitalism there is competition between different mini-
stries, Production Associations, regions and industries and between
rival capitalist forces within these. As yet this competition is still
largely confined to the upper reaches of the Communist Party
where the different interests battle it out for political influence,
and to the meetings which work out assignments according to the
plan. Competition is not mainly market place competition, but
it is real competition and reflects the real anarchy of capitalist
production—the dog-eat-dog pursuit of profit—nonetheless.

Thus Nicolaus’ charge that RP7’s description of the Soviet econ-
omy is a ‘‘reproduction in another form of the revisionist Karl
Kautsky’s theory of ‘ultra-imperialism’—the theory of the unifica-
tion under a single center of all the imperialists...” is pure bunk.
The fact happens to be that the Soviet social-imperialists, repre-
senting a younger, ‘“hungrier” imperialist power than their U.S.
rivals, are indeed more “united” than the imperialists of most

other countries. But this is not because they have no “market” in
which to compete with one another. In the Adam Smith world
of Martin Nicolaus the capitalists may have no political interests
and may not engage in political competition which is an expression
of their more fundamental economic rivalries. But this certainly
does take place in the real world, including in the Soviet Union.
Whether Soviet managers have wide range to buy or sell on the
market or not, competition must rule the Soviet system because
the managers, the Party officials, in short, the capitalists, are
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(although not always in clear form personal) profit.

Similarly Nicolaus’ accusation that RP7 has ‘‘discarded any sem-
blance of a Marxist-Leninist theory of fascism” is also rubbish.
RP7 compares the Soviet economy to the Nazi economy, in which
“competition between monopolies was held in check by the state
which used its control over military spending as one key lever of
authority and influence. The economy, of course, remained thor-
oughly capitalist but the state played the leading role.” (p. 51)
Nicolaus triumphantly refutes this comparison by informing us
that the British scholar, Tim Mason—who is not a Marxist, but one
of whose articles the authors of RP7 found illuminating and hence
footnoted—was ‘“‘soundly thrashed” in some obscure German jour-
nal ten years ago when he advanced what Nicolaus assures us was
a similar notion.

Well, no matter what anyone thinks of poor Tim Mason, the
analysis of the Nazi economy in RP7 is still correct. Nicolaus at-
tacks RP7 for not simply employing Dimitrov’s 1935 definition
of fascism as “the open terrorist dictatorship of the most reaction-
ary, most chauvinistic, and most imperialist elements of finance
capital.” It would not be appropriate in this article to comment
on the relevance of the Dimitrov line to the concrete conditions
faced by the working classes of Europe in the late *30s, but clearly
this definition is not proper to an analysis of fascism today in the
USSR—or to the situation in the U.S. This definition has been
used by the likes of Nicolaus and the OL to argue that there is a
“progressive,” non-fascist section of the bourgeoisie with whom
we can and must unite. '

One might ask Nicolaus who are the “less reactionary, less chau-
vinistic and less imperialist elements of finance capital” struggling
against the rule of the fascists in the Soviet Union today? Perhaps
the enterprise managers, whose “independence’ is constantly
trampled on by the top-level state-monopolists? Does Nicolaus,
who views the “free’” market as the quintessential expression of
capitalism triumphant in the USSR, now want the Soviet workers
to join with these smaller capitalists in some kind of *“anti-mono-
poly, anti-fascist front” similar to what the Communist Party revi-
sionists advocate in this country?

In attempting to refute the argument which is presented in a de-
tailed fashion in Chapter III of RP7 Nicolaus is forced to perform
some pretty fancy footwork and his slickly phrased argument aims
to sow confusion everywhere. We would strongly recommend that
our readers study this chapter closely, especially its final section,
as the most effective way of getting past Nicolaus’ distortions. For,
according to him, the chapter is merely a confusing jumble of con-

tradictions which flip-flops like Jimmy Carter back and forth bet-
ween saying that the reforms weakened centralism and strengthen-
ed centralism.
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To the best of our knowledge Nicolaus is the only reader of
RP7 to have been confused by this. Of course, we must offer at
least a partial apology because to some small degree his confusion
may stem from our error. In the second column of page 53 there
is a very unfortunate misprint. Whereas eatlier in the text the in-
troduction of the Production Associationsin 1973 was correctly
described as a further centralization (concentration) of the econo-
my, on this page the word decentralization was inadvertently
substituted for the word centralization. Maybe this explains our
critic’s confusion, but we think not, since virtually every obser-
vant reader of RP7 that we know of quickly noted this as a mis-
print since it so clearly contradicts the thrust of the chapter’s argu-
ment.

At any rate, in spite of his confusion, Nicolaus does put forward
his own version of the “reforms.” To his mind the most important
measure taken in 1965 was not the reinstitution of the profit mo-
tive, but the consequent establishment of a “free” market in the
means of production.

Well the “reforms’ did in fact do this to a limited degree, and
more important, since planning is now for profit, there is fierce
competition for control of capital between enterprises inside the
“plan.” But Nicolaus to the contrary, the “free” market in capi-
tal goods outside the plan has never developed into a significant
sector of the Soviet economy. The fund available to Soviet enter-
prise managers for purchase of capital goods outside the plan
amounts in most firms to only between 2% and 5% of the value of
fixed capital, which is not enough for the firm to make any signi-
ficant investment on its own. As RP7 notes, in 1969 an average of
only 15% of all profit was retained at the enterprise level which in-
cludes funds for incentive payment purposes. In that year 99%
of all exchange in producer goods was allocated and paid for ac-
cording to plan. Indeed, free market exchange of capital goods

accounts for a somewhat larger share of the capital goods alloca-
tions in China today! ‘

So, in the end, Nicolaus runs head on into a brick wall—the
facts. For were Nicolaus to carry through his petty bourgeois con-
ception of socialism as planning and capitalism as the market he
would have to deny that the Soviet Union is in fact a capitalist
state. Because in any truly meaningful sense of the term the So-
viet economy is definitely not a market economy. It is a state-
monopoly capitalist economy in which there is a unified and di-

rected state plan designed to ensure the highest profitability of
key industries and firms and which is based on the exploitation of
the working class by the bourgeoisie, most especiaily the state-
monopolists, for private gain.

1
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PART IV: CAPITALIST RESTORATION IN THE U
THROUGH THE EYES OF NICOLAUS

i e appearance of the Class Struggle artlclg N}cola_\us and
thes lgietf:/e pﬁfblished a book, Restoration o[ Capitalism zrlt the .
USSR, which aims at a more comp}etie analys.1s of the _deve opmex:i
and inner workings of social-imperialism. Th1s work flrs}; apﬁ)eare
as a wordy and seemingly interminable series of articles int te;]
Guardian. (Nicolaus was an edifor o_f that newspaper during t(;l
period when the OL and the Guardian ;eve_aled .the fundan:fn 2
unity behind their respective opport;J.mst lines in an unproductive

i urtship of convenience). '
andl‘ﬁgrg;%f{odoes cgntain some interesting fa}ctual material, espe- 4
cially in a few of the later chapters, but this is rendered usellless a}rll
worse by the political line it is marshalled to defend. Fc_)r t oxgtg1
the book abandons the unprincipled polemlc,?f the earlier artui e,
it still puts forward the same rotten “theory. Moreover, _N;ﬁo "?/fﬁ
manages to sneak in some additiongl confusion, prgsentmg 1] 50:
of things in a distorted and imprecise manner. Whlle loqgoﬁ ver-
biage, the book is decidedly short on .constn}ctlve and 4en11gh’;e:)ung
analysis. What has been said about Nicolaus’ response to RP7 ba-

i ' here as well.
smavzflgil}éo:%i]l and in-depth critique of this volume seems unneces-
sary, several comments are in order. One qf the most g.tnkmg
things about Nicolaus’ book is its presentation of tl_le nse.to p;)z;er
of Soviet revisionism which takes up much of the first third o h'eh
volume. Nicolaus offers precious little aboqt the class forces whic
led to the revisionist takeover. In the; opening chapi_:ers he cata-
logues the many achievements of Soviet socu}hsm' with no Iﬁal' com-
mentary on the role played by class struggle in this and lel.t tvnr-
tually no summation of the strengths _and v:r‘eaknessefs of ; ;r 37 4
leadership. Then, in two chapters entltlfad Bourgeois R§g t har;
«“Qld Soil,” Nicolaus offers his explanation of how, dgsplte wha

he has described, capitalism could still develop anew in the Soviet
Union. : . _

" The first chapter seems to be presented mainly as a concession
to r{:‘he recent Cﬁinese political campaign to strepgthen proleflaglan
dictatorship, since its analysis is not real‘ly continued thr01_1g . ‘h‘f
rest of the work. In discussing the persistence of bourgeois ngh .
under socialism Nicolaus summarizes some points mad.e by a Chin-
ese article on the subject. But Nicolaus tries to us? this artldi_'- B
which deals with bourgeois right in spheres other tn?.n owners ép
to put across the incorrect assessment f:hafi bogrgems right exists
under socialism only in the sphere qf dlstnb\}tlon and r_10t ow;;letr-
ship. This is quite convenient for Nicolaus since he beheyes_t a
the introduction of planning eliminates the basis for capitalist pro-

perty relations.
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orilg?i nt;lg fn:}a}xt chapter, 'Old 8oil,” Nicolaus tries to describe the
thit o ;;38 2(1’5233%1& Llc)gga(;(ifie, emphasizing correctly that
b L 8 not the old expropriated b isi
anew bourgeoisie engendered withi ialism.” Houover, b
Nicolaus points to where this . soc1§1}sm. oover, When
new bourgeoisie ¢ f i
es the mark by a wide margi i r the new Soss:
ark gin. According to him th i
bourgeoisie is basicall i i 3 o groupions: et
. y constituted in two social ings:
collective farmers and “engineerin et ot
g and management pe ”
copma i e Boups were mperiant brein rounds o
: X . rprise directors, engi
tive farm chairmen are, in fact tish in tho Svict Loy
AIrm » » pretty small fish in th i
The real capitalists who toda e i on e sea.
> res y rule the Soviet Uni
capitalists wh i A
it 0 control the top leadership of the Communist Party
As RP7 explains: “Part ici
Ans: “Party and state officials who themsel -
part from Marmsm-Lemn_lsm and adopt the class stand andvv?rsofl?i

geois ideolo i initiati
geois gy, and use them to stifle the initiative of the working
But, “there is fierce stru i
. ; ggle continually at the top r k
fsagg;,t l())ti‘tgleen those taking the; socialist and capitalgt ?gaSSOf'f‘lﬁfs
the overall struggle within socialist society betweer; the

ranks, and that the target of the proletariat in this struggle is the

0 gﬁ?ffa% , wﬂ:hin the past year Mao once more stressed that under

revolutionozfl du; gg:‘ ghe ,I;rlgletariat “You are making the socialist

X _ on’t know where the bourgeoisie i is ri

in gifecgommurpst Party—those in power taking thelcalgi'tallgslts lgilclit”

e inneil*n;as;rt 1\3171c?lausldoes eventually come round to dealing with.

! - struggle in the USSR. However, he does i

g}lz hlél Sa};ny Wlay connecting it to class forces. T}’lere is scasr?t vx‘ggtll;:io

et rfggg ;izvgg;? thedParty before Stalin’s death and the strug §
rayed as one between iti )

Togs o e yed ) personalities—a class-

S iggle plete with backstabbing and f
sergi?gff(;oup. . Nxcpl.aus’ account of these yearg is ta’kznc;;ggg%
opot I«%?v atuf § varltlggg of various bourgeois “Kreminologists,”
e ranssnaw, Khrushehev’s journalistic biogra-,

The rise of Khrushchey and ot} itali
] > Khit aer capitalist roaders in £
is attributed by Nicolaus not to the class struggle itselfuglf’? ziixa;g
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to “a certain mood of self-satisfaction among many of the leading
cadre.” Such a mood did develop after WWII, as RP7 also notes,
but the point to understand is how this reflected a shift in the class
forces. For Nicolaus it is all simply a matter of morale. The key
question for him is the mistakes and poor leadership of individuals.
In effect Nicolaus argues that the whole revisionist takeover can
be attributed simply to Stalin’s untimely death. As he says, “All
of this, however, would probably still not have been sufficient to
ensure a revisionist victory if there had been among Stalin’s clos-
est associates in the party a leader of a stature and ability com-
parable to Stalin’s own.”

So, the cat is out of the bag, Mr. Nicolaus. You do not believe
with Mao that “the people and the people alone are the motive
force in the making of history.” It is the “great man,” the ‘“gen-
ius,” that decides the fate of mankind! Well Nicolaus and his OL
backers may fall for this garbage, but Marxist-Leninists look a bit
more deeply at such questions.

So in Nicolaus’ book the capitalists led by Khrushchev spring
from nowhere, take advantage of a crisis in morale, and seize pow-

er in a secret ““palace coup!” Once in command they proceed to
consolidate their rule and, in 1965, under Brezhnev and Kosygin,
get around to restoring capitalism in the Soviet Union.

Nicolaus devotes quite a bit of space to discussing the 1965
“reforms.” Once again the lynchpin of his analysis is the conten-
tion that the means of production have been transformed into
commodities. Now, of course, this is in truth the case, but not at
all in the sense that Nicolaus describes.

According to Nicolaus this has not been accomplished within
the sphere of planning and under the overall dominance of the ru-
ling class of state-capitalists which emerged from the ranks of
the Communist Party leadership, but on the level of the individual
enterprise. He argues that the 1965 “reforms” set loose the en-
terprises to compete freely with each other on the open market
for the purchase of principal machinery and the equipment of in-
dustry. In this context Nicolaus places special emphasis on mea-
sures designed to locate control over investment at the enterprise
level through retention of profits at this level. He cites Soviet sta-
tistics which indicate that by 1969 40% of profit was retained at

the enterprise level.

This, however, is a distortion. While the reforms drastically re-
duced the number of plan indicators sent down to the firm by
superior organs, and placed the criteria of profit maximization in
command, and while provisions were made for retention of a por-
tion of enterprise profit as an incentive for accumulation, this did
not necessarily mean that major investment decisions involving
the purchase of producer goods could be made outside the plan
by enterprise directors. A considerable pertion of retained profit
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was not channelled into investment at all but into incentive funds
which have become a principal source of managerial remuneration
supplementing basic salary. Moreover, Nicolaus’ figure includes
some portion of reinvestment in variable capital (the wage bill)
and minor technological improvements. Major investments in ad-
ditional capacity or major technical improvements must still be
centrally approved, reflecting the dominance of the central state-
capitalists which Nicolaus denies,

The serious limitations on the “reforms” in decentralizing in-
vestment were very quickly noted by most observers of the So-
viet economy. For example, in 1967, one bourgeois scholar—who
has a better understanding of this than the “Marxist scholar,”
Nicolaus—described these restrictions like this: “The state, as the
sole owner of the means of production, determines the distribu-
tion of profit, the share it takes, and the destination of the remain-
der. It should be emphasized that the state maintains its command-
ing post not only in distribution between the enterprise and the
budget, but also between the shares of profit destined to augment
current personal income, housing and welfare measures, and the
enterprise’s development, considerably restricting the enterprise’s
maneuverability of resources. These are the crucial control wea-
bons ensuring that the budget will be provided with sufficient re-
venue (especially worth noting here is the novel ‘free’ remainder
of profit), that current consumption will not be augmented at
the expense of investment, and generally that the enterprise should
not have enough funds to allow it to get out of hand. The strict
control over decentralized funds is essential to the system. Yet
such funds can hardly be called decentralized for the enterprise
cannot decide at will in what manner they should be spent. The

lack of autonomous disposal of funds citcumscribes the scope of
financial reforms.” (George R. Feiwel, The Soviet Quest for Eco-
nomic Efficiency)

Even where the “reforms” did formally grant autonomy to the
enterprises, ia the real world this has very often been ignored. As
originally conceived the reform granted the managers the right to
develop their own plans for the size and composition of the work
force. Butin many instances when the enterprises actually began
to adjust staffing, the Soviet Journal Sotsialisticheskii Trud repor-
ted that the central authorities detected “undesired” results (par-
ticularly, a padding of white-collar staff to the detriment of over-
all profitability) and intervened to impose plan targets.

With respect to investment Nicolaus stresses the importance of
the Production Development Fund. Yet even in the initial con-
cept of the reform this decentralized investment was intended ul-
timately to comprise only a fifth of total industrial investment.
And in practice enterprises complained that the total sums in the
funds were far tnn emall +0 he of great use, and that their employ-
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’ everely restricted by red tape. The utility of the
rfnu?:?cfshi:s flll)l?tehnelf redchd by the fact that statg economic plfanssigh
not provide adequate materials anq co_nstruqtmn facﬂxitll.es dogunds ,
decentralized investment, and ministries redirect unutilize

urposes. )
o I?I?:folx)ldex; then that, as RP7 reported, Soviet managgr‘s‘ ftrhﬁggm”
selves are clearly dissatisfied with the meager measur; g by :en-
afforded them under the reform. In a 1970 survey o d?;;’llat o
terprise directors over half the respondeni_;s complaugzl at th
extension of independence to the enterprises under the re
WaIan%:sxlcgtn l’fllz(i:gnvgixole aspect of the 1965 measures is fa:st becoming
a memor;r in the Soviet Union as the gtate-capltalmts %ghltene?p
their economy, consolidate their.dommar.lce over altl t i' e}f:l con.
strata of the Soviet bourgeoisie, increase mvestmen in t]f / g,cial-
trolled war production, and in gen(;ral stri:/gt ggtii?inua ithetheir
i jali nomy for an impending co r
%né)e ﬁi&iﬁgt rivgs. In 1973 considerable 'autonomytvgf).;r st;gz—_
ped from the enterprises through the formatlpn of 1glam en%ra-
tion Associations,” which repregented a considerab. tlf’ cone e
tion of capital. At the 25th Somgt Pgrty Congress is ye:][r]e 6k
speeches of Brezhnev and Kosygin did not even_mentmn e T
decisions, but instead calledtfor 1f".urtherdegxgllzil:(a:a:slli;s u;);l' zrgii;nh%er !
its in industry, construction an ;
IS)?:rllilﬁgtgfughe use arid distribution of producer goods (thf: me?rxll_s
of production); and on improving central control of planmr;;g‘;f
deed, in late 1975 N, Drogichinsky, head of' the D?pm?ﬁ; SR
New Methods of Planning and Ecc_)no;mc Stlmulai_:lop o e UF
Gosplan, writing in the authoritative journal Sotszahgtzc efs“iron
Industriia, outlined several mef:as;u‘es for the restoration o
iscipline” in the execution of plans. _ _
dls’;‘g)llllsni is1 Nicolaus and not RPZ who takes the Sov.letf bllr%d}lsé
at their word. Like most bogrg_ems r(;onflmtlair}cﬁl;?::gl:il:g :}lxlrsx 12:: s
ond appearances. He is sort of ali cag _
tﬁaﬁ? gzlsz)raith I:)I; the Soviet economy. In .the. mid-"60s Gallggggh
advanced the ridiculous thesis thaIEI the gcsg(;t:}l;;:s il‘;VEIIESI}?neW ger
i he U.S. economy. He ar . :
lélu(s:;;)r?:lr (;}c;;te.:}’ the owners of capital are being l:educeq 1;01 1m];i)3;
tent coupon clippers and tha}ct reria:i1 pov;r)elltl:gsits g:(i::eea;:;'%lg vvghat
the managers and technocrats. is abs i et
Nicolaus is saying in his book about the Soviet econom%r. LBe ey
isie, he says, did not develop at the top levels: of the Co
?ﬁiﬁoﬁzﬁ’y. e’Is‘hZ state-capitalists do not utilize their cgﬁtr?; a?f
the formerly proletarian state to extract surp_lus vallt_lle. : c?iculous'
capitalists are the “little guys” who run the firms. How ri !
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PART V: NEW WRINKLE ON OLD REVISIONISM

Nicolaus’ line which states that capitalism is equivalent to the
market and socialism equivalent to planning is not a new one. In
fact, his line has been a favorite of the Soviet revisionists who
claim that their economy cannot be capitalist since it is run accor-
ding to a plan and who, like Nicolaus, are quite eager to have us
ignore the class content of planning, liking nothing more than to
steer us from the more fundamental political question of which
class runs the state and all of society. It has also been taken up by
the Trotskyites who, in words, stand opposed to revisionism but
who have always argued that it is central planning which is the
main characteristic of socialism. This is why, despite all their
ranting and raving about “Stalinist bureaucrats,” the Trotskyites
still characterize both the Soviet Union and socialist China as “de-
formed workers’ states,” completely obscuring the fundamental
differences between bourgeois and proletarian class rule.

In 1968, following the brutal Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia,
Paul Sweezy, one of the editors of the journal Monthly Review,
formulated a somewhat less slick version of Nicolaus’ line. In the
mid-’60s Sweezy played an important role as one of the first in
the U.S. progressive movement to recognize that the new Soviet
rulers were revisionists. But since Sweezy’s understanding was not
based on a scientific Marxist-Leninist analysis which recognized

 that, as Mao put it, “the rise to power of revisionism means the
rise to power of the bourgeoisie,” he has since found himself in
the position of upholding imperialist actions of the Soviet Union,
becoming an apologist, for example, for Soviet-Cuban aggression
in Angola, in much the same style as the opportunist editors of
the Guardian. While justly and forthrightly condemning the So-
viet action in Czechoslovakia, Sweezy’s 1968 article tried to show
- that this invasion stemmed from the Czechs having gone further
in strengthening the market than did their Soviet bosses. The
strong implication was that competitive capitalism and the “free”
market, as in Yugoslavia, for instance, are somehow more capital-
ist than monopoly capitalism or imperialism, and that the Soviet
rulers were somehow opposed to a “full” restoration of capitalism.
In response to this article Charles Bettelheim made several key
points which may well be directed equally to Nicolaus. Bettelheim
correctly noted that “to put emphasis on the existence of a ‘mar-
ket’ (and therefore also on the existence of money and prices) in
defining the nature of a social formation, means precisely to put
emphasis on the surface, on what is immediately ‘apparent’—it is
consequently a failure to come to grips with underlying relation-
ships. These exist at the level of production, i.e., at the level of
basic social relationships.” According to Bettelheim, the develop-
ment or retreat of market forms under socialism is “an index of
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the evolution of social relationships, but it is no more tha}n an .
index.” “What characterizes socialism as opposed to capltahsm,
he says, “is not the existence or non-existence of mark_et rglatmn-
ships, money and prices, but the existence of the (_ion’l’matlon of
the proletariat, of the dictatorship of the proletariat.” (Sweezy &
Bettelheim, On the Transition to Socialism) )

This statement is absolutely correct, for as Lenin stated:

" “Those who recognize only the class struggle are not Yet
Marxists...Only he is a Marxist who extends the_ recogmt'ion
of the class struggle to the recognition of the dictatorship of
the proletariat. This is what constitutes the most profound
difference between the Marxist and ordinary pe!;ty (as well
as big) bourgeois. This is the touchstoqe on which the rea,l’
understanding and recognition of Marxism is to be tested.
(State and Revolution, emphasis in original)

As the recent political campaigns to strengthen the dictatorship
of the proletariat in China graphically ?eve?l, the key to undfar:
standing the class struggle under socialism is to grasp that this is
fundamentally a political struggle aimed at suppressing the bour-
geoisie. The question is not simply one of form of whether therg
is a plan or a market. On the question of the s.ystem of ownership,
as with all questions, it is crucial to pay attention not only to form
but also, and maiunly, to its content. The cqntrol py one clas.s or
another decides which class owns a factory in reality, and this is
true for the society and the economy as a whole. o

To determine whether the dictatorship of the prqle;tanat isin
control or not, we must judge according _to real policies anq nqt
just declarations of intent. The domination of the p{oletarla‘g is
reflected in its development of new socialist prqdu_ctlon Ize‘zlatlons
in opposition to bourgeois relations, in the restriction o_f bour- .
geois right” and in the narrowing of the “}:hree major differences
and other soil engendering capitalism. It is the substance of these
things which the definition of socialism in RP7 puts stress on.

Attempts to cover up and disguise the class struggle, ,tl_le class
nature of socialist society and the need for proleta‘n_an !dlct.ator-
ship, have characterized every opportunist. an_d rev1s1on1s_t line on
the differences between socialism and capitalism. In Cl_run?; Teng
IIsiao-ping tried to put over the notion that in economies “It o
doesn’t matter if a cat is black or white; any cat that catches mice is
a good cat.” In the Soviet Union Khruschchev advanced the thesis
of the “state of the whole people.” The Social Demograts ha\fe
long put forward that capitalism can peacefgliy grow into social-
ism, without class struggle, through nationaﬁhzajblon of the means
of production. They, like Nicolaus, say that with thg sqbsummg
of the “free” market by monopoly the basis for capitalism spon-
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tans:usly c;iusappears.

spite all his flashy erudition Martin Nicolaus d i

least con}preher_ld what makes the Soviet rulers capi(t):lsisr;.OtAnt? 11;;1111:
present time this opportunist finds it politically convenient to pose
asa great_ enemy of the Soviet imperialists. But since his analysis
is fouqded on nothing solid, like Sweezy it is not at all unlikely
that Nicolaus may one day change his tune. He and his OL spoh-
sors could easily decldg-—if it serves their political fortune hunting—
tl.lat imcie1 there really isa plan in the Soviet Union, and since plan-
:«;I;igal ic;tta Ftr;' r:liz.ams socialism, well then the Soviet Union must be

Moreover, when applied to the U.S. Nicolaus’ line
Ei‘angerpus implicatiqns. For if the workers were to azi:seopil ﬁi\;ery
plannmg equals soc_lalism” garbage, then it would be easy for all

kinds of phony “socialists” and imitation progressives to pimp off
the.wo.rkmg class struggle by putting forward some make-believe
caplta!llst “plans” disguised as “steps toward socialism.”

) This shc_)ws thgt Nicolaus’ line on the restoration of capitalism
in t_he Soviet Union is not simply incorrect. It is a dangerous line
wh_lch stems from the same roots as the overall reformist and re-
actionary line of the October League. The working class must see
clearly the face of all its enemies. Here and in the Soviet Union

. the struggle for socialism is a class struggle. There is a real class
enemy—the bourgeoisie. Nicolaus’ line tries to blind us to this

fact, to turr} our eyes away from the enemy, away from the class
struggle which must be waged to defeat this enemy.
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Some Preliminary Thoughts on
Bourgeois Democracy and the
U.S. Working Class

J. WERNER

This year’s Bicentennial campaign by the bourgeoisie repre-
sents the most concerted action by the capitalists in recent
years to shore up faith in their political and economic system.
Key to this is their efforts to “remind” the masses of people of
the message of their high school civic classes and of countless TV
programs, movies, etc.—that this country is ruled by the consent
of the governed, that it is a free country, that despite whatever
weaknesses or flaws may exist, ours is still the “greatest democ-
racy on earth.” Now with the *76 election campaign the capi-
talists have preached a similar message: do your part as a citi-
zen, get out and vote no matter who you choose to vote for.
They might as well add, it’s not who wins or loses, but how the
game is played. : :

Of course the results of the working class’ counter-offensive
around the Bicentennial, culminating in the historic Philadel-
phia demonstration, along with the general lack of enthusiasm
among the masses for the Bicentennial hoopla, is a sharp reflec-
tion of the fact that all is not smooth sailing for the capitalists,
that their declarations of “freedom and justice” for all has a
hollow ring for millions. Similarly this presidential election
has stirred little fervor, inspite of a giant promotion effort in-
cluding televised debates.

But it is possible, and dangerous, to overstate the extent to
which the masses of workers see through the charade of the
capitalist political system. Millions of workers will tum out on
election day, and among a significant section of the working
class, the top “labor leaders’ have succeeded in stirring up
some motion (if not enthusiasm) for Jimmy Carter. And while
the cynicism around the Bicentennial and dropoff in voting
reflect a certain embryonic understanding (or more accurately
put, feeling) that the government does not represent the “will
of the people,” still the political significance of this cynicism
and distrust of bourgeois political system must not be exag-.
gerated; only among a very small section of the working class
has opposition o the bourgeoisie reached a conscious political
level.
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The Bicentennial flurry saw the capitalists reaching into the
past to serve their present interests. They both reached back
into the past history of the country to glorify the political
shell (the Constitution, Bill of Rights, etc.) through which
they govern society and appealed to the experience of workers

after World War 2 that for a while things were getting better.
In 1912 Lenin wrote:

“The state of affairs in the American labor movement
shows us, as it does in Britain, the remarkably clear-cut
division between purely trade-unionist and socialist striv-
ings, the split between bourgeois labor policy and socialist
labor policy. For, strange as it may seem, in capitalist soci-
ety even the working class can carry on a bourgeois policy,
if it forgets about its emancipatory aims, puts up with wage
slavery and confines itself to seeking alliances now with one
bourgeois party, now with another, for the sake of imaginary

‘improvements’ in its indentured condition.” (“In America,”
Collected Works, Vol. 36)

It must be said that Lenin’s description of the “bourgeois la-
bor policy” accurately portrays the policy actively promoted by
the George Meanys and Leonard Woodcocks and a policy which
is spontaneously subscribed to by the bulk of workers in this coun-
try. At the same time it must be recognized that there is a sec-
tion of workers who are breaking with this bourgeois labor poli-
¢y, abandoning the bourgeois parties and are rediscovering the
emancipatory aims of the working class. The significance of this

‘contingent of workers lies not in its size (which still is small) but
in the fact that the path these workers are now taking is the fu-
ture road that the great mass of workers in this country must,
and will inevitably, follow.

In order to best be able to lead the masses of ‘workers to break,
in the course of struggle, with the bourgeois labor policy, it is
necessary to gain a‘deeper understanding of the historical roots
and material basis for the bourgeois illusions and prejudices that
eexist among U.S. workers; to see how the capitalists try to seize
upon (and distort) features of the development of U.S. society
in order to strengthen these illusions; and most importantly, to

- grasp how the very conditions that gave rise to these illusions
are being undermined, creating the material basis for the Party
and the advanced workers generally to lead the masses forward
on the road of proletarian revolution.

This article is an attempt to lay out some initial points on this
subject and to initiate further study, discussion and struggle so

as to deepen the understanding of the Party and others on this
crucial guestion.

51

In examining the roots and material ba31§ of bourgeois demo-
cratic prejudices in this country, a_md e§pec1ally to understa(:;ugo
the particularities that these takg in j;h}s country as Opposex
other advanced capitalist countries, it is necessary to ;xai\lmllr;es .
two distinct but related periods in the developn}en.'f,o t eh S.:
the era of competitive capitalism, ‘“‘free enterprise;” and the

present era of monopoly capitalism, imperialism, the final and I

highest stage of capitalism. | !

DEMOCRACY AND EARLY U.S. HISTORY |
The early history of the United States is the history of an ex- \

rapid and wide-scale growth of capitahgm. It is a period
gﬁrigﬁhl,eftlzts mark on the modern U.S. ?nd which creaf:etzd jche ;
ideological foundation (or as Stalin put it, one of the C}‘,l eria 0
a modern nation, “the commt;n gsyl((:;lologlcal makeup’’) upon
i of today try to build.
Whls(gln‘fg i;ut%fgsmost imgo:tyant features of early (pr_e-n.xonopolly)
U.S. society that must be considered are the followmg. the ?fha-
tive lack (compared to Europe) of remnants'o.f feqdahsm gal er
economically or politically); widespread political 11ber1;yl (free
speech, free press, widespread suffrage, etc.);a consj;ant y :é{-‘
panding frontier; a relative shortage of labor and w1_desprek. im-
migration, resulting in a very heterogeneous and fluid working
in this country. )
da’i‘shl:gasic politigl institutions in t:.his cqqntry, the'Consltllt;J.-
tion, Bill of Rights, etc., and the basic political trappl,r’lgs tha
accompanied them, “freedom and democracy for all,”” the best
“rule of the people” etc., developed because they .w‘elre tt.xe fs
possible political shell for the devglopmenf. of cap1tal1§m, nI(%) .
surprisingly, they took shape partmqlarly in the Amc-:_nc_and t(}alv -
lution of 1776 and the Civil War which together compnls.e' “ e
bourgeois democratic revolution in this coun'try, tl}e politic
revolution in which the capitalist class established its rule over
SOCI;f)ttBl’{ the 1776 Revolution and the Civil War were 'fought. un-
der the name of freedom and democracy, of opposition to in-
justice and tyranny and of equality under the law. Thedneedk
of the bourgeoisie to mobilize the masses of farme}'s an vggl: -
ers to fight first the war with Britain and later—together v?th
freed slaves—to undertake the assault on the slavocracy of h:
South, required them to grant fairly widespread political nlg s
to the masses—for Black peoplie, Oafll cour(sie, dthey were greatly
imi ven after slavery was legally ended.

hm’Il‘glei(:,d?d not happen automatically or without strug'gle._ F:r
example, during the 1776 Revolutiop many demog:r'atlc ri?gl}ml S
had to be fought for in the face of vigorous opposition of the
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most powerful section of the bourgeoisie at that time, the mer-

chants. But the fact that the nature of the bourgeoisie, as an ex- . -

ploiting class, even in its infancy, kept many of its representa-
tives from perceiving its interests in any but the most narrow
and immediate sense, in no way changes the fact that the dem-
ocratic rights achieved in the Revolution, in fact, were favorable
to the development of capitalism—at least insofar as they al-
lowed for the development of a mobile working class, with a
certain level of education, etc.

This can also be seen in the fact that the leaders of the masses
in fighting for democratic liberties were the farsighted political
representatives of the bourgeoisie, like Samuel Adams and Tom
Paine. The bourgeoisie always appeals to the masses not openly
in its own class interest but as representatives of the nation as a
whole; when as a rising and revolutionary class the bourgeoisie
is leading battles which are objectively in the interest of the
whole society, their political program and ideology will natur
ally have a broad and deep influence on the masses of peo-
ple.

In the U.S. the illusion of democracy and the state standing
above class conflict and representing society as a whole was
spelled out very succinctly in the Declaration of Independence:
“We hold these truths to be self-evident, that all men are created -
equal, that they are endowed by their Creator with certain in-
alienable Rights, that among these are Life, Liberty and the Pur-
suit of Happiness. That to secure these Rights, Governments
are instituted among Men, deriving their just Powers from the
Consent of the Governed.” (emphasis added)

It is no wonder that, to this very day, the Declaration of In-
dependence is required study in the schools, or that the date
and place of its signing (July 4, Philadelphia) was the center-
piece of the Bicentennial extravaganza, for in it is contained the
basic deception of bourgeois democracy—that the capitalist gov-
ernment derives its authority from the consent of the governed
and that it is based upon the equality of man.

In commenting on the philosophy of bourgeois revolution-
aries in France whose words were strikingly similar to the Dec-
laration of Independence (in fact, men who greatly influenced
the thinking of the revolutionary bourgeoisie in America and -
were in turn influenced by the 1776 Revolution) Engels wrote
the following passage: '

“...henceforth superstition, injustice, privilege, oppression,
were to be superseded by eternal truth, eternal justice, equal-
ity grounded in Nature and the inalienable rights of man.

“W(?’ knov‘v t«;glay1 .tha‘t this kingdom of reason was nothing

class tenfold in the perio

this period is vivid prg)fhf tha bou
d form of rule of the capi e best

ﬁ’ﬁl sf;srtem ];or the rapid development of capitalism.
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. TR <« tustice: that
justice found its realization in bourgeois justice; :
ﬁgﬁ?@ reduced itself to bourgeois equality befofrgh theslgevrs;:
that bourgeois property was proclaimed as one of the ihe
tial rights of man; and that the gove.rnment. of reasoph he 4
Contract Social of Rousseau, came mtq ex1stence%.an oul
only come into existence, as a bourgeois democratic rep

lic.” (Anti-Duhring)

The completion of the bourgeois democratic revolution in the

i ’ Appomattox, saw the U.S. emerge as
gﬁg.ov%’l‘fl?eﬁ?):ts&rggszil? deIx)rIl)ocratic states in the world 16112 ]
that time. The right to vote was guaranteed to every man,
reditary titles were unh
basic democratic rights
ment, etc.* Lted

eard of, and the masses were ipsured the
of free speech, the press, religion, move-

But the presence of widespread democracy in no way preve

the bourgeoisie from increasing its exploitation of the working

e d after the Civil War. On the contrary,
t bourgeois democracy is the pre-
st class and the best possible po-

This is true for several reasons, By granting personal freedom

to the masses, bourgeois democracy hastens the development of

a “free proletariat” C
bor to the capitalists and gives each
nity”’ to employ, and exploit, work

i other means to live than to sell its la-
e capitalist an “equal opportu-
ers. As Marx and Engels put

it in the Communist Manifesto:

isi ver i hand, has
& bourgeoisie, wherever it has got the upper ,
put Ehneen?i t(;g all feudal, patriarchal, 1dy1119 relations. Itl has
pitilessly torn asunder the motleylftaldal ties i;l;a; g)gté}x;er?:txl
is  superiors,” and has left remain -
11;1(5); }l?:t\::gr rilai:l gnd man than naked self-interest, than cal-.

lous ‘cash payment.’ ”

the bourgeois democratic political system

he same token, s de: :
prc];}i,dtesethe framework for the capitalists to best resolve their

conflicting interests. As the Manifesto puts it, “The executive of

: ittee for managing the common
the modern State is but a committee is democracy enables

irs of the whole bourgeoisie.” Bourgeol ¢
gfeag:p(i)talists to influence the state more or less propom(])on%ly
to the amount of capital they control, through the direct bribery

*pApproximately 10 years after the Civil War the bourgeoisie found it most profita-

. P K
ble to reverse the gains of the bourgeois demo?ratlc revolution in t?:vh s?t::héoiﬁ: s:mi-
were sfripped of all rights and bound, along with a good number o .
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of public officials, through the interlocking of the government
bureaucracy with business, and through enabling the capitalists
to e1C11.(§e their wealth to monopolize the printing presses and news
media.

Most importantly, bourgeois democracy is the preferred form
of capitalist rule because it allows the capitalists to hide their
rule behind the mask of the “will of the people,” covering up
rather than exposing their dictatorship over the masses and pro-

moting illusions of ‘“harmony”’ between the oppressors and op-
pressed.

THE EXPANDING FRONTIER

An important feature of U.S. society in its pre-monopoly stage
was the expanding frontier. The original inhabitants, the Indians
or Native Americans, were driven further and further back by
a bruta} policy of robbery and extermination by the relentless
expansion of the capitalist’ system and the slave system.

. For many generations new land was available for settling for
little or no cost, and millions headed West. This had many pro-
found effects: it created very favorable conditions for a rapid
growth of capitalism by providing a vast market for industrial

. goods and, especially in the decades after the Civil War, gave
great impetus to the development of the railways, an important
prerequisite to building a modern capitalist nation; it created a
vast petty bourgeoisie, unfettered by relics of feudal ownership
of land, and it resulted in a significant slowing down of the de-
velopment of class consciousness in the U.S. by offering some
workers the chance to escape wage-slavery and become small
farmers and holding out the illusion of escape to the workers in
their millions.

_ Engels wrote of the importance of the land question in Amer-
ica: .

‘fLand is the basis of speculation, and the American specu-
lative mania and speculative opportunity are the chief levers
tl'lat hold the native born worker in bondage to the bourgeoi-
sie. Only when there is a generation of native-born workers
that cannot expect anything from speculation any more, will
we have a solid foothold in America.”” (Letters to Americans)

Engels is stressing the point that as long as the opportunity
(and the illusion of the opportunity) for large numbers of work-
ers to go into business for themselves, become individual own-

- ers (and like all small owners, dream of becoming big ones) the
workgrscou.ld not, in their masses, come to see themselves as a
class in opposition to the bourgeoisie; for the desire to speculate

55

is itself a capitalist striving.

The particular characteristics of capitalist development in the
U.S., especially the rapid settling of an immense expanse of ter-
ritory, also resulted in a relatively favorable position for the
workers to conduct their economic struggle against capital com-
pared to the conditions in Europe.

Unlike the situation in Europe where capitalism created a sur-
plus population by the ruining of the peasantry and the constant
displacement of workers by machinery, in the U.S., though ma-
chines did continue to displace workers, there was an actual la-
bor shortage for several decades. This left the workers in a bet-
ter position to wage strike struggles and win concessions from
the capitalists. To fill this shortage, and even to have available a
surplus of workers, the capitalists enticed millions of immigrants
to come to the U.S. from Europe, promising a land of opportu-
nity and political liberty. Even today the ruling class seizes on
the great hope for a better life held out to the toiling masses
of Europe and many a patriotic movie includes the famous
words ““Give us your tired and hungry masses yearning to be
free” accompanied by sentimental music and stirring pictures
of the Statue of Liberty. : _

But of course the ruling class did not encourage immigration
to “free’” anybody. Instead they took advantage of successive
waves of immigrants, handicapped by speaking a foreign lan-
guage and for the most part in no position to head off to the
frontier, to man the factories and mills in the rapidly growing
industrial centers of the East Coast and Midwest. It was among
these immigrant workers that revolutionary class consciousness
first began to develop, by virtue of their worse economic situa-
tion and the fact that many came from countries where the
working class movement was far more developed.

Still, horrible as conditions were for the immigrant, they were
generally better than conditions that they were fleeing in Europe
and, for the most part, the rapid growth of capitalism led to a
fairly rapid assimilation into overall American society—though
it did not end all discrimination against immigrants, degradation
of their cultures, etc. Thus, even among the most downtrodden
section of the U.S. working class at that time, the immigrants,
there was still some material basis for capitalists to get over
with their claim that through hard work and sacrifice their chil-
dren, at least, might escape the misery of the capitalist profit
mills.

The division in the working class between the native-born
workers and the immigrant workers was for many years the most
significant division within the U.S. working class. Engels wrote
in 1892:
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“Your great obstacle in America, it seems to me, lies in the
exceptional position of the native-born workers. Up to 1848
one could speak of a permanent native-born working class
only as an exception. The small beginnings of one in the
cities in the East still could always hope to become farmers
or bourgeois. Now such a class has developed and has also
organized itself on trade-union lines to a great extent. But
it still occupies an aristocratic position and wherever possible
leaves the ordinary badly paid occupations to the immigrants,
only a small portion of whom enter the aristocratic trade
unions. But these immigrants are divided into different na-
tionalities, which understand neither one another nor, for
the most part, the language of the country. And your bour-
geoisie knows much better even than the Austrian govern-
ment how to play off one nationality against the other:

Jews, Italians, Bohemians, etc., against Germans and Irish,
and each one against the other, so that differences in work-
ers’ standards of living exist, I believe, in New York to an ex-
tent unheard of elsewhere.” (Letters to Americans)

All of these conditions (widespread bourgeois democratic
rights, an expanding frontier, relatively high wages and a very
heterogeneous working class) combined to hold down the polit-
ical consciousness of the U.S. working class. At this time work-
ers in the U.S. were beginning to wage some extremely fierce
and heroic battles—including the nationwide fight for the eight
hour day in 1886. And in fact the U.S. had already entered the
race for leading industrial power in the world. Nevertheless, all
the conditions discussed above retarded the development of

“class conscious and independent political action by the U.S.
working class, which lagged far behind the workers in Europe
in developing political organization and class consciousness.

Even during this early period of the U.S. working class there
were workers who were striving for revolution. As early as the
Civil War there were some Marxists active in the struggles of
11.8. workers, including the fight against slavery, guided by the
careful attention paid by Marx and Engels to the development
of the struggle in this country. In addition to Marxists, there
were other non-scientific revolutionary trends in the U.S., most
notably anarcho-syndicalism (the political philosophy of the
Haymarket martyrs in the eight hour day struggle among oth-
ers).*

*Anarcho-syndicalism is a political trend which belittles the importance of the po-
litical organization and political struggie of the working class. 1t holds that the dicta-
torship of the proletariat is unnecessary and that the working class can somehow abol-
ish capitalism without holding state power. Marx and Engels led a consistent struggle
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Nevertheless the ranks of the advanced workers remained
small and the conditions for the masses of workers to follow the
advanced section of the class were not yet ripe. In the pre-mo-
nopoly period revolutionary organizations among the workers, the
most significant of which was the anarcho-syndicalist Socialist
Labor Party (which quickly degenerated into a sect), were based
almost exclusively on newly arrived immigrant workers and re-
mained small in numbers limiting their work mainly to propa-
ganda activities. This is especially significant in light of the fact
that at this time Marxism was rapidly gaining ground in Europe,
where the parties of the Second International were growing at

a fast rate and leading the struggle of literally millions of work-
ers. In fact, even attempts to form a labor party in the U.S. a-
long the lines of the British party (that is without a revolution-
ary program) did not succeed during this period.

As pointed out earlier, this period of time of the rapid growth
of capitalism into its monopoly stage was marked by fierce
struggle. The working class was brutally exploited and fought
back and was growing rapidly in size. Increasingly the workers
saw the power of the government being used to break strikes
and in other ways suppress the growing struggle of the workers.
“Free enterprise” was rapidly giving birth to monopoly. The
whole society was being more and more dominated by smaller
and smaller numbers of capitalist robbers. To a growing degree
the masses were beginning to see through the hypocrisy of the
claims of “equality” and “freedom” as a handful of incredibly
wealthy capitalists completely dominated the government from
top to bottom.

The growth of monopoly was met with resistance, not only
from the workers who were forced to struggle to keep from be-
ing driven into the ground as the strength of capital swelled, but
from broad sections of the masses—especially from the farmers
and other sections of the petty bourgeoisie, a great many of
whom were being crushed.

A great movement developed among the farmers and which
also attracted support from many workers—the Populist move-
ment. The Populist movement, crystallized into the People’s
Party in 1892, represented an attempt to resist the growth of
monopoly—fundamentally it was the strivings of the petty bour-
geoisie to hang on to the period of “free enterprise.” Its politi-
cal program was based on opposition to the trusts and a call for
Joing on the silver standard, which was the latest of a series of

against this trend during their lifetimes. Since then, it has developed into an anti-work-
ing class, countersrevolutionary tendency. But in the U.S. during the 19th century
large numbers of revolutionary workers held anarcho-syndicalist beliefs, not out of op-
position to Marxism, but in ignorance of it.



58

financial panaceas that had been suggested over several decades
for curing the plight of the small producer under capitalism.

The populist movement was typical of the petty bourgeoisie,
recognizing the domination of society by the bourgeoisie yet
trying to eliminate that domination within the framework of
the bourgeois system. In fact, William Jennings Bryan, the

“leader of the People’s Party, was to lead that party directly
back into the arms of the bourgeoisie when he accepted the
presidential nomination of the Democratic Party in 1896.

Bryan, who the bourgeoisie still today casts as the heroic
fighter for the “little man,” is typical of the demagogues (like
George Wallace) the bourgeoisie has made use of in steering the
discontent of the petty bourgeoisie into dead-end roads and try-
ing to tie sections of the working class onto the tail of the petty
bourgeois movement. Bryan combined his political sophistry
(he was known for his “‘golden tongue”) with religious fanati-
cism. His last public act was prosecuting and whipping up pub-
lic hysteria against John Scopes for teaching the scientific theo-
ry of evolution in Tennessee public schools.

The reactionary role of people like Bryan and the ultimate
collapse of the Populist movement reflect the fact that the petty
producers are historically a dying strata. Left to themselves
their fight is, as noted in the Communist Manifesto one ‘“to save
from extinction their existence as fractions of the middle class,”
and is “therefore not revolutionary but conservative,” even “re-
actionary, for they try to roll back the wheel of history.”
Freeing the working class from the influence of these petty bour-
geois strata, and enabling it to fight for its own revolutionary in-
terests has been and remains a crucial question—and, as a mat-
ter of fact, is the only way these strata can be mobilized as

-allies of the proletariat in its struggle against the bourgeoisie.

While the petty bourgeois outlook reflected in the Populist
movement is the classic view of the ruined small producer, it
did, and continues today, to exert influence within the working
class itself. Jimmy Carter has declared himself a “Populist” (and
given it as an excuse for his hodge-podge of “liberalism” and
“conservatism’) and the capitalists themselves, when forced to
comment on the divisions in society, try to obscure the class
content of those divisions and paint things as simply the “little
man” against the powerful and wealthy. Engels addressed the
influence of the petty bourgeoisie on American politics when he
wrote, “Hence the ups and downs of the movement, depending
on whether the mind of the industrial worker or that of the pio-
neering farmer gains predominance in the average man’s head.”
(Letters to Americans)

Such were the main features of the class struggle in the U.S.
as the era of “free enterprise” was drawing to a close in an orgy
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of capitalist exploitation of millions of workers and the ruining
of countless small producers. The proletariat was waging sharp
oconomic struggles and forming its trade unions and a small sec-
tion of workers were striving for the abolition of the system of
wage slavery. The whole country was rebelling against the domi-
nation of monopoly. But while these rebellions were powerful
and sometimes took a class-conscious form, the working class
had not, in its great majority, come to see itself “‘as a class for
itself,” was yet to make a radical rupture with the bourgeois
political system and begin to wage its political struggle under its
own banner, and was yet to build a political party which would
be capable of leading the class toward revolution, socialism and
communism.

IMPERIALISM

The particularities of the development of capitalism in the U.S.
during the “free enterprise” period left its mark on U.S. society,
particularly the fact of the low level of political consciousness and
political organization of the U.S. working class. Nevertheless,
the characteristics of modern U.S. society in general and of the
bourgeois democratic prejudices among the workers is not main-
ly shaped by past history—though this does play a significant
role—but by the features and laws of the present era, imperialism,
and even more specifically the situation of the U.S. in the world
since WW2,

Of course, there is no Great Wall separating pre-monopoly ca-
pitalism and imperialism. As was pointed out in this article, many
of the particular deceptions of the bourgeoisie that developed out
of the conditions of the 19th century have significant influence
today among the masses of people. But were it not for the fact
that capitalism in its imperialist stage creates new material condi-
tions which establish a new basis for bourgeois prejudices to de-
velop among a section of the workers and for the bourgeoisie to
reenforce and build upon the illusions of a previous era, then the
“you can make it if you try” mentality of the frontier (for exam-
ple) would have long disappeared with the frontier itself.

In his analysis of the monopoly stage of capitalism, Lemn... ana-
lyzed the political effects of imperialism on the working c.. 3s
movement. He described how the bourgeoisie is able to u-  the
superprofits secured from extending the domain of its car  dist
robbery to other countries and from its monopoly positic . 0
bribe a small handful of leaders from among the proletariaw, turn-
ing them into “labor lieutenants of capital.” Lenin wrote:

“Tucrative and soft jobs in the government or on the war
industries committees, in parliament and on diverse corumit-



tees, on the editorial staffs of ‘respectable,’ legally published
newspapers or on the management councils of no less respect-
able and ‘bourgeois law abiding’ trade unions—this is the bait
by which the imperialist bourgeoisie attracts and rewards the
representatives and supporters of the ‘bourgeois labor par-
ties.” ” (“Imperialism and the Split in Socialism,” Collected
Works, Vol. 23)

Lenin also described how imperialism, especially in the *“Great
Powers,” creates a privileged stratum among the workers them-
selves, sometimes referred to as the “‘labor aristocracy.” In par-
ticular this refers to some mental workers and certain sections
of skilled workers who through their organization into craft
unions are able to maintain a monopoly on their skill and thus
extract greater concessions from the capitalists than the mass of
unskilled and semi-skilled production workers. The bourgeoisie
and its “labor lieutenants” try especially to use these workers as
a base for their bourgeois policies of class collaboration.

At the same time he was pointing this out, Lenin stressed,
“For the trusts, the financial oligarchy, high prices, etc., while
enabling the bribery of a handful in the top layers, are increasing-
ly oppressing, crushing, ruining and torturing the mass of the
proletariat and the semi-proletariat.” (Tbid.)

This split between the great majority of the working class, for
whom the advent of the imperialist era meant greater misery and

_exploitation, and the handful of traitors who saw their opportu-
nity to sell themselves to the bourgeoisie was common to all of
the imperialist countries, only the form varying as this bourgeois
trend adopted itself to the political climate in each individual -
imperialist country.

In the United States the growth of capitalism into imperialism
produced a strata of traitors as despicable as any in the world.
Their chief representative was Samuel Gompers, head of the
AFL and former “socialist.”

Gompers and the AFL preached the “neutrality” of the trade
unions from politics, but in fact he was a vigorous supporter of
the bourgeois political system and constantly fought against
working class politics. In fact, in 1912 Gompers published the
programs of all three bourgeois parties in the U.S. at that time
(Democratic, Republican and the notorious imperialist Theo-
dore Roosevelt’s “Progressive” Party) without mentioning the
program of the Socialist Party, which by 1912 had become very
influential within the working class, gaining, for example, one

‘million votes in 1920 for its Presidential candidate, Eugene
Debs, who was in jail for opposing World War 1 as a war be-

_tween imperialist bandits, including the U.S. ruling class.

M. o nalicy of “neutrality” was the political program of the
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principal “labor lieutenants of capital” right up until the elec-
tion of Franklin Roosevelt. Lenin described the “non-party
principle” this way:

“Hence, in practice, indifference to the [political] struggle
does not at all mean standing aloof from the struggle, ab-
staining from it, being neutral. Indifference is tacit support
of the strong, of those who rule....The non-party principle
in bourgeois society is merely a hypocritical, disguised, pas-
sive expression of adherence to the party of the well-fed, of
the rulers, of the exploiters.” (“The Socialist Party and Non-
Party Revolutionism,” Collected Works, Vol. 10)

Despite the treachery of Gompers and his ilk, the advent of
imperialism in the U.S. saw the real beginnings, on a mass scale,
of the working class breaking loose of the stranglehold of the
bourgeois parties and taking a revolutionary political stand.
[mperialism greatly intensified the misery of the masses of work-
ers, and the advent of monopoly and the closing of the frontier
struck deep at the illusory promise held before the workers, that
they would be able to make it out of the working class. The So-
cialist Party was formed and its left wing and other revolutionary
working class organizations like the Industrial Workers of the
World (IWW) fought for the establishment of socialism (though
these forces often lacked a thoroughly scientific understanding
of this) and exposed the hypocrisy of the bourgeois political
system. When the imperialist system plunged the world into the
first world war, and the Russian working class made ifs success-
ful revolution, the working class in the U.S. made a tremendous
historical advance in the forming of its Communist Party which
declared war on the capitalist system and led the working class
in mass struggle against the ruling class for several decades.

FRANKLIN ROOSEVELT

In 1929, after a brief period of stabilization and an orgy of
“pationalization’ following World War 1, the world capitalist
system plunged into its greatest economic crisis to date—the
Great Depression. The Depression led to incredible hardship
and misery for the masses in the U.S. and led to a tremendous
upswing in the struggle of the working class.

Faced with this, the capitalists and their labor lieutenants
were forced to give concessions in the face of protracted and
heroié struggle. Franklin Roosevelt, who presided over the
bourgeois state for most of the Depression, played a skillful
demagogic role of trying to make it appear that the fruits of
the workers’ struggle were the results of the benevolence of
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the bourgeois state. He vowed he would “throw the money
changers out of the temple” and claimed he would protect the
interests of the “little man” against “big business.”” During the
Roosevelt years, the labor lieutenants of capital abandoned

their previous policy of “neutrality’> and overwhelmingly swore
allegiance to the Democratic Party and the “Roosevelt coalition,”
where they remain today. :

Roosevelt’s role in many ways was similar to the Social Dem-
ocratic parties of Europe who had abandoned the revolutionary
struggle and become “bourgeois labor parties”” and in several
countries were in power during the Depression years. But there
were significant differences, the principal one being that because
of the low level of class consciousness in the U.S. the bourgeoisie
did not find it necessary to resort to coloring its bourgeois dem-
ocracy with a socialist tinge, finding it possible to appeal to the
workers as part of the mass of ‘“‘common people” without mak-
ing a specific appeal to them as a class.

The bourgeoisie’s political goal during the Depression years,
of preventing the workers from advancing their fierce economic
struggle into an overall political struggle aimed: at bourgeois
rule, was greatly aided by opportunism which emerged within

‘the ranks of the workers’ own party, the Communist Party, USA,
(CP) even asthe Party continued to lead the class forward. Under
the influence of the opportunism of Earl Browder, the CP began
to preach that “communism is 20th century Americanism,” and
that socialism was simply the logical extension of “democracy”
(meaning bourgeois democracy)!

WORLD WAR 2

The bourgeois democratic prejudices of the Roosevelt era fully
flowered during the second World War. That war pitted the U.S.
ruling class on the same side as the then-socialist USSR and rev-
olutionary people worldwide (after the invasion of the Soviet
Union by Nazi Germany). The form that the conflict amongst
the imperialist powers took was the bourgeois democratic states
on the one side and the fascist powers on the other.

Even after entering into alliance with the Soviet Union and
revolutionary movements in a number of countries during the

“war, the U.S. ruling class of course tried to turn the fight against

the fascist Axis to its own imperialist advantage, but it was forced
to modify this because of the actual balance of forces in the war.
Faced with this necessity the U.S. imperialists tried to turn it to
their advantage, posing as champions of those oppressed by the
fascist Axis and guardians of “‘democracy.” Their aim in this

was to prepare to grab up and plunder shortly what they could
not seize and rob right then.
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Anytime the bourgeoisie is forced to go to war they must at-
tempt to win the proletariat to its standard. This is especially
true in world war which requires the complete mobilization of
the resources of the country. And in WW2, after the Nazi inva-
gion of the USSR, despite the fact that the U.S. ruling class had
to tone down considerably its anti-communism and allow some
of the truth about the advances of the working class in building
socialism in the USSR to come through, it was also aided in push-
ing the notion of collaboration between workers and capitalists by
the very alignment of forces in the war—the fact that the Soviet
Union was allied with one bloc of imperialist powers and that
the working class shared an objective interest with these imperial-
ists in defeating the fascist powers which were threatening to
wipe out what was then the world’s only socialist state.

Millions of American workers fought heroically against the
fascist powers and in doing so made a great contribution to the
cause of the international working class. But they fought under
the banner of “democracy,” and “freedom vs. slavery,” cast in
bourgeois terms—fascism vs. bourgeois democracy. This strength-
ened the hand of the U.S. imperialists and their agents in fur-
thering bourgeois democratic prejudices in the minds of the
working class.

This was even more the case because of the emergence of full-
scale revisionism within the CPUSA during the war when its
head, Earl Browder, completely submerged the interests of the
working class to that of the U.S. imperialists and parroted the
very bourgeois-democratic deceptions coming from the bourgeoi-
sie itself. But these deceptions would not have struck as deep
roots as they did if the victory of the U.S. in WW2 had not tem-
porarily strengthened the position of the ruling class and enabled
it to make certain concessions to the workers’ demands for a
better life in the years following WW2. (For more on WW2 it-
self see article, p. 76.)

U.S. IMPERIALISM’S MONOPOLY POSITION AFTER THE
WAR

The U.S. imperialists emerged from the Second World War in
a stronger position than ever: war production had been a tre-
mendous boost to production; industry was booming full speed
and profits were at record highs. The fascist powers were com-
pletely defeated and militarily occupied, and the “democratic”
imperialists of Europe (Britain, France, etc.) emerged war-torn
and greatly in debt to Wall Street.

Very quickly the U.S. established its clear domination of the
entire capitalist world. The Marshall Plan was used to bring the
countries of Western Europe under U.S. domination, as well as '
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to head off socialist revolutions in key European countries. The
old colonial powers, Britain, France, the Netherlands, emerged
from the war unable to hang onto their far-flung empires, and
the U.S. was quick to replace them as the leading exploiter of
the peoples of Asia and Africa, turning vast areas of those conti-
nents into neo-colonies similar to those in Latin America that
the U.S. bourgeoisie had long dominated. The capitalists howl-
ed that the “20th Century is the American Century.”

The monopoly position of U.S. imperialism within the capi-
talist world for two decades is the material basis and the most
important single factor for the relatively low level of class con-
sciousness among workers in this country today.
~ To understand this point it is helpful to review some of the
writings of Engels and Lenin on Britain’s period of commercial
and industrial monopoly between 1848 and 1868 (which con-
tinued, to a certain extent, for some years longer). Engels wrote:

“The truth is this: during the period of England’s indus-
trial monopoly the English working class have to a certain ex-
tent shared in the benefits of the monopoly. These benefits
were very unequally parcelled out amongst them; the privi-
leged minority pocketed most, but even the great mass had
at least a temporary share now and then. And that is the rea-
son why since the dying out of Owenism there has been no
Socialism in England. With the breakdown of that monopoly
the English working class will lose that privileged position; it
will find itself generally—the privileged and leading minority
not excepted—on a level with its fellow-workers abroad. And

that is the reason why there will be socialism again in England.”

(“England in 1848 and in 1885,” from Articles on Britain)

In the more than three decades between 1858 and 1892 Marx

and especially Engels traced the development of opportunism

in Britain showing how it was an outgrowth of England’s monop-
oly position. They pointed to the corruption of leaders of the
British labor movement (it is a pity that the whole pack of
leaders did not get into Parliament. This would be the surest
way of getting rid of the whole lot,” Engels’ “Letter to Sorge,”
1894); the growth of an “aristocracy among the working class”
and of a “privileged minority of workers” (preface to the second
edition of The Condition of the Working Class in England). At
the same time they pointed out that among the masses of work-
ers “the great bulk of them experienced at best but a temporary
improvement.” (Ibid.)
 The point of Marx and Engels’ analysis of the partial bourgeoi-
sification of the British proletariat was not, as has been the case
with certain dogmatists and outright revisionists in this country,
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to deny the revolutionary potential of the working class or cast
the bulk of the industrial proletariat into the camp of the enemy.
On the contrary, Marx and Engels spent many long years in exile
in England and devoted much of their time to giving guidance to
revolutionary workers in that country, never losing heart when
the struggle faced difficulties. Indeed, Engels’ joy is unmistakable
when he was able to report, “I hold it to be the most important
and magnificent in the entire May Day celebration [in Europe
and America] that on May 4, 1890, the English proletariat, rous-
iag itself from forty years of slumber, rejoined the movement of
its class.” (“May 4th in London,” Articles on Britain )

Engels and Marx’s analysis of Britain provided much of the
basis for Lenin’s thesis on the political effects of imperialism on
the working class movement in the “Great Powers.”

Here are some of Lenin’s remarks at some length:

“Between 1848 and 1868, and to a certain extent even la-
ter, only England enjoyed a monopoly: that is why opportu-
nism could prevail there for decades. No other countries pos-
sessed either very rich colonies or an industrial monopoly.

“The last third of the nineteenth century saw the transi-
tion to the new, imperialist era. Finance capital not of one,
but of several, though very few, Great Powers enjoys a monop-
oly...This difference explains why England’s monopoly posi-
tion could remain unchallenged for decades. The monopoly of
modern finance capital is being frantically challenged; the era
of imperialist wars has begun. It was possible in those days to
bribe and corrupt the working class of one country for de-
cades. This is now improbable, if not impossible. But on the
other hand, every imperialist ‘Great’ power can and does bribe
smaller strata (than in England in 1848-68) of the ‘labor aristo-
cracy.” Formerly a ‘bourgeois labor party,’ to use Engels’ re-
markably profound expression, could arise only in one coun-
try, because it alone enjoyed a monopoly, but, on the other
hand, it could exist for a long time. Now a ‘bourgeois labor
party’ is inevitable and typical in all imperialist countries; but
in view of the desperate struggle they are waging for the divi-
sion of spoils, it is improbable that such a party can prevail
for long in a number of countries.” (“Imperialism and the
Split in Socialism,” Collected Works, Vol. 23)

What Lenin terms “improbable” in the article above—espe-
cially the bourgeoisification of a large section of the working
class in one country—has, in fact, come about. The U.S., partic-
ularly in the years 1948-65, enjoyed a colonial monopoly. at
least equal to Britain’s in the period described (mainly in the
neo-colonial form) and, if not an industrial monopoly equal to
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Britain in 1848-68, certainly industrial strength far outstripping
its nearest competitors. To this must be added U.S. imperialism’s
financial monopoly (using this to mean its great investments of
finance capital in the other Western-bloc imperialist countries
and its domination, during that period, of the world “money
market’ through the Bretton Woods agreement by which the
dollar replaced gold as the international standard).

What were the effects of monopoly position of the U.S. im-
perialists in the post-war period on the class struggle in this coun-
try? To answer this question we must look at: the expansion of r
the outright bribery and corruption of “leaders” of the working
class; the growth in the size and political influence of the labor
aristocracy; and the effects on the masses of the proletariat.

Prior to the Second World War, the bourgeoisie had concen- h
trated on purchasing the top leadership of the AFL, which was
composed mostly of craft unions. With their bankrolls swelled
following the war, the imperialists were able to extend this policy

greatly. One after another, the industrial unions of the CIO,
which were built through great sacrifice and struggle by the
masses of production workers in basic industry, were captured
from within by a whole new battalion of “labor lieutenants of
capital.” The bribery and corruption of the trade union offi-
cials was extended beyond the top strata (many of whom became
actual capitalists controlling and investing vast union funds)
down to the majority of full-time union officials, including
most business agents, for example. This was accompanied by
an all out assault on communists and other revolutionary work-
ers who were hounded by the reactionaries and forbidden by
law from holding union office. As noted earlier, the line of

the CP during WW2, and to a significant degree after it, of tail-
ing after bourgeois democratic prejudices, left the working class
less conscious and more vulnerable to these attacks. It also
made it easier for the bourgeoisie to isolate and attack the CP
and class conscious workers generally.

The monopoly position of the U.S. did not and could not eli-
minate the basic contradiction of capitalism or the crises that in-
evitably result from it. In fact, in the period after WW2, even dur-
ing the heyday of U.S. imperialism there were a number of econo-
mic “recessions.” But for many years the U.S. imperialists were
able to stave off a deep and prolonged crisis through their mono-
poly position in the world, forcing lesser imperialist powers and
developing countries to bear much of the burden of the U.S. eco-
nomic “recessions.” ,

All this enabled the U.S. capitalists to broaden the ranks of the
“privileged minority of workers” or labor aristocracy. In the con-
struction industry for example, the majority of skilled workers en-

joyed a relatively comfortable position during this period. This
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was (?nly partly due to the monopoly of skilled workmen by the
building trades unions for while, to this day, these unions continue
to try to restrict membership through lengthy apprenticeship pro-
grams and other means, the introduction of new machinery has
rapidly reduced the level of skill required. More to the point was
the massive growth of the construction industry due in large
part to the tremendous underwriting of that industry through
the GI Bill, guaranteeing savings and loan corporations, and oth-
er forms of government spending which represented a subéidy
by the capitalist class as a whole.

The policy of subsidizing the ¢onstruction industry not only en-
apl'ed construction workers to maintain a relatively favorable po-
sition for a time, it also enabled a large section of workers to own
or look forward to owning, their own home for the first time in ’
U.S. history.

Si.mil-arly, the trucking industry in another example of where
t!le gapltalist class as a whole was in a position to subsidize an en-
tire industry and to make possible increases in the standard of liv-
ing qf the workers. By building the massive highway system at
public expense, the capitalist class as a whole, while pursuing its
genel_'al interests, was also basically providing the main capital ex-
penditure for the trucking companies, meaning the companies were
forced to invest little more than the cost of trucks and the wages
of the workers. In the long haul trucking industry also, workers
were .able to win through struggle a considerably higher standard
of living than the majority of the proletariat.

In .both j:he.z trucking industry and construction the position of
U.S. imperialism not only allowed a section of the workers a high-
er standard of living, it also allowed significant numbers of workers
to become small owners, to become independent truck drivers or
open a small construction outfit. Such phenomena, which of
course were not restricted to these two industries, helped to res-
urrect the hope of escaping the working class far beyond the real
possibility.

In addition, the growth of certain new branches of industry
brogght into being new sections of ‘““better off’’ workers and new
sections of the petty bourgeoisie. The needs of the aerospace in-
dugtry, to take one example, required a large number of highly
trained technical personnel. The needs of administering a govern-
ment bul.'eaucracy growing by leaps and bounds gave rise to other
new sections of the petty bourgeoisie, for example, social workers
whose .ranks now number in the hundreds of thousands.

. During this period there was a massive upswing in higher educa-
tlon,_spurre_zd on by new needs of production and financed through
U.S. imperialism’s global empire. This fact also led to increased
hopes on the part of the masses of workers that at least it might
be possible for their children to escape the factory.



For the masses of production workers in basic industry (auto,
steel, rubber, etc.) the ‘“benefits” of U.S. imperialism’s monopoly
were (to quote Engels’ words on the mass of British proletarians
during that country’s period of monopoly) “a temporary share
now and then.” True, living standards rose somewhat, especially
compared with the Depression years, but for the great majority
it was still a matter of getting by from one paycheck to the next
and for most becoming entangled in a net of consumer debt (an-

- other mechanism used by the imperialists to temporarily expand
their market). For ilie masses of workers the rate of exploitation
increased during this time, that is the percentage of the value of
their labor going to the capitalists grew greater.

Any advances that were made in the standard of living came
only as a result of sharp struggle and during this whole period of
time workers continued to battle the capitalists over the terms of
sale of their labor power. This is shown very dramatically in the
cases where workers were in a weak position to wage the econo-
mic battle. In the electrical industry, for example, where the capi-
talists succeeded in crushing the industrial union and dividing the
workers up into many different organizations, wages fell way be-
hind those of workers in other basic industries.

Hand-in-hand with the ruling class’ efforts to establish an “Am-
erican Century” came an all-out political offensive within this
country, especially in the form of a protracted anti-communist
crusade. Their goals were several fold: to rob the working class of
its vanguard, its communist party; to prepare public opinion for
its interference in other countries and wars of aggression aimed at
maintaining its global dominance and turning back the tide of re-
volution sweeping the world; and generally to mobilize the masses
of people around its political “pole.”

In the course of this holy war on communism the capitalists
reached deep into their political arsenal of myth and deception for
weapons, old and new, with which to attack the working class.
The bourgeoisie tried to twist and pervert the experience of the
Second World War, picturing it as a battle of democracy vs. dic-
tatorship, and portraying communists as the equivalent of fascists.
Especially in opposition to socialism and working class rule, the
bourgeois electoral system was held up as if it was the highest
achievement of man. All of these arguments of the bourgeoisie
about the superiority of its political system were very much tied in
with a barrage of propaganda about the superiority of its economic
system—that “free enterprise” really “delivered the goods”—the
implied threat being that the worker had to choose between put-
ting up with capitalist exploitation or giving up his few personal
possessions.

Naturally the tendency toward the bourgeoisification of the
U.S. working class during this period created a strong basis for
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the capitalists to make some headway with their political attack.
Nevertheless the extent to which they succeeded was by no means
inevitable and there was political resistance from communists and
advanced workers, even at the height of the anti-communist fren-
zy during the Korean War.

A successful political counter-offensive which could have mini-
mized losses would have required correct leadership from the
workers’ own political party. Yet the Communist Party, itself
under sharp attack and many of its leaders jailed or driven under-
ground, had never thoroughly eradicated the revisionist line, even
though Browder and some of his more hideous revisionist theses
were driven from the Party. During the period in which it was
under attack the CP more and more fell into apologizing for its re-
volutionary aims and trying to hide behind, and appeal to, the
“democracy” of the American political system.

Under such circumstances it was necessary to expose the con-
tradiction between the self-proclaimed democracy of the bourgeoi-
sie and its denial of political rights to the political representatives
of the working class and also necessary to fight to hang on to de-
mocratic rights which could be used by the masses as weapons in
the struggle against the capitalists. Lenin wrote:

“Even in the most democratic bourgeois state the oppressed
people at every step encounter the crying contradiction between
the formal equality proclaimed by the ‘democracy’ of the
capitalists and the thousands of real limitations and subter-
fuges which turn the proletarians into wage-slaves. It is pre-
cisely this contradiction that is opening the eyes of the peo-
ple to the rottenness, mendacity and hypocrisy of capitalism.
It is this contradiction that the agitators and propagandists
of Socialism are constantly exposing to the people, in order to
prepare them for revolution!” (Proletarian Revolution and the
Renegade Kautsky)

But the CP limited its criticism of the U.S. political system to
the lack of consistent (bourgeois) democracy (including constant-
ly howling that fascism was around the corner) and not focusing on
the main point: that even the most thorough bourgeois democracy
remains an illusion and a deception since it masks the rule of an
exploiting handful over the great majority of people. Instead of
exposing this contradiction the CP basically portrayed itself as the
“tyue defenders” of democracy, in the tradition of Roosevelt and
Jefferson, fighting its “betrayers” like McCarthy and Truman.

In the late *50s, following the capture of the USSR by revision-
ists led by Khrushchev, the CP completely abandoned revolution
and the working class and became the traitor party that it re-
mains today. This degeneration of the CP was a most serious
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loss to the working class. It left the working class without a van-
guard and thus politically disarmed, leaving the bourgeoisie a
clear field to push their political poison. But it could not elimi-
nate the basic contradictions of capitalism, the exploitation and
oppression of the masses of people under this system—or their
resistance, which was shown especially in the Black people’s
struggle and also the movement against the war in Vietnam, as
well as continuous strikes, often very militant, of the working
class itself during the period after WW2.

GROWING CRISIS

As far back as 1848 in the Communist Manifesto Marx and
Engels, in discussing the recurring crises of capitalism, pointed
out:

“ And how does the bourgeoisie get over these crises? On
the one hand by the enforced destruction of a mass of pro-
ductive forces; on the other, by the conquest of new markets,
and by the more thorough exploitation of the old ones. That
is to say, by paving the way for more extensive and more de-
structive crises, and by diminishing the means whereby crises
are prevented,”

This statement certainly applies to the developments in the
U.S. since World War 2: the very measures that enabled the
bourgeoisie to get out of the depths of the Great Depression, and
to minimize the effects of the several post-war ‘‘recessions,”
paved the way for the steadily deepening crisis of today and has
greatly reduced the ability of the capitalists to further postpone
the inevitable further deepening of that crisis.

The vast U.S. economic and military presence in the home-
land of its rivals has, to a large extent, turned into its opposite;
these very countries now challenge the U.S. monopolists, even in.
the home market of U.S. imperialism itself, and the large pres-
ence of U.S. dollars in those countries has greatly contributed to
the collapse of the “dollar standard” and to successive devalua-

-tion of U.S. currency.

The empire of the U.S. imperialists has suffered under the
telling blows of revolutionary struggle. First China freed itself
from the clutches of imperialism and its faithful servant Chiang
Kai-shek, then the masses of Korean people backed by their
comrades-in-arms of the People’s Republic of China beat back
the U.S.-led invasion of north Korea and held the powerful U.S.
to a standstill. Then, during the 1960s, came the heroic armed
struggle of the Vietnamese and other Indochinese people which
greatly weakened the U.S. capitalist class.
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And of tremendous significance has been the emergence of
the USSR as a capitalist superpower capable of challenging the
U.S. on a global scale.

All of these things, coupled with the even further saturation
of U.S. imperialism’s home market and the greatly increased
capitalization of the South, the principal region in the country
where the bourgeoisie found it profitable to invest massive
amounts of new capital, has created the basis for the present
crisis.

Already the economic and political effects on U.S. society
have been great. Real wages for the working class have declined
since the mid-"60s. Sections of the working class which enjoyed
a “better off” position in the past, such as construction workers,
have come under fierce attack so today over 40% of all commer-
cial construction is non-union. Unemployment generally has
reached the highest rate since the Great Depression and infla-
tion continues to climb higher. Where previously many working
class families lived on one income, now the paycheck of both
husband and wife is necessary for most to get by.

The moribund nature of the imperialists, hid for many years
under a glittering facade of “prosperity,” stands out in stark re-
lief as whole cities fall into greater and greater decay, the capi-
talists lack the necessary capital to re-tool their industrial plants,
even the railroad tracks stand in disrepair and ruin, and all of
the social evils that accompany the decay of the economic sys-
tem soar. ,

The ability of the capitalists to further postpone the even
further decline of their system is increasingly reduced; in fact,
while the bourgeoisie is not utterly without freedom and there
will be some ups and downs in the development of the crisis,
there is no way short of world war and a new favorable redivi-
sion of the world which might result from winning such a war,
that the capitalists of this country could return to a respite from
crisis even remotely resembling the post World War 2 period.

Whereas the decades following World War 2 saw material con-
ditions favorable to the growth of bourgeois prejudices among
the working class, for the strengthening of old illusions and the
creation of new ones, the present period of deepening crisis is
undercutting the basis of these very illusions. For the “bottom
line”” of bourgeois democratic illusions among the workers is the
myth that capitalism can provide a tolerable life for the working
class and that wage slavery is not an intolerable or inescapable
condition which must be forcibly overthrown.

The capitalist crisis also weakens the ability of the bourgeoi-
sie to join ranks and put up a common political front against
the working class. Marx noted:
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“So long as things go well, competition effects an operat-
ing fraternity of the capitalist class...so that each shares in
the common loot in proportion to the size of his respective in-
vestment. But as it no longer is a question of sharing profits
but of sharing losses, everyone tried to reduce his own
share to a minimum and to shove it off upon another...The
antagonism between each individual capitalist’s interests and
those of the capitalist class as a whole, then comes to the sur-
face, just as previously the identity of these interests operated
in practice through competition.” (Capital, Vol. 3)

This is the economic basis of the “dirty politics” that has
grown so prevalent today. In recent years scandal after scandal
has rocked the political arena. Individual capitalists and their po-
litical representatives, out of their narrow and immediate inter-

ests, expose each other and, unwittingly, expose the very politi-
cal mask of democracy that they all share in common. And
-while the current Ford/Carter election has been mainly an at-
tempt to restore some credibility to the increasingly tattered
political system, there can be no doubt it won’t be long before
new exposures of corruption in high places and of “abuse of pow-.
er” (as the capitalists call their extra-legal wiretappings, assassina-
tions, etc.) will come to light.

None of this is meant to imply that objective conditions alone—
the deepening crisis, the increasing misery of the masses and the
disarray of the bourgeoisie—will by itself wipe out bourgeois
democratic illusions. What it does mean is that life under capi-
talism will become increasingly intolerable for the masses of peo-
ple, that the domination of the society by the bourgeoisie will
stand out all the more sharply and the broad masses will search
for a solution, a way out, of their exploitation and oppression.

At the same time, the intensification of the contradictions of
capitalism and the rise of the mass struggle will intensify the ideo-
logical struggle between the proletariat and the bourgeoisie. The
bourgeoisie will find its rule more dependent than ever on de-
ceiving the masses about the possibility of peaceful change
through its political framework and hiding the irreconcilable an-
tagonism between the workers and the capitalists. This will be
true even as the capitalists are increasingly forced to use their
state apparatus to suppress the struggles of the people and even
as they restrict the bourgeois democratic rights of the workers
and others.

The objective basis for the accelerating expansion of the ranks
of the politically class conscious workers, who have radically bro-
ken with the politics and ideology of the bourgeoisie and fight
for the “emancipatory aims” of the working class lies precisely
in the fact that all of the evils and miseries of capitalism will in-
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crease—it cannot be otherwise. But the experience of the masses
of workers is uneven and contradictory and counter currénts to
the general decline of U.S. imperialism continue to exist.

While the world situation is qualitatively different than it was
during the heyday of U.S. imperialism in the ’50s and early ’60s
it would be wrong to think that its monopoly position has been
completely eroded—it remains, after all, one of only two super-
powers in the world and still dominates a vast, if shaky, empire.
It would be ridiculous to say that no workers are able to escape
into the petty bourgeoisie or that no workers are able to main-
tain a relatively comfortable and “better off” position even
though the general direction of development is the ruining of
the petty bourgeoisie and the driving down of “better off”” work-
ers to the level of the mass of the proletariat.

In December, 1975 an article appeared in Revolution entitled
“Mass Line Is Key to Lead the Masses in Making Revolution™
which pointed out:

“But the experience of the masses, in their struggle to pro-
duce, in the class struggle and in scientific experimentation,
does not take place in a vacuum, of course. And in capitalist
society, along with their monopoly of ownership of the
means of production, the capitalists control the media of
mass communication, the educational system, etc.

“They constantly try to ‘sum up’ the experience of the
masses according to their own upside-down world view.”

This is certainly true when it comes to summing up the experi-
ence of the masses with the bourgeois-democratic political sys-
tem. A few examples should help clarify this point.

The Black people’s struggle was the cutting edge of revolution-
ary struggle in the U.S. beginning with the early civil rights move-
ment of the mid *50s through the high tide of the Black libera-
tion struggle of the late *60s. 4

What gave that struggle its revolutionary thrust, and will
again, is that the oppression of Black people is rooted in the capi-
talist system of exploitation and that the liberation of Black peo-
ple can only come through working class revolution. Indeed,
the most significant contribution of the Black liberation struggle
of the ’60s was rekindling revolutionary spirit among masses of
working people of all nationalities and increasingly aiming its
blow at the rule of the bourgeoisie.

But the bourgeoisie, through its political representatives with-
in and outside that movement, tried to turn reality on its head
and portray many of the gains won by the Black people’s strug-
gle (like civil rights legislation, for example) as proof of the “vi-
tality of the democratic system” or, in a slicker variety of the
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same line, that the goal of the struggle was to perfect the bour-
geois democratic system.*

Similarly, when powerful sections of the U.S. ruling class
saw their inevitable defeat in Indochina some of their political
representatives rushed to try to head off the massive movement
of the American people against that war. Trying desperately to
hide the fundamental character of that conflict, that it was an
imperialist war waged for the sole benefit of the monopoly
capitalist class, these politicians tried to tell the people that the
Vietnam war was a departure from “traditional democratic val-
ues” and that the big mistake was supporting a “dictator” in
south Vietnam.

More recently the example of Watergate comes to mind,
which exposed the “extra legal” side of the bourgeoisie’s in-
fighting and their dog-eat-dog nature. Yet once again the ca-
pitalists tried to turn this around, declaring that the near im-
peachment of Nixon and his forced resignation was living proof
of the “health” of the constitutional process.

There are countless other examples of attempts by the bour-
geoisie to reenforce the bourgeois democratic deception even
as it is being battered by reality. This just further underscores
the point made in the “Mass Line” article cited earlier, “At
each point in the development of the struggle the bourge01s1e
and the proletanat will contend not only in the practical battle-
field, but also in the sphere of ideclogy.”

This battle “in the sphere of ideology,” to which the fight
against the bourgeois democratic deception belongs, is crucial
to the success of the revolutionary struggle. In this battle the
Party and advanced workers play the decisive role. Without
the painstaking work of communists, without repeated poli-
tical exposures of the rule of the bourgeoisie, the masses of
workers will not be able to free themselves of the shackles of
bourgeois democratic illusions no matter how deep the crisis
becomes.

This exposure must pierce beneath the surface—the talk about
democracy—and get down to the real class relations that lie at
the bottom of this and all political phenomena. As Mao Tse-
tung wrote:

“...freedom and democracy do not exist in the abstract,
only in the concrete. In a society rent by class struggle, if
there is freedom for the exploiting classes to exploit the

*In doing this the capitatists tried to take advantage of the fact that there is a
bourgeois-democratic aspect to the struggle of Black people. This was especially
true in its earlier civil rights phrase when the struggle was aimed at winning basic
democratic rights, such as the right to vote and so forth, but remains true now.
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working people, there is no freedom for the working peo-
ple not to be exp101ted and if there is democracy for the
bourgeoisie, there is no democracy for the proletariat and
other workmg people. The legal existence of the Commu-
nist Party is tolerated in some capitalist countries, but only
to the extent that it does not endanger the fundamental in-
terests of the bourgeoisie; it is not tolerated beyond that.
Those who demand freedom and democracy in the abstract
regard democracy as an end and not a means. Democracy
sometimes seems to be an end, but it is in fact only a
means.” (“‘On the Correct Handling of Contradictions Among
the People,” Selected Readings)

The real question is the class question—which class rules so-
ciety. The revolutionary goal—though it involves far greater
democracy for the masses of people than in any past society—
cannot be seen as some kind of straight line extension or expan-
sion of existing democracy. Only on the basis of establishing
the rule of the working class by overthrowing the capitalist sys-
tem and its bourgeois democracy (or other forms of rule) can the
working class exercise dictatorship over the overthrown class
of exploiters, practice its own democracy and end all forms of
oppression.

Bringing out these class relations is an important task of com-
munists. As the crisis of the imperialist system deepens, condi-
tions are ripening for this socialist agitation and propaganda, con-
ducted in the course of leading the struggles of the working class
forward, to achieve more and more favorable results.

In 1892 Engels wrote about the United States, “In such a
country continually renewed waves of advance, followed by
equally certain setbacks, are inevitable. Only the advances always
become more powerful, the setbacks less paralyzing, and on the
whole the cause does move forward.” And, Engels concluded,
the very rapid and powerful development of capitalism in the
U.S. has laid the basis for a revolutionary struggle of the working
class that “will one day bring about a change that will astound
the world.” (Letters to Americans)
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On the Character of
World War 2

JOHN B.TYLER

This is the first of three articles dealing with the origins, na-
ture and effects of World War 2 and the role of communists in
relation to it.

The escalating contention between the rulers of the United
States and the Soviet Union over which will dominate the impe-
rialist world is leading inexorably to a third world war. What
strategy and tactics communists the world over should follow
in the event of such a war is a question of the highest impor-
tance. A correct approach will greatly advance the interests of
the proletariat worldwide and raise the real possibility that the
working class can come to power in countries where capital,
vulture-like and hideous, now reigns supreme,.

In hammering out this approach, communists must study the
international situation as it develops, applying the science of
Marxism-Leninism, Mao Tsetung Thought, and taking advan-
tage of the historical experience already gained by the working
class through bitter struggle and sacrifice. This, then, is the
reason for this preliminary study of the Second World War.

A correct and thoroughly Marxist understanding of World
War 2 must have at its foundation a grasp of one pivotal event—
the massive invasion on June 22, 1941 of the Soviet Union by
Germany. The invasion changed the entire character of the
war. At its inception it was an imperialist war, a war between
two opposing camps of rokbers for the right to plunder the
world’s people. After the invasion, this ceased to be the prin-
cipal aspect of the war. In the words of the Programme of the
Revolutionary Communist Party USA:

“Tt was no longer just a battle for the spoils among the
imperialists. It became a battle for the defense of the fu-
ture, as it was already being realized by the Soviet working
people in building socialism. Millions of workers and other
oppressed people around the world fought and died to de-
feat the fascist Axis in order to defend socialism and to
advance their own march toward socialist revolution.” (p.11)

Both the outbreak of WW2 and the sudden change in its
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character two years later posed fresh and complex tasks for the
working class in every country. Further, these tasks varied
greatly within each stage according to the concrete conditions
in each country—belligerent or “neutral,” Allied or Axis, impe-
rialist or colony, occupied or not, etc. In particular, there were
differences in the tasks facing the working class where it held
state power, in the Soviet Union, and in those countries where
the proletarian revolution had not yet been victorious.

A new world war would have its own specific features, including
some different than WW2 (or WW1). If too would pose fresh and
complex twists and turns on the road to proletarian revolution and
important lessons can be drawn from the degree of success of var-
ious communist parties in analyzing the objective conditions fac-
ing them and developing policies to advance the interests of the
working class and masses of people during WW2.

WORLD WAR 1

When World War 2 broke out, it was not entirely an unprece-
dented phenomenon. In fact, the First World War twenty-five
years before had given birth not only to the Soviet Union, the
world’s first socialist state, but to the international communist
movement itself. Many European Communist Parties and the Com-
munist International were formed in response to the betrayal of
the working class by the social democratic parties in the various
imperialist countries when the war broke out and the resulting
collapse of the Second International to which they had belonged.

The social democratic parties before World War 1 were the most
advanced political organizations the working class had succeeded
in developing to fight for its interests and many of their leaders
repeatedly vowed that they upheld revolutionary Marxism.

Using Marxist political economy and the science of dialectical
materialism, the Second International predicted years before 1914
that a war on a world scale was coming as a result of the rivalry
for colonies and markets by the capitalist powers and summed up
that the workers had no stake in such a war of robbers. The social
democratic parties agreed to oppose the drive of their capitalist
classes toward war, by mobilizing the masses through anti-war agi-
tation, having social democratic representatives in Parliament vote
against military funds and other moves toward war and preparing
mass actions—some parties even called for a general strike—to op-
pose the war when it broke out. Furthermore the International
adopted in 1907 and reaffirmed in 1912 an additional proposal
put forward by the Russian and Polish delegates, headed by V.L
Lenin and Rosa Luxemburg: “In case a war should nevertheless,
break out, the Socialists shall take measures to bring about its early
termination and strive with all their power to use the economic
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and political crises created by the war to arouse the masses poli-
tically and hasten the overthrow of capitalist class rule.” (quoted
in William E. Walling, The Socialists and the War, New York, Henry
Holt & Co., 1915, p. 39)

When the war actually broke out with the Austrian invasion of |}
Serbia in August, 1914, however, the leaders of most of the social
democratic parties acted as if they had never heard of the resolu-
tions of the Second International. One after another they scram-
bled terrified beneath the skirts of monopoly capitalists of their
own country, voting not against but for war credits, calling not
for demonstrations or a general strike but for ‘““defense of the
fatherland,” urging the workers not to use the crisis to go for pow-
er but to lay down their lives in the trenches for the bandits who
robbed them every day.

Some social democrats stood firmly with the working class.
Foremost among them were the Russian Bolsheviks whose leader,
Lenin, summed up the class nature of the war:

“...this war is in a treble sense a war between slaveowners
to fortify slavery. This is a war firstly, to fortify the enslave-
ment of the colonies by means of a ‘fairer’ distribution and
subsequent more ‘concerted’ exploitation of them; secondly,
to fortify the oppression of other nations within the ‘great’
powers, for both Austria and Russia (Russia more and much
worse than Austria) maintain their rule only by means of such
oppression, intensifying it by means of war; and thirdly, to
fortify and prolong wage slavery, for the proletariat is split
up and suppressed, while the capitalists gain, making for-
tunes out of the war, aggravating national prejudices and inten-
sifying reaction...” (“Socialism and War,” in Lenin on War
and Peace, FLP, Peking, 1970, pp. 10-11)

The opportunists who had become “defenders of the fatherland” ?
offered up dozens of excuses for their conduct—their country was ¢
attacked and the other side the aggressor, their country more de- }
mocratic and the other side more reactionary and so on. Lenin {
ripped away their rationalizations, ‘“The character of the war
(whether it is reactionary or revolutionary) does not depend on
who the attacker was, or in whose country the ‘enemy’ is station- :
. ed; it depends on what class is waging the war, and of what politics °
the war is a continuation.” (The Proletarian Revolution and the
Renegade Kautsky, FLP, Peking, 1975, p. 80)

Furthermore, Lenin and the Bolsheviks derived from their class
analysis of the situation their policy, revolutionary defeatism, sum- *
med up in the slogan, ‘‘convert the imperialist war into civil war.”
They pointed out that the war crisis itself created untold suffer-
ing among the masses and increased their revolutionary sentiments,
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and that it was the responsibility of communists to fan these sparks
into a revolution. With this goal in mind, the communist approach

to the imperialist war the ruling class had become embroiled in
could only be to build resistance to the ruling class, both in so-
ciety generally and within the armed forces and prepare for an in-
surrection. With this standpoint and objective the communists
welcomed, not feared, the defeat of the ‘““fatherland,’ that is, the
capitalists who rule it and whose military setbacks will make eas-
ier their overthrow.

By 1917, the Russian people, sick of war, oppression and ex-
ploitation, rose up. The Bolsheviks put forward a program and a
slogan which summed up their demands and helped mobilize them
into struggle—Land, Bread and Peace! With the communists
providing leadership, the masses threw off not only the Tsar but
a “liberal” capitalist government which continued his policies and
the war, and established the world’s first socialist state.

The Russian Revolution provided the most important lesson of
World War 1, that war is not merely some inexplicable and over-
powering phenomenon, in the face of which the working class can
only fall into line under the national flag or stand helpless, hoping
piously for peace. War is the continuation of politics by other
means; its causes, nature and laws can be comprehended and if
they are the working class can greatly advance its cause in the
course of the war.

The immediate aftermath of the war had a great effect as well
on the communist movement which was just coming into being
and on the later development of World War 2. The infant prole-
tarian state, the Soviet Union, was invaded by the armies of a
dozen imperialist countries who were working to help homegrown
reactionaries overthrow it. This showed the bitter and implacable
hatred with which capital regarded socialism and underlined the
fact that not all wars were unjust, as the world war had been. War
in defense of socialism was fully justified and demanded and de-
served the support of workers the world over.

The invasion of the Russian Republic (which became the USSR
in the early 1920s) was not the only thing that put the lie to the
claims of the American-French-British that they had been conduc-
ting a “war for democracy,” a ““war to end all wars.”> No sooner
had the imperialist war ended than its politics were continued in
an imperialist peace. The victorious gangsters met in conference
to divide the spoils. The result was the Versailles Treaty which
aimed at soaking defeated Germany for billions in reparations,
“liberating” oppressed nations which had been held within the old
Austro-Hungarian empire to make them part of the spheres of in-
fluence for the victorious European powers, which parceled out
Germany’s African and Pacific colonies, etc. Communists from
the beginning attacked this as a bandits’ peace and pointed out
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that sooner or later it would result in a new imperialist war, to re-
divide the spoils afresh.

THE WAR BEGINS

World War 2 began with the German invasion of Poland on Sep-
tember 1, 1939, in an attempt to annex it.* This represented a
significant escalation in German imperialism’s drive to redivide
the world. The German capitalists’ share of this plunder had been
cut down by its rivals after its defeat in World War 1. The ruling
classes of Britain and France feared further consolidation of Ger-
man power in Europe, where it had already devoured Austria and
Czechoslovakia. Therefore, they decided to “honor” their mutual
defense treaty agreements with Poland by declaring war on Ger-
many, although neither sent substantive aid to the armed forces
of Poland which, totally unprepared for modern war, crumbled in
a matter of days before combined air, tank and infantry assault by
the Wehrmacht, the German armed forces. Now two great imper-
ialist blocs were locked in combat, while a third bloc headed by -
the United States remained neutral, as did the USSR.

The best sum-up of this new war was made within a few weeks
of its outbreak by Mao Tsetung, head of the Chinese Communist

Party and great leader of the international proletariat. He declared:

“On whichever side, the Anglo-French or the German, the
war that has just broken out is an unjust, predatory and im-

*There has been some analysis that the second world war had been going on for sev-
eral years prior to the German invasion of Poland. Referring to events such as the Ital-
ian seizure of Ethiopa, German and Itatian support for Franco in Spain, Germany's occu-
pation of Austria in 1,938 and Japan’s war of aggression in China, The History of the
Communist Party of the Soviet Union (Bolsheviks): Short Course, written in 1938, says:
““All these facts show that a second imperialist war has actually begun. It began stealthi-
ly, without any declaration of war. States and nations have, almost imperceptibly, slip-
ped into the orbit of a second imperialist war. It was the three aggressor states, the fas-
cist ruling circles of Germany, Italy and Japan, that began the war in various parts of
the world. It is being waged over a huge expanse of territory, stretching from Gibraltar .
to Shanghai. It has aiready drawn over five hundred mitlion people into its orbit. In
the final analysis, it is being waged against the capitalist interests of Great Britain,
France and the U.S.A., since its object is a redivision of the world and of the spheres of
influence in favor of the aggressor countries and at the expense of the so-called demo-
cratic states.” (p. 333, White Publishers, 1939)

However, since World War 2, Marxist-Leninists have generally used the September,
1939 date, which signalled the actual commencement of the war in the form it was
to take. For instance, in More on the Differences Between Comrade Togliatti and
Us, the editorial staff of Hongdi, theoretical journal of the Chinese Communist Party,
says, '‘From September 1939 to June 1941 when the German-Soviet war began, a war
had been going on for almost two years in the capitalist world and among the imperia-
list countries themselves.” {p. 65)

The period leading up to the outbreak of war in 1939 and the nature of the military
conflicts during it will be covered in the second article in this series.
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perialist war.”

Following in the tradition of Lenin, he looked at the class na-
ture of the war, at the politics of which it was an extension. -Dld
it matter greatly that Germany invaded Poland (or that Britain
and France were the first of the large imperialist powers to declgre
war)? Was it crucial that the bourgeois dictatorship of one bplhg-
erent, Germany, was naked and terrorist, fascist, in form while on
the other side, it normally took the form of bourgeois democracy,
although limited by the war situation? No, neither of these fac-
tors changed the class nature of the war.

“Germany started the war to plunder the Polish people and
smash one flank of the Anglo-American imperialist front. By
its nature, Germany’s war is imperialist and should be opposed,
not approved. As for Britain and France, they have regarded .
Poland as an object of plunder for their finance capital, exploit-
ed her to thwart the German imperialist attempt at a world re-
division of the spoils, and made her a flank of their own imper-
ialist front. Thus their war is an imperialist war, their so-called
aid to Poland being merely for the purpose of contending
with Germany for the domination of Poland, and this war, too,
should be opposed, not approved.”

Mao also pointed out that the war would not necessarily retain
this character throughout its course. The key factor making pos-
sible a change in this war from the pattern of World War 1 was the
existence of the Soviet Union, a socialist state under the dictator-
ship of the proletariat, which represented and upheld the inter-
ests of the working class and the great majority of people world-
wide.

“Only if the nature of the war changes, if the war in one or
more countries undergoes certain necessary changes and be-
comes advantageous to the Soviet Union and the peoples of
the world, will it be possible for the Soviet Union to help or
participate; otherwise it will not.” (All the preceding quotes
from “The Identity of Interests Between the Soviet Union and
All Mankind,” Selected Works of Mao Tsetung, Volume 2,
FLP, Peking, 1967, pp. 275-82)

In fact, the existence of the Soviet Union had already had a tre-
mendous effect on the development and outbreak of the war. On
August 23, 1939 the Molotov-Ribbentrop Non-Aggression Pact be-
tween Germany and the USSR was signed, stunning the world.
For years the Soviet Union had been trying to make use of con-
tradictions in the imperialist camp to create a system of alliances
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to contain Germany, an up-and-coming imperialist power aiming
to carve itself a bigger piece of the action and posing the greatest

_ immediate threat to the Soviet Union. The bourgeoisies of Bri-
tain and France, however, had preferred to follow a policy of at-
tempting to force Germany into war with the Soviet_Union thus
killing two birds with one stone. (This period will be evaluated
at length in the forthcoming article mentioned above.) The
signing of the ten year non-aggression pact turned German atten-
tion away from the Soviet Union and freed it from the immediate
threat of waging a two front war. England and Britain for their
part could no longer afford to give Hitler a free hand in Central
and Eastern Europe in the hopes that he would be forced to take
on the USSR. War between the two imperialist blocs was the im-
mediate order of the day, and broke out within two weeks of the
signing of the pact.

For the Soviet Union, the pact was a diplomatic master stroke.
First and foremost, it bought time, almost two years as it turned
out, for the Soviet Union to prepare itself militarily and political-
ly for the eventuality of being dragged into war. It broke the
double encirclement of the Soviet Union by both main camps of
imperialists, particularly that headed by Germany, whose ally Ja-
pan had twice in the late 1930s unsuccessfully attempted to
seize sections of Soviet Asia. It pitted the two camps of imperia-
lists squarely against one another, thus insuring that even if the
Soviet Union were later attacked, it would have potential allies
and not have to defend itself alone.

In addition there was a secret clause in the pact. Under its
terms Germany was forced to relinquish all political interests in
and control over Estonia, Latvia, Eastern Poland (or the West-
ern Ukraine) and the Bessarabian section of Rumania. Sovi-
et leaders felt that a free hand in these areas was necessary for a
stronger and more extensive defense against the eventuality of
war with Germany. All of this was territory that had been stolen
from the newly victorious Russian Revolution by Germany at
the Treaty of Brest Litovsk and then stolen from Germany at the
war’s end and divided up to encircle the Soviet Union by Britain,
France and the U.S. At the same time, however, it had stayed
under capitalist rule for the last twenty years, and the masses of
people had lived through two very different decades from their
brothers and sisters in the Soviet Union.

With the Polish government in a state of collapse and the Ger-
man Army moving fast, the Red Army entered and occupied the
eastern half of Poland in late September. Tactics, timing, were
key here. For three weeks the Soviet Union ignored the frantic
demands of German diplomats that it should move into Poland
and occupy the areas conceded to it in the secret clause. This de-
lay firmly established Germany’s responsibility for the attack on
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Poland and the ensuing war. Had the Soviet Union moved earlier,
when the Polish government still existed, there would have been
an excuse for the governments of Britain and France to declare
war on the Soviet Union in an effort to shift the focus of the
entire European conflict against the USSR. Had the Soviet Union
moved later, the Germans might have pushed forward, dangerous-
ly closer to the Soviet border and heartland.

The Soviet march into Poland was mainly a blow against Ger-
many as some of the more perceptive Western imperialists real-
ized, like Winston Churchill, not yet Britain’s prime minister, who
said, “The Soviets have stopped the Nazis in Eastern Poland, I on-
ly regret they are not doing it as our allies.” They did not, how-
ever, like what was happening in the area into which the Red Ar-
my had marched. Peasants were given their own land and collec-
tive farms established. Unemployment ended as 978 idle plants
were reopened and 500 new ones built in the first year. Local
communists led in building socialist relations in the area. The
Soviet Union followed by establishing military alliances in Octo-
ber with the governments of Latvia, Estonia, and Lithuania which
was supposed to be in Germany’s ‘‘zone.”

Continuing its efforts to try and secure all of its borders against
attack, the Soviet government then tried to open negotiations
with Finland, whose government replied by mobilizing its army,
evacuating Helsinki and appealing to Britain and America for

“sympathy and moral support.” Only then did negotiations begin.

Finland first refused a military alliance. The Soviets then offer-
ed a trade of territory to create a larger buffer zone around Len-
ingrad to protect it in case of war. Again the Finnish government
refused, egged on by promises of support from the U.S. and Brit-
ish governments. War broke out and in a four month winter cam-
paign the Soviet Union broke Finnish military power and occu-
pied the territory protecting sea and land approaches to Lenin-
grad.

To many in the world, this war seemed to be just a case of the
big Soviet Union vs. little Finland, a view the Western imperialists
worked overtime to perpetuate. During this period, a reader of
the British press might almost have thought it was the USSR Bri-
tain was at war with, not Germany, so much was made of the Fin-
nish war. In fact, the British and French governments during
these months were making desperate last minute attempts to
turn Germany’s military drive East by conducting what became
known as the “phony war” or “sitzkrieg” in the West, hoping
Germany and the USSR would clash in Poland or the Baltic. But
Hitler was not ready to take on the USSR and the Soviet Union
did not push its advantage by liberating all of Finland and giving
Britain an excuse to drag the Soviet Union into the war.

"Everything changed rapidly in the spring of 1940. The Wehr-
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macht unilaterally ended the “sitzkrieg” in the West with the fa-
mous offensive that conquered Denmark, Norway, the Nether-
lands, Belgium, and smashed France, occupying the northern
half and establishing the puppet Vichy regime in the southern.

The ruling class in several other countries hastened to sign up
with the apparently unstoppable Axis military alliance, including
not only those already leaning toward the German camp like Ru-
mania and Hungary, but some who were shifting coats pretty
quick, like the Finnish government. Britain alone was still at war
with Germany, and its military forces had been sorely hurt by
fighting on the continent.

Here, again, the freedom of maneuver the Soviet Union had
within the new situation permitted it to affect the development
of the war. With the Germans in control of Western Europe and
turning their attention to Britain, the USSR moved the Red Ar-
my, on June 15, into Lithuania, Latvia and Estonia, where Nazis
were plotting pro-German coups, and established socialist gov-
ernments there. .

Then the Soviets demanded and got the return of Bessarabia
from the Rumanian government, by this time a German ally. Led
by Marshall Timoshenko, whose whole family had lived under Ru-
manian rule in Bessarabia for 20 years, Red Army units marched
into the territory on June 28.

Although these moves were “permissible” according to the So-
viet-German non-aggression pact, their effect was profound. It
was not in the Soviet Union’s interests to have Germany uncon-
ditionally victorious in Western Europe. These political develop-
ments and troop movements prevented a nervous Germany from
pressing its attack against Britain. Hitler openly confessed (in
his declaration of war against the Soviet Union): ‘While our sol-
diers from May 5, 1940, on had been breaking Franco-British
power in the West, Russian military deployment on our eastern
frontier was being continued to a more and more menacing ex-
tent...[which resulted in] the tying up of such powerful forces
in the east that radical conclusion of the war in the west, particu-
larly as regards aircraft, could no longer be vouched for by the
German High Command.” Even as they took these steps, the
Soviet leaders did what they could to maintain the agreement
with Germany and keep from getting embroiled in the war. This
meant, among other things, continuing trade in oil and other ma-

terials Germany’s rulers needed for their war effort.
" The political maneuvering the Soviet Union carried on during
this first phase of the war, including the incorporation of border
areas into the USSR, played a significant role in strengthening
the Soviet Union for the trials that were to come and helped lay
the foundations for victory. At the same time, however, for all
that the Soviet Union did to involve the masses, the sudden and
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unexpected transformation of the social system, particularly
where entire nations were involved, was somewhat mechanical in
nature. This sowed the seeds of certain problems in building a
genuine socialist society which began to take root after the end
of the war—when these problems were in fact reproduced on a
larger scale in Eastern Europe.

COMMUNISTS AND THE FIRST PHASE OF THE WAR

When the war first broke out there was some confusion in many
of the world’s Communist Parties as to the correct analysis of
the situation and the correct line to be followed. In both Britain
and France, for instance, communist leaders originally took up
positions of national defensism arising out of their social-demo-
cratic errors in the earlier period, errors like those under whose in-
fluence the French CP adopted slogans on the order of “Long
live free, strong and happy France, faithful to its mission of prog-
ress, liberty and peace!” In Britain, CP leader Harry Pollitt called
Britain’s imperialist military effort a “people’s war.” In France,
Communist deputies in Parliament voted for war credits and mem-
bers were encouraged to enlist in the armed forces “to defend the
French nation.”

Within a few weeks, however, the line “defense of the father-
land” was defeated in both countries through internal struggle and
study of the analysis put forward by the CPSU, the Comintern and
other Marxist-Leninists. In countries around the world, commun-
ists became the leaders of the fight against the new imperialist
war.

In Germany, Italy and Japan where vicious repression by the
fascist governments had decimated the Communist Parties, the
tasks did not change greatly. The underground struggle against the
bourgeoisie continued, with the war providing new fuel for agita-
tion among the masses. Communists joined the armed forces in
order to organize against the war, difficult though this was in the
first flush of Germany’s military successes. In the war plants they
continued to organize the sabotage that had begun during the
period of the Spanish Civil War, when German and Italian arms
were used to destroy the Spanish Republic and crush the workers’
movement there.

In the “democratic” belligerents, France and Britain, the strug-
gle against the war took the form of the “fight for peace” and, to
the extent possible, the intensification of the economic struggle.
While the parties put forward to some extent the perspective of
revolution as a possible outcome of the war, the question of peace
was generally raised in isolation from this and without clear class
content. Lenin in World War 1 emphasized against opportunists
peddling pacifist ideas, “Slogans must be brought forward so as to
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enable the masses, through propaganda and agitation, to see the un-
bridgeable distinction between socialism and capitalism (imperial-
ism), and not for the purpose of reconciling two hostile classes and
two hostile political lines.” (““The Question of Peace,” Collected
Works, Vol. 21, Moscow, 1964, pp. 290-91) He summed up the
tasks of Marxists very sharply in “Socialism and War:”

“The sentiments of the masses in favour of peace often
express incipient protest, anger and consciousness of the reac-
tionary character of the war. It is the duty of all Social-
Democrats to utilize these sentiments. They will take a most
ardent part in every movement and in every demonstration
on this ground; but they will not deceive the people by con-
ceding the idea that peace without annexations, without the
oppression of nations, without plunder, without the germs
of new wars among the present governments and ruling classes
is possible in the absence of a revolutionary movement. Such
a deception of the people would merely play into the hands
of the secret diplomacy of the belligerent governments and
facilitate their counter-revolutionary plans. Whoever wants
a lasting and democratic peace must be in favour of civil war
against the governments and the bourgeoisie.” (Lenin on War
and Peace, pp. 25-26)

This was evident, too, in the United States, which was sitting
out the early stages of the war ‘““so as to be able to come on the
scene later and contend for the leadership of the capitalist world,”
as Mao predicted they would just before the outbreak of the war
in 1939. (“Interview With a New China Daily Correspondent on
the New International Situation,” Selected Works, Vol. 2, p. 266)

Breaking off their flirtation with Roosevelt and the bourgeoi-
sie’s New Deal, the Communist Party attacked the government’s
sale of strategic materials and military hardware to Japan as well
as France and Britain and its growing ties with British imperialism.
They raised the correct slogan “Get out and stay out of this im-
perialist war” and put it forward in popular form as well, “The
Yanks are not coming.” Party members also led important trade
union struggles at plants engaged in war production like Allis
Chalmers in Milwaukee and North American Aviation in Inglewood,
_ California, openly challenging the bourgeoisie’s war preparations
and “national unity” spiel.

At the same time, however, they created illusions that the im-
perialists could be prevented from dragging the country into the
war by “pressure” from the masses. Instead of explaining why
America’s rulers, imperialists themselves, were being drawn inex-
orably into this vast world conflict, the CP’s leaders constantly
invoked Gallup polls showing that over 90% of the American peo-
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ple opposed U.S. entry into the war. The work of the CP had cer-
tainly helped to create this sentiment, but popular feeling alone
has never been a match for the forces that drive a ruling class to
war. This slip into a position that was in many ways pacifist ra-
ther than class conscious made it more difficult for the CP to help
the workers understand the rapid changes that were to take place
in the war and easier for the CP itself to be led into a position of
class collaboration.

The situation in many Western European nations changed dras-
tically in the period from April through June, 1940. The German
blitzkrieg smashed the defenses of country after country and occu-
pied them, generally establishing powerless local puppet govern-
ments headed by Nazi sympathizers in the bourgeoisie and the
military, like Quisling in Norway and Petain and Laval in .the Vichy
government in Southern France. (The North was under direct Ger-
man rule.) '

At this point the question of the tasks of the Communists in
the occupied countries had to be examined anew in the light of
the new situation. The state apparatus and the economy of the
occupied nations were reorganized to serve German needs and
staffed by local fascists and large sections of the ruling class who
took the stand that half a loaf was better than none. The super-
structure too, particularly the media and the educational system,
was reorganized on a broad scale by the occupiers. At every level
German occupation officials—or ‘“‘advisors” where thie pretence of
independence was maintained—had the final say on what happen-
ed. In short, state power was in the hands of new forces, whose
rule rested on Germany’s bayonets.

Did this mean the nature of the war had changed? No. The
conflict was still fundamentally a clash between Germany, after
1940 formally allied with Italy and Japan on the one hand, and
on the other Britain, along with members of its “Commonwealth,”
some of which were lesser imperialist powers in their own right
like Canada and Australia, and with increasing backing from U.S. )
imperialism. The issue was still the same—which bloc would domin-
ate the world, including not only the lesser capitalist nations but
the colonies and semi-colonial nations as well.

But the occupation of France, Norway, etc., and the establish-
ment of new imperialists—German—in control of the state, did
change the situation for the working class within each of these
countries. Unfortunately, the Communist Parties did not grasp
fully, and take the maximum advantage of, these changes. When
Denmark was occupied on April 95 1940, for instance, the CP did
not follow the course taken by large sections of the active mem-
bership of the other political parties in the country and go under-
ground to organize resistance to the occupiers and their lackeys.
Instead the Party opted for maintaining legal status, which meant
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among other things strict neutrality toward the German forces and
blaming the occupation entirely on Social Democratic collabora-
tors in the puppet government—because before the invasion they
had been too friendly with Britain! This stand isolated the Party
from the masses of the Danish people and in fact won them some-
thing of a reputation as collaborators in their own right.

Although Denmark is perhaps the worst example, CPs failed to

exercise their freedom to the fullest in other countries as well. The

- French Party was illegal and in the “unoccupied” zone called for
building “action and mass movements which will sweep away the
capitalist clique in Vichy and make way for the people and the
government of the people” and even for “the socialist France.”
But it did not unite with and build the resistance movement in

“the German held area in any large-scale way. It also clung to slo-
gans about peace, proclaiming ‘“One party alone struggles for peace;
it is the Communist Party,” although France had been effectively
knocked out of the war. In these circumstances, the slogan hit not
the German occupiers and their puppets who held state power in
France, but the small military forces headed by General DeGaulle,
who had denounced the armistace and represented the capitalists
who were not siding with Germany but allying themselves with
England, and the internal resistance that was coming into being.

These errors are the result of the mechanical application of poli-
cies and slogans which were developed taking into consideration
only the overall character of the war at its outbreak and not the
particular developments that took place within different countries
thereafter. '

To genuinely lead the masses could only mean to lead them in
the struggle against their new rulers. Faced with an open terrorist
dictatorship on the German model, including in its highest circles
many figures from the old regime, enforced by military occupation
of the German armed forces, the masses certainly saw the
need to resist. The job of communists was to build this
struggle on every level—economic struggle against vicious exploita-
tion to enrich German capital and fuel its war machine, political
struggle like non-cooperation movements aimed at the occupiers
and their puppets and military struggle, made possible in many
places by the deep and unanimous hatred for the occupiers among
the masses.

Such a policy would have carried with it many dangers, chief
among them that of limiting the goals of the struggle to driving
out “the invaders” and restoring the old “independent” and ‘“‘de-
mocratic” society, and thus basically continuing the bourgeoisie’s
imperialist war on their behalf and de facto taking sides with Bri-
tain. To avoid this error, communists would have had to give par-
ticular emphasis to assigning the blame for the war not only to

'Germany and not even to both imperialist blocs but to the whole
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capitalist system, whose “normal” operation invariably breeds un-
just wars. Similarly, extreme caution would be called for in uni-
ting, even tactically, with other resistance forces which represen-
ted the monopoly capitalists and/or were tied in to one side in the
imperialist war.

THE WAR AND THE COLONIAL COUNTRIES

There is much to learn on this point from the experience of the
Chinese Communist Party, although the differences between
China and the European countries should not be underestimated.

China was a semi-colonial, semi-feudal country in which large
sections of the bourgeoisie could be united with in the struggle
against imperialism and some even won to follow the leadership
of the working class in this struggle. This was hardly the situation
in the various advanced capitalist countries which had long before
been welded into modern independent nations under the rule of
the bourgeoisie and were now imperialists themselves, although
with varying degrees of power.

Furthermore, China had been waging an all-out, a just war a-
gainst Japanese invasion for several years. The just character of
this war was not changed by the outbreak of World War 2, by the
German-Soviet pact, or by Japan’s formal entry into the war as a
belligerent with the consolidation in 1940 of the Germany-Japan-
Italy Axis and Japanese moves into French Indochina (ostensibly
ruled by the Vichy clique). These circumstances tarust China to-
ward the British side in the war, and the Chinese Communist Party
led by Mao Tsetung resisted this trend. ‘“To maintain that China
should join the Anglo-French imperialist war front is a capitula-
tor’s view, which is harmful to the War of Resistance as well as to
the independence and liberation of the Chinese nation, and it
should be flatly rejected.” (““The Identity of Interests Between
the Soviet Union and All Mankind,” Selected Works, Vol. 2, p. 282)

The CP did not, on the other hand, mechanically break its uni-
ted front with the Kuomintang, which was closely tied to British
and U.S. imperialism, or pull out of the war and begin raising slo-
gans about peace. The position cited above was the line around
which the CP fought within the united front to strengthen it and
direct the strongest possible blows against the Japanese invaders.
To have followed any course that failed to do this would have play-
ed into the hands of Japanese imperialism and been greeted with
relief by the Kuomintang, which preferred attacking the forces led
by the CCP to taking on the Japanese. While the Chinese people
continued their war against the imperialist invaders, this correct
policy did not change the overall imperialist character of the world
war in the period.

A different case of taking advantage of the war in a colonial
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situation was India. The war, and British moves to raise troops
from the Indian population and to convert the Indian economy

to a war footing to aid Britain’s military efforts, greatly lpcreased
discontent among the Indian masses and weakened Britain’s cqlo-
nial grip. The Communist Party of India seized tpis opportt.xfmty
to further expose the criminal nature of imperialism and build the
struggle to drive the British out and win independence. The CP,.
which had been illegal since 1934, was able to build stronger unity
than before with Mohandas K. Gandhi’s umbrella Congress Party,
led by bourgeois and petty-bourgeois nationalist forces which had
a large following among India’s Hindu masses. The Congress Party
took a similar stand to the CP’s on the war. By grasping the oppor-
tunities for both struggle and unity presented by the war, the CP
was able to extend its influence and greatly deepen its ties. to the
masses, especially India’s industrial and transport prolqtarlat, help-
ing them resist the increased exploitation that came with the war.

THE INVASION OF THE SOVIET UNION

Everything described above changed with drastic swiftnes§ on
June 22, 1941. Germany unilaterally broke the non-aggression
pact. The Wehrmacht rolled across the new borders of the Soviet
Union on a drive that eventually took German imperialism 2500
miles inside the USSR en route to total defeat. This changed the
nature of the war and required a totally new orientation. 'As Mao
Tsetung pointed out the next day in an inner-Party directlvg : “For
Communists throughout the world the task now is to mobi}1ze
the people of all countries and organize an international umtec}
front to fight fascism and defend the Soviet Union, defend China,
and defend the freedom and independence of all nations.” (“On
the International United Front Against Fascism,” Selected Works,
Vol. 3, p. 29) This remained the general line for the duration of
the war.

The change in World War 2 was not fundamentally to a “War
for democracy” or merely to an ‘““anti-fascist war,” although it
possessed both these aspects. There was no change in the qharac-
ter of class rule in the imperialist powers—for the “worse” in Ger-
many, Italy and Japan or for the “better” in England, the U.S,,
etc. The new character of the war was determined by ‘_che eveni.;
which changed it, the attack on the Soviet Union and its entry into
the war.*

*In a speech in his “‘election district” in 1946, at a time when the USSR was strug-
glirig to prevent the breakup of the Soviet-U.S.-British wartime alliance, Stalin rgferred
briefly to the war in terms that contradict this analysis. He said: “’Unlike the First
Wofld:War, the Second World War against the Axis states from the very outset assumed
the charac.ter of an anti-fascist war, a war of liberation, one aim of which was also the
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Firstly, the German attack changed the objective character of
the war. From June 22 on, the Soviet front was the decisive
theater in the whole war. Nearly all of Europe was under the
thumb of Germany and its Italian ally. Joint German-Italian for-
ces were advancing across North Africa toward the Middle East.
Britain was preparing to defend itself against a possible Axis inva-
sion from the mainland. But the German General Staff did not
dare strike at Britain with an increasingly powerful Soviet Union
at Germany’s rear. The overwhelming forces that invaded the So-
viet Union were expected to conquer most of the European part
of the USSR in three months. Instead, these troops and wave after
wave of reinforcements tried for over three years to crack the re-
sistance of the Soviet masses and their Red Army. It was on this
front that the decisive battles of World War 2 were fought and the
pride of the German army was shattered by the hammer blows of
the Soviet people.

Secondly, the Soviet Union was nothing like the other belliger-
ents. It was a socialist state, the world’s first, a proletarian dicta-
torship whose defeat would have been an immense and tragic loss
for the great majority of the world’s people (as, indeed, was the re-
storation of capitalism there in the 1950s, although by then the
proletariat held and was able to keep power in a number of other
countries). Millions of workers the world over, including many
who were not communists, saw the Soviet Union as a workers’
state, looked to it with pride and love as their own, as a great ad-
vance guard blazing a path for their class, and were willing to make
great sacrifices to defend it.

Thirdly, the invasion created a new situation both for the So-
viet Union and for the Western Allies. The Soviet Union needed
to ally itself tightly with all enemies of Germany and the Axis* to

restoration of democratic liberties. The entry of the Soviet Union into the war against
the Axis states could only enhance, and indeed did enhance, the anti-fascist and liberation
character of the Second World War.,” {*For Peaceful Coexistence: Post War Interviews,"’
N. Y. International, 1951, p. 8)

if this is taken to mean the war before June 22, 1941 was other than an imperialist
war, it isincorrect. Stalin himself returned to the question of World War 2 in 1952 in
Economic Problems of Socialism in the USSR. While in it he never directly addresses
the question of periods in the war, he refers to the Second World War as the product of
*“the general crisis of the world capitalist system’" and says, “Each of the two capitalist
coalitions which locked horns in the war calculated on defeating its adversary and gain-
ing world supremacy.” (FLP, Peking, 1972, p. 30)

And Marxist-Leninists since have continued to maintain that the Second World War
was divided into two phases—essentially imperialist and unjust at its start and after
June 22, 1941, just and progressive. See, for instance, William 2. Foster, History of the
Three Internationals and the Chinese pamphlet More on the Differences Between Com-
rade Togliatti and Ourselves, cited on page 80 above.

*On the eve of the German invasion the Soviet Union was able to conclude a separ-
ate mutual non-aggression treaty with Japan, once again driving a wedge in the Axis
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preserve itself and avoid the situation of doing all the fighting for
British and U.S. imperialism. The British and later the Americans
needed all the help they could get in defeating Germany and its
partners and dreaded the thought of a separate peace on the Rus-
sian front. The war thus was not simply a battle between imper-
ialist and socialist countries—it was between some imperialist
countries and a united front including socialist, imperialist and
colonial and semi-colonial countries. , A ,

" In the formation of this united front, the main participants had
to make concessions, the Soviet Union to join together with
some of the greatest exploiters and oppressors of the world’s peo-
ple, the imperialists to bind themselves to a country they hated
because in it they sensed their eventual doom. Furthermore, the
united front was extended within the various countries in the
Alliance, uniting various fundamentally antagonistic classes and
social groups, which had to make concessions, too. Even the So-
viet Union for instance permitted various organized religions a
wider scope of operations free of criticism to the extent that they
built the struggle against the Axis.

_ Within every united front there is struggle, and this one could
hardly be an exception with so many deep-going contradictions—
between imperialist and colony, between different imperialist pow-
ers, between bourgeoisie and proletariat, between capitalism and
socialism. The necessity of the war constricted the different forces
and forced them to make concessions. At the same time the new
situation also provided new opportunities for the various forces to
advance their interests to the extent they understood what was
happening and exercised the freedom they had to the utmost with-
in that.

For the working class worldwide the situation was, overall, ex-

“tremely favorable. The bourgeoisies were forced to grant the work-

ers’ parties in the Allied countries new freedom of operation, en-

abling them to contend for leadership of a massive, if temporary,
united front. The nature of the war and the concessions the work-
ing class had to make did not mean the end of the class struggle,
merely that it had to be carried on along new lines. When this was
mastered, great advances were won.

Finally, the presence of the Soviet Union as a powerful compon-

_ent of this wartime alliance provided some degree of insurance
that what began as an imperialist war would not just end with an
imperialist peace. Thus, many gains won by the proletaxiat and
oppressed nations during the war could be consolidated through

i

encirclement and lessening the danger of having to conduct a two front war. Although

" Japan's rulers were no more “honorable” than Germany's, the thrust of their imperialist
drive was directed southwest into Asia and east into the Pacific and this treaty remained
in their interests through the end of the war.
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struggle. At the end of World War 2, Britain, the U.S. and France,
were sure to bend every effort to reinforce their colonial empires,
extend their “spheres of influence” in Europe and so on, but their
ability to do so was constricted by the changed character of the
war, especially the necessity of cooperating with the Soviet Union,
which stood as a symbol and an active defender of resistance to
imperialism and revolution.

Such were the factors which made World War 2 after the entry
of the Soviet Union a “battle for the defense of the future,” a bat-
tle in which millions of workers and other oppressed people
around the world fought and sacrificed to win victory and advance
their own struggle for emancipation.

THE SOVIET UNION IN THE SECOND STAGE OF THE WAR

The overwhelming concentration of German forces which push-
ed into the Soviet Union in the weeks after the invasion found
the going rougher than the earlier rapid and relatively painless
plunges into Poland and Western Europe. The Red Army fell
back before the onslaught, fighting desperately every foot of the
way, as workers labored heroically to dismantle whole industrial
complexes, ship them behind the Ural mountains and rebuild
t}lem. As the Germans advanced, stretching out their supply
lines, they found few sources of food and other supplies.” What
hadn’t been moved was hidden, what couldn’t be hidden was de-
stroyed. Workers, peasants from the collective farms, soldiers
who had been cut off in the fighting formed large partisan guerril-
la units behind the enemy front which tied up more and more
forces and destroyed communication and supply lines, for exam-
ple in the single month of August 1943 blowing up railroad tracks
in 20,505 different places! »

The Soviet Army, which Hitler and the Western Allies alike felt
could only last a matter of months, continued to withdraw all
tt_lg way to mid-1942, holding the Axis forces in front of major
cities like Moscow and Leningrad. One such stand in Stalingrad
in 1ate 1942 became the turning point of the war as soldiers and
citizens stopped an entire German field army only a few hundred
yards from the Volga River. As they held out week after week,
Red Army forces to the north and south prepared and then
sprung a trap which surrounded then killed or captured an entire
German Army group. From this time forward, the Soviet Army
was on the offensive driving toward Berlin and the crushing of
the Third Reich.

The people of the Soviet Union bore the main brunt of the Sec-
o.nfi‘World War. By its end, over 22,000,000 Soviet soldiers and
civilians had died in breaking the arrogant might of German im-
perialism. Yet despite the losses and sacrifices they suffered, the
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people of the whole Soviet Union fought as no other people in
the war could or did fight, for they had more to fight for. They
were defending socialism, a system where they were not the ruled
but the rulers, a country whose wealth they had not only created
but owned. Scores of years before Frederick Engels, one of the
great fathers of scientific socialism, had predicted, “In case of
war...the member of such a society will have a real fatherland, a
real home to defend, and therefore he will fight with an enthusi-
asm, perseverance and courage before which the mechanical train-
ing of any modern army must scatter like chaff....” (Marx-Engels
Collected Works, German Edition, Marx-Engels-Lenin Institute,
Moscow, 1933, Vol. 4, p. 376) The incredible heroism of the
people of the Soviet Union proved these words true a thousand
times over from 1941 to 1945.

During this time the Soviet Union carried the main burden of
the war against Germany. From the invasion on, a constant Sovi-
et demand in negotiations with the rulers of Britain and the U.S.
was for a second front against Germany in Western Europe, which
would force Germany to split its forces more, take some pressure
off the USSR and permit the Red Army to go on the offensive
sooner. Such a second front was first promised for 1942, but par-
ticularly the British had no intention of carrying it out. While
the Soviet Union continued waging its heroic struggle, the Anglo-
American forces were thrown against the ill-supplied German-
Ttalian armies in North Africa where they were threatening Brit-
ain’s hegemony over Egypt, the Suez Canal and the Middle East.
~ Again in 1943 the British and Americans promised a second
front in Europe. This time in an open delaying move they invad-
ed Italy to avoid taking pressure off the Soviet Union. So painful
was Allied progress up the Italian peninsula that it had still not
been entirely conguered until the time Germany surrendered,
two years later. By 1943, however, the Soviets were no longer
counting on promises and made skillful use of contradictions be-
tween their imperialist allies, both of whom had their own ideas
about what a postwar world should look like. Britain was still op-
posed to launching an invasion across the English channel, but the
U.S. bourgeoisie was increasingly eager to bring the war in Europe
to an end to have a free hand and, it was hoped, Soviet help
against Japan in the Pacific. As a result, under joint U.S.-Soviet
pressure the invasion was finally planned and carried out on D-
Day, June 6, 1944 on Normandy Beach in France.

The Soviets, of course, were no suckers who were being taken
for a ride. While maintaining their end of the wartime alliance in
principled fashion, they extracted concessions as well, like the
lend-lease aid from the U.S. which helped in the rapid Soviet ad-
vances from 1943 on, and refused to compromise on the main
goal of defeating Germany and ensuring the survival of the Soviet
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Union, turning down repeated American demands that they be-
come embrqiled in their own two front war by attacking Japan.

One area in which the cooperation and contention can be seen

clga:tl_y is around the question of exile groups and governments.
Britain had, after the fall of Europe, helped establish within its
shgres a number of “governments-in-exile>’ and less pretentious
exile groups made of some sections of the old ruling classes in the
occup¥ed countries which had not openly collaborated with the
occupiers. The Soviet Union recognized and established relations
with most qf these groups as part of the wartime united front.
Two in pqrtwular, however, the Soviet Union eventually refused
to deal.w1th:. the openly anti-communist and anti-Soviet Polish
gov'ernmen.t-ln-exile and the Yugoslavian monarchy-in-exile whose
main man in Yugoslavia, General Mihailovic, was waging a civil
war w1t}_1 German aid, arms and approval against the communist-
led partisan movement which was leading the fight against the
Germans. :

The Soviets also took advantage again of contradictions within
the imperialist camp of the Allies, aiding and encouraging General
DeGaulle, leader of “Free France,” in his efforts to see that post-
war France was not under Anglo-American occupation or domi-
nation. But most important the Soviet Union helped insure that
representatlv_es of the internal resistance movements, including
the communists who generally led them, were included in the
coupcﬂs of the exile groups, thus further increasing the freedom
which the'Marxist-Leninist parties in these countries had to ad-
vance tl.le‘ interests and struggle of the working class.

Desp1te the spirit of unity with which the Soviet Union ‘partici-
pated in the wartime alliance, as victory drew closer and the alli-
ance less necessary for the absolute survival of its members, the
cracks begar} to deepen. It was obvious that Germany and ’Italy
were on the}r last legs and that as occupied nations were wrested
from t:he grip of the Axis the question of which army would
move into the area had a great deal to do with what forces in that
country would be built up and lead the destiny of their people.
'I_‘he response of the imperialists in the Allied camp to this realiza-
tion was one of unparalled savagery. Not free or able to attack
the advancing Red Army, they resorted to other tactics. One
such_ was the incendiary bombing of Dresden, Germany. This
non-industrial town was of no importance to the German war ef-
fort—on the contrary its significance lay in the fact that it was
in front qf the advancing Soviet forces. Over 200,000 men, wom-
en and qhﬂdren burned to death or suffocated in a vast fire;torm
the British and American imperialists intended as a “warning”
’_chat they would stop at nothing to protect their interests—which
included ix}vestments in Germany itself,

Even this crime was topped by the U.S. on August 8, 1945.




Earlier that year, on February 11, the Allied powers reaffirmed
with a public statement at the Yalta Conference an agreement orig-
inally struck in Moscow in 1943: “The leaders of the three Great
Powers—the Soviet Union, the United States of America and Great
Britain—have agreed that in two or three months after Germany
has surrendered and the war in Europe has terminated, the Soviet
Union shall enter into the war against Japan on the side of the
Allies...” With Germany’s defeat, the Soviet Union agreed to enter
the war against Japan in mid-August. In the meantime, however,
the U.S. ruling class had successfully tested its first nuclear weap-
on.
The Soviet Union, whose aid and sacrifice had been desperately
sought only months before, now represented only a threat to U.S.
imperialism’s control of postwar Asia and the Pacific. With Japan
headed for collapse, the U.S. imperialists did not pursue surrender
negotiations or arrange a demonstration of the atomic bomb’s
power on an uninhabited site. Instead, to forestall the Soviet
Union’s full entry into the war, and to intimidate the people of
the world, they bombed Hiroshima on August 8 and Nagasaki a
few days later. Tens of thousands died at the war’s end, sacri-
ficed on the altar of U.S. imperialism’s drive for world hegemony.

THE CLASS STRUGGLE WITHIN THE UNITED FRONT

One concession the Soviet Union had to make had direct bear-
ing on the class struggle in the other countries on both sides of
the war. This was the dissolution in 1943, on the initiative of the
Communist Party of the Soviet Union (CPSU), of the Communist
International. The Comintern was dissolved to answer the charges
of those in the Allied camp, including Axis agents, that the Soviet
Union was “‘exporting revolution.” Over the quarter century of
its existence the Comintern had helped guide the international
working class in its battles and helped develop and spread these
battles around the world. It had, in the course of this, also made
some serious errors which resulted in setbacks for member parties
and, since the outbreak of the war, had been further handicapped
by difficulties in communication in its ability to maintain contact,
sum up, and give guidance. Nevertheless, ending the Comintern
was a sacrifice and the CPSU and other parties around the world
" took all possible steps to uphold proletarian internationalism and
maintain ties and communication with each other throughout the
.war and after to limit the effects of this sacrifice.

For communists in the Axis countries, the attack on the USSR
changed the perspective from which they organized against the
war among the masses—the question of classical “‘revolutionary de-
featism” had changed to encompass working actively not only
for the defeat of their own country but for the victory of its ad-
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versaries. This was made easier by the growing sufferin

imposed on the masses and the increasiirgly obgvious cer%a?rlxiywc?;
defeat. The communists continued to organize sabotage of the
war 9ffort, led mass desertions, especially on the Russian front
and it Italy, where the bourgeoisie was weaker than in Japan or
Qermany and the CP had had the longest time since the imposi-
t1qn of fascism to rebuild. The Italian CP headed a powerful
strike movement which helped topple Mussolini and led a partisan
movement which aided Allied military forces and liberated sec-
tions of the country.

 The chg.nge ip the war had far greater implications, obviously
in countries wl}mh were part of the wartime Alliance. Inside thc’e
US Comml{nlst Party developed a major deviation, called Brow-
derism after its main advocate, the Party’s General Secretary

Earl Browder, which amplified many of the key errors comn,lit-
tfed by other parties in the Allied and occupied countries at this
time, Thg CPUSA’s original response to the change in the war
had, despite weaknesses, been quite dialectical about the charac-
ter of. the wartime united front. William Z. Foster, addressing
a Na_ltlonal Committee meeting six days after the invasion of the
Soviet Union, said:

“The Communist Party will support every meas
Upite<_i States Government that isp girectedrggainst uﬁ?tl%f‘ frl:i
Hltle}*l_srp. At the same time we will reserve our Party’s right
pf criticism. Certainly we will not support American capital-
ism’s attempt to throw the burden of the costs of the war
upon the tpiling masses of our people, to set up a military
dictatorship in this country, or to dominate Latin America.
On the contrary, we will continue to oppose all such reaction-
ary policies.

“Whjle supporting the Roosevelt Administration in all
bloyvs' it may deliver against Hitler, we do not forget the im-
pena_hst character of the government nor its imperialist aims
in this war. We do not forget that the reason the great capital-
ist powers started this war was to redivide the world among
themselves to the profit of the great monopolists.”

This speech also declared that within the united £
. ront the Par-
ty of the proletariat would continue to uphold its interests, that:

“...our Party will support resolutely the workers’ struggle
for better wages, for the right to strike, for the organization
of tlge unorganized, against excessive taxation, against profi-
teel.'mg monopolists, for the rights of the Negro people, against
against the persecution of the Communist Party...” (Wi’lliam
Z. Foster and Robert Minor, The Fight Against Hitlerism, New
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New York, Workers Library Publishers, 1941, pp. 4-5)

shortly after this Earl Browder was released by Pres-
ide}:g‘ﬁi‘gévelt instl',he name of “r}ation_al unity” from thft Atlan-
ta pen where he had been doing time on a phony pass;l)f rap.
This proved to be an even smarter move than Roosevelt may
t the time. ) -
ha‘};?rgivlv?iléﬁzzk the necessity of uniting. VYlth the bourg.eo:;s_le a:lld
created from it an entire ideological, gohtlcal and organ:?a nl(;l;
capitulation to the bourgeoisie, elevating class collabora:;1 ela?:laring
the highest principle. His crimes—dissolving tt}e Party, laring |
that absolute harmony between labor and capital was pgss; .
necessary, etc., etc.—are so familiar that they need nolt; ar: ,u b}; ]
recounted here. Two examples, among many, of tléxe Party Sthe
trayal of the working class’ interest_s in the name o \avlnmniga1 e
war were its enthusiastic Chanﬁ)i?nflilig gf é)llgcg?g{ﬁ a?;f)e?ic i gur-
ical industry where the lett-le ' i
Jicg; flizcg?ganizing dgves of the late ’3Qs, and its equ;allg entl}tfﬁ;
astic support for the no-strike pledge signed by the leaders o
AFL, the CIO and the railroad brotl.qe_rhoods. ook at the
Because of Browder’s treachery, it is all too easy to loo e
Second World War as having been an unfortunate but.nec:sslg:y re-
cess in the class struggle in the United States, somethmgtho be j
ten over with as quickly as possible so as to get bapk to <le e
business of fighting the capitalists. Such a view fails ((:io;np ebe;a Zn
to understand how the class struggle could and should have
ing this period. )
ad‘éa:;sigeiﬁggexamgles of piecework anq the no-_str.xke plegige
given’above. The working class had every interest in mcxl':lasmgs
and maintaining production for thg war effort. The problem i
that the CP worked to carry out this task by the 'bourge.:o(lilsn:;t i o
methods and on their terms. Instead, especially in th(_a lari fu e
and unions where its influence was very strong, electric 2 orthin .
stance, the CP should have put fon@rd a policy demanding theg
like regular political education sessions on company tlm; a;)f
war, its nature, the issues, the workers’ §take in 1t_;. The 3{) ,
cou’ld have argued—and proved in pr?.ctlce.—that it was possi d_e
to get out more, and better, prodgctlon this way than by tradi-
tional sweatshop tactics. In additn_)r}, of course, su_ch a 1progra;r}
would have provided the opg%rgufmtltetf_ f(;z élsi\gelgl%ng% grzseso(i::ie
i a wide scale. or this
::é%lllgn}?::eogitteﬂy opposed it. The class sj;ruggle over §uch s:fg;
is no less real for taking place under conditions demanding certai
vt ion leaders
i ise to support and encourage the top trade union
WhI(‘)ll\{rgYulrS:carily gI;I\)re up the right 1:,0 strike was a severe e;'r;)é. Oof
course, there was a danger that strikes waged on narrow trade
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union grounds or incited by Axis fifth column agents could crip-
ple war production, but the only way to answer this is politically.
In fact, the workers needed the right to strike not only to protect
themselves against the attacks of the capitalists who are driven to
maximize their profits, war or no, but also to fight sabotage of
the war effort by individual capitalists. If the working class move-
ment had been built correctly from the earliest stages of the war,
the strike might even have been a weapon the workers could have
used to influence affairs of state!

The fact is that the CP did do some good educational work .
among the masses about the importance of key issues which relat-
ed directly to the conduct of the war, like the second front, but
when it came to building struggle with the bourgeoisie over this
within the wartime united front, the communists generally fell
down. They mobilized tens of thousands of people but resorted
to big public meetings, often with politicians and businessmen as
featured speakers. The correct approach would have been making
it an issue for the class, consistently building demonstrations and
other forms of militant struggle and on this basis united behind
the working class’ banner the broad sections of the people who
could to one extent or another see the importance of the second
front. ‘

The same basic point holds for the question of the war in Chi-
na, around which the CPUSA also did much basic education
among the masses of people. Several sharp political issues con-
cerning this front in the war were raised by people like the Yankee
mission which visited Yenan early in the war or General Joe Stil-

.| well, who stingingly criticized Chiang Kai-shek and the Kuomin-

¢ tang for their failure to fight the Japanese and called for aid to the

.| communist-led Eighth Route and New Fourth Armies. Like other
Americans sympathetic to China, even these representatives of .
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the bourgeois diplomatie-corpsand military were either ignored’
or punished by the bourgeoisie for their efforts—Stilwell lost his
command in 1944,

A related question that went even closer to the heart of the
bourgeoisie’s conduct of the war was raised by a petty bourgeois
military officer, Major Evans Carlson. Under the influence of
China’s people’s war against Japan, he established a special Marine
unit, Carlson’s Raiders, based on political discussion and motiva-
tion, breaking down rank differences and conducting criticism/
self-criticism, all under a slogan from the Chinese people’s army,
“Gung ho”—*“work together.” Although this experiment pro-
duced the best American fighting forces of the war, the brass shut
it down quick as a threat to the entire bourgeois military (retain-
Ing the popular slogan “Gung ho” with its meaning reduced to
something like “Geronimo” or “Yee-hah”).

‘i Issues like this provided communists with the opportunity and
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bligation to take them up not merely around thg question
tohfev(v)innging the war, but more broadly around what kind off
world, what kind of society the working class apd masses of peo-
ple wanted to see come out of the war. It provided them w(;lnth
the opportunity and the obligation to carry on real class e ui:a-
tion but doing it in the course of carrying on the class struggle

ithin the united front. o

ng‘llllr; same thing holds true for the struggle on the “home
front.” During the course of the war the CP failed to take adx]rom}c-
tage of the freedom it had to advance many of the important bat-

tles cited in the Foster speech above. Great numbers of Black peo- |

n segregation and discrimination in the armed forc‘es.
gfdt:gckie?:y asg; v‘grhole with the “Double-V” gnovement for ¢ Vl’?
tory over the Axis abroad and Victory over Jim Crow at ho(xlne.

CP members helped initiate some of these struggles, but un erd
the revisionist line pushed by Browder, the Party soon attacke |
the movement as ‘“divisive” and a “hinfirance.to tl}e war effort. :
Nonetheless this movement won significant victories. How much
more-could have been accomplished had it had proletarian leader-
ship and closer ties to the working class movement!
During the course of the war some gains were made in oi:ga-
nizing the unorganized, but the poss.lblhty existed of doub. mi ;)é'
_even tripling union membership during th_e course of f,l%e w?r ha
militant organizing drives been acco_mpam.ed by a political j&g.ll
that all government contracts had to be with union shops.
of the above suggestions of course have a strong element of I\{IOI}-
day morning quarterbacking, and do not d_eal with the,_comp exi-
ties of the class struggle in a temporary umtegi front with the
bourgeoisie—dealing with the class cqllaboratlon of the hacks., ‘
fighting ““treason” charges, determining the approach to_ partmpa;—
tion on special government war boards, etc. And mqst.lmportan ,
none of these things could have been accomplished easily. Thet
ruling class would have fought them every step of the wayédBu
even setbacks in this struggle, especially if cor?ectly summed up,
would have armed and strengthertlled the working class a million
i ore than Browder’s treachery.
tlmsisil{?these comments should give an over.all» sense of hpw the
working class movement could have grown in class cons_clousl-rl
ness, strength and organization had the CP tneq t_o,be mon'e t gn
just the best fighter in the war—on the_ bourgeoisie’s terms! They
should show that the CP and the working clz}ss n_eed not have been
so ill-prepared for the U.S. ruling class’ domination ,of the post-
war imperialist world, the cold war, the bourgeoisie’s attacks on
the commPnists, the trade unions and the masses of people.

i
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THE SECOND PHASE IN WESTERN EUROPE

In looking at European countries under Axis occupation the
best example of communists combining the tasks of the war and
the resistance against the occupiers with the struggle for working
class revolution is provided by Albania. The country had been
seized by Italy early in 1939, even before the German invasion
of Poland. With only small disunited local communist groups in
different cities, the Albanian Marxist-Leninists focussed their
main efforts on forging a Communist Party, while building mili-
tant demonstrations and a small guerrilla movement against the
Italian occupiers, which after the formation of the Communist
Party of Albania (CPA) (now the Albanian Party of Labor) be-
came a powerful partisan movement. From the beginning the
CP based its work on the premise that “the old anti-popular re-
gime of Zog [ Albania’s monarch—J.P.T.] was a reactionary pro-
fascist regime. The Italian occupation of the country deepened
still further the reactionary character of this state apparatus which
placed itself at the service of the occupiers [although the ‘royal
family’ itself fled—dJ.P.T.], adapting itself to their needs.”

The Albanian communists’ answer was to develop local nation-
al liberation councils initiated and headed by the CPA and coordi-
nated on a national level as organs of state power, both in occu-
pied areas and zones liberated by the partisans, although their
tasks were obviously different in these different situations. Writ-
ing to regional party committees for the Central Committee in
1943, CPA leader Enver Hoxha defined the issue clearly: “In

‘the first place we are faced with the question of state power.

No ambiguity should exist on this matter, only the power of the
councils and no other power should exist. There is no room for
compromise and duality on this.” .

The tasks of the CPA were facilitated by the fact that Albania,
a small and backward country, had only a weak and underdevelop-
ed bourgeoisie and no other significant organized political par-
ties, Still the Party itself was small, growing from 200 members
when it was formed to 2800 by the war’s end, and the united
front had to be constructed of many individuals and social strata
which were not communist or proletarian. Furthermore, the CPA
was confronted with hastily formed phony “nationalist” organi-
zations like the Balli Kombetar. The Party made repeated ef-
forts to bring this outfit into the national liberation movement
or even coordinate activities, but it chose to follow the road of
Mihailovic in Yugoslavia and launch military attacks on the nation-
al liberation forces in close cooperation with the Italian occupiers
and the Germans who succeeded them.

Most important. Althania’s communists did not limit themselves

|
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Albania patiently won other members of the lgcal cognc;ls gnd
the National Liberation Congress (and the Nat19na1 L}beratlon
Council, which led when the Congress was not in session) not on-
ly to the position that the local national liberation councils and
the higher bodies should exercise state power, but that the only
road ahead for these bodies and the masses of people th_ey repre-
sented in Albania was not to revert to the hated old society, but
toward a socialist People’s Republic. o _ .

The Albanians also recognized that in their situation, with the
struggle under open communist leadership and the collat?orators
exposed, the main danger of a restoration of tl}e old socl_ety came
from their temporary allies within the internat19nal wartime unit-
ed front, the British and U.S. monopoly capitalist classes. Under
the guidance of the communists, when the 1943 Permet Congress
met it was “decided to refuse to recognize any othgr governngent
that might be formed inside or outside Albania against the wpl of
the Albanian people, which was represented only by th.e Ant}-fas-
cist National Liberation Council.”” (The above qpotes, including
the one by Enver Hoxha were taken from an article by Lua.n Om-
ari entitled “The Questions of State Power in the Anti-fascist Na-
tional War of the Albanian People” in Albania Today, May-June,

75). . o
19Wh)en PBritish commandos landed, unrequested, in Albama in
1944 to “help wage the war” at a point when the Natanal Libera-
tion Army had nearly cleared the country of the; occupiers qfter

years of heroic struggle, the Albanians in line with the decisions
they had taken, politely sent them packing. o
Unfortunately the experience of the Albanian communists in

exercising and expanding their freedom within the necessitiesim=—"" T

osed by World War-2 was not typical. Most countries tended to
?olro’v'v’ the pattern of the Greek Communist Party of which two
Albanian scholars have commented:

“Essential differences of views and attitudes existed be-
tween the CPA and the Communist Party of Greece. The '
latter concealed its leading role in the EAM (the Greek Anti-
fascist National Liberation Movement), gave a pred_ommant.ly
defensive character to the armed struggle in Greece and main-
tained profoundly opportunist attitudes tovgrards the question
of state power, and towards the Greek reaction, behind which
were the governments of Britain and the USA.” (S. Ballvora
and O. Manushi, “The National Liberation Movement of-the
Albanian People and the Anti-fascist World War,” Albania
Today, September-October, 1975, p. 51)

The resistance of the Greek people began with the conquest of
the country by Germany in April of 1941, and surged forward
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after the invasion of the Soviet Union. Inside the country a lib-
eration army, tens of thousands strong, linked with the EAM
and also led by the CP, succeeded in liberating large sections of
the country. The EAM itself by 1944 held the allegiance, even
Western imperialist authorities admitted, of between 75 and 90%
of the Greek people. The British gave the EAM and its army
some military aid, but simultaneously built up a smaller right

wing “liberation” group based among the bourgeoisie, big landlords

and other supporters of the old monarchy.

Outside the country, the British maintained the usual govern-
ment-in-exile composed of a king, members of the old state appa-
ratus and its officer corps and other bourgeois forces. The EAM
not only recognized this government but subordinated itself to it
and accepted a few cabinet ministries in the government-in-exile.
Yet this government was not recognized by the masses of the
Greek people who had no desire to return to the way things had
been before the war. In fact, the great majority of the army and
navy of the government-in-exile, several thousand men stationed
in Egypt, wanted to join the fight in their country and opposed
the restoration of the monarchy so much that they revolted in
1944 in support of the EAM. The British promptly broke the re-
bellion and jailed them all!

Despite this when, with Germany virtually driven out of the
country, British troops entered Greece to “liberate” it, the EAM
joined in welcoming them. Within weeks, however, the British
forces, in alliance with the puppet “liberation” group they had cre-
ated, launched an attack on the EAM. Even as the war against
Germany still raged in the rest of Europe, the EAM and its armed
forces were driven out of Athens, beginning the Greek “Civil”
War, which ended with defeat of the revolutionary forces.

The situation in occupied countries throughout Europe was
similar, in many respects, to that in Greece. While not adopting
the same kind of total philosophical system that Browder had
come up with, their practice followed the same line in many
particulars. Everywhere communists were in the forefront of
the struggle against the German occupation and its local pup-
pets. The CPs were able to play this leading role because
their organizational form was designed to function under con-
ditions of illegality, because their understanding of the situation
and mastery of strategy and tactics, however flawed, was incom-
parably superior to those of other forces and, most importantly,
because as selfless fighters representing the best qualities of the
proletariat, the class of the future, their members were willing
to make unparalleled sacrifices to advance the struggle and were
able to rely on and mobilize the masses of people.

Guerrilla movements and urban undergrounds led by the CPs
throughout Europe waged heroic and protracted combat, crip-
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pling Germany’s new empire from within. For instance by 1943,
the Danish resistance was wreaking such havoc on Germany’s
very border that the puppet Quisling government there was forced
to resign and turn the country over to direct German administra-
tion because it was totally unable to quell the struggle.

The struggle in all these countries posed the difficult question
- of unity with bourgeois forces. In some countries, like Denmark,
the CP occupied, to a great extent, the dominant position within
the united front, but in others the situation was even more diffi-
cult. For instance in France, although the bourgeoisie was largely
unpopular as capitulationists before the war and/or collaborators
after, General Charles DeGaulle had denounced the Vichy Armi-
stice and rallied to his banner many of the French troops in French
colonies not occupied by the Axis, forming around this army, “Free
France,” yet another government-in-exile. His stand had won him
many followers in France, although the main underground forces
there were the Franc-Tireurs led by the CP, and thus most local
liberation councils tended to be led or strongly influenced by the
- CP also.

The CP participated in the various organizational forms *“Free
France” took, especially when it moved to North Africa after the
Germans were driven out there. The CP, although leading the
struggle in France, was kept in a subordinate position in these.
The communists argued for widespread guerrilla war in France
and the creation of liberated zones. DeGaulle did not want this
but favored a mass uprising to support an Allied invasion of
France in which his army would play a prominent, if not particu-
larly valuable, role. The CP, rather than conducting an open de-
bate, especially within the French Resistance, over the two lines
and what they represented for the ongoing struggle and the future
of France, basically bowed to DeGaulle’s line. In fact, far from
public criticism, they constantly hailed DeGaulle as the great lead-
er and national hero of the French Nation.

In France, and the other Western European countries as well,
the CPs had reverted to the nationalism of the immediate pre-
war period and wrapped themselves entirely in the national flag.
Even inside the parties, the singing of the national anthem was
placed on an equal footing with or, worse still, replaced the sing-
ing of the Internationale, the great battle hymn of the world pro-
letariat.

Obviously, the national aspect of the struggle during this stage
of the war was a significant factor in these countries. It provided
the basis for greatly broadening the united front, but if that be-
came the limit of the content of that united front, it could not
move the struggle ahead. Nationalism, especially in an advanced ca-
pitalist country, is one of the most valuable tools the bourgeoisie
has for obscuring the fundamental class divisions of society.
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Many gf the Communist Parties grew to their largest size ever
during this period, including the CPUSA, and had the greatest in-
ﬂu.ence in their country, but where it was based only on the Party
being the best fighter for the “nation,” this strength was not solid
and evaporated as the terms of the struggle changed in the post-
war period.* ' ‘

'I"hat the restriction of the struggle within such nationalist boun-
(_ianes was a general line in the international communist movement
is shown by something that happened early in the war in Yugosla-
via. The Communist Party there, in addition to openly leading
the general partisan struggle, had formed a number of thousand
man “proletarian brigades.” These were based on Party members
and communist-minded workers and peasants, and acted as shock
troops taking on the most difficult and dangerous military tasks
apd carrying out communist propaganda among the masses. Geor-
gl'D.lmitrov, head of the Communist International, sent a message
cni';lcizing this step, “Why did you need to form a special prole-
tarian brigade? Surely at the moment the basic, immediate task is
to unite all anti-Nazi movements, defeat the invader and achieve
pational liberation.” To see the two things as contradictory is,
in fact, to confine the struggle to a national struggle and seriously
set back the fundamental revplutionary goal of the proletariat.

Again, the purpose of this article is not to second-guess every-
thing communists did during World War 2, but to try to indicate
the general outlines of a correct approach. It would be an error
to assume that the Albanian example could have been repeated
everywhere, as if concrete conditions did not exist and differ in
different countries. Nonetheless, the prospects existed every-
where for exercising freedom and a powerful independent
role within the united front. In these occupied countries the
bat’gle was hot just against foreign domination in the abstract, but
against a state. The question naturally arises in such a situation,
what is the goal of the struggle? A return to the old ways? For
broad sections of the masses, even those not won to the need for
socialism, the answer will still be no. The task of communists was

t:,o unite with, crystallize and give these ideas back to the masses
in a more developed form—we cannot go back to a system that
got us into this mess and inevitably will again; instead we must
continue to forge our own destiny and move to throw off those
who would stand in our way.

Throughout the war, the various parties, like the French,

b.lamed and attacked not the system but the politicians and sec-
tions of the ruling class who capitulated to Germany and those,

* The _developmt_ent of the class struggle and questions of state power after the defeat
of Ehe Axis occupation and the war's end will be the main focus of the third and final
article in this series.
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often the same, who collaborated with it. This approach only
confused the history and catses of the war and obscured the class
question of whose rule and what system had been fundamentally
at fault. They did not take advantage of the experience won in
battle to show the masses: we have through our own efforts de-
feated these enemies and we can use this strength to defeat other
enemies and to build the future.

Once again the example of China provides valuable lessons de-
spite the many differences with the situation in Europe. The Chi-
nese Communist Party through the entire course of the anti-Japa-
nese war maintained the united front with the Kuomintang and
even occasionally referred to Chiang Kai-shek as the leader of the
united front and the Chinese people (although by no means as
frequently as did communists in other countries who were not
constrained by the same necessity). Within this united front the
CP engaged in tit-for-tat struggle not only militarily when attack-
ed by Chiang’s forces, but politically, making open criticisms of
the practice of the Kuomintang in the war, thus winning over
many honest and patriotic elements.

While the CCP modified its program from the period of the
Civil War, for instance ending the confiscation of the land of non-
collaborating landlords in order to extend the united front as far
as possible, they still made it clear that there was no going back to
the way things had been before. This they proved in practice with
the development of steps like the rent reduction movement in the
countryside which maintained the forward momentum of the ear-
lier period under the new conditions.

Throughout this period, as is well known, the forces led by the
Chinese Communist Party bore the brunt of the fighting with Ja-
pan and, by facing the necessity presented by this situation, vast-
ly expanded the liberated areas and the influence of the Party and
its line among the masses of Chinese people. These advances
could not have been made and consolidated without simulta-
neously carrying on the struggle within the Anti-Japanese United
Front and continuing the battle to transform Chinese society in
its entirety.

Unfortunately the struggle in some other colonial areas was
conducted under a line which more closely resembled that of the
European CPs. India is a good example (although after June 22,
1941 the Communist Party of India [CPI] originally took a “left”
position before falling into class collaboration).

The Indian communists, while condemning the German attack
and pledging support for the USSR, did not change its line and
policies for six months. Instead the CPI continued to basically
ignore the war and attack Britain as the main enemy. This was
incorrect because, despite such factors as the hatred of Britain, a
powerful drive for independence, famine and other economic

107

troubles resulting from British plunder to finance its war effort,

there was not a revolutionary situation in India.

A successful new democratic revolution on the road to social-
ism would have been a tremendous contribution to the interna-
tional proletariat, and strengthened the worldwide united front.
Had revolution been on the agenda, the task of Indian Marxist-
Leninists would have been to make it. But, in fact, the Congress
Party attempted a nationwide uprising in the fall of 1942 which
was easily broken up by the English colonial regime, demonstrat-
ing clearly that the situation was not ripe.

In the meantime, however, the leaders of the CPI had come to
understand that the character of the war had changed, but failed
utterly to grasp the nature of the changed situation and their
tasl.{s yvithin it. Indeed, they fell into outright capitulation to im-
perialism, essentially taking the opportunist and idealist position
which held, as the Party said in a 1947 self-criticism, that imperi-
alism itself would vanish from the face of the earth with the de-
feat of the Axis powers!

.’I:his represented total abdication of the struggle against India’s
Bntlsh overlords, rather than continuing it under the special condi-
tions .of the wartime united front. India had a significant part to
play in the Alliance. It was the jumping off point for the Burma
Road, j;he base area from which military supplies and other aid
was shipped to China, supplies which, even though the Chiang
Kai-shek clique seldom turned them against the invaders, by their
very presence helped tie down significant Japanese forces. India
in effegt served as a rear base area for the second front against
dapan in China, Burma and Southeast Asia. India was itself the
target qf unsuccessful invasion efforts by Japan, which included
an “Indian Liberation Army,” led by forces within the Congress
Party who claimed this was the way to liberate India. Although
the masses of Indian workers and peasants didn’t buy this road
the CPI’s line did not offer a revolutionary alternative, ,

_ ingn the situation in India and the world the CPI was correct
in aiming the main blow at the Axis and Japan in particular, but
at the same time had to conduct intense struggle within the unit-
ed {:'ront, standing up at the head of the Indian people to the im-
perialists. They had to not only put forward the immediate de-
mands of the masses against famine and impoverishment, but
?lso ta}kg advantage of all opportunities, even including all the
1mpe:r1ahst.Allies’ wartime rhetoric about “‘freedom,” to apply
maximum force in the battle to win independence. Carrying

out such a policy would not have been an easy task, and would
have involved bitter struggle with the British, but it was the real
road forward for India’s workers and peasants. That it was not
taken was a great loss.
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CONCLUSION

World War 2 was born out of the rotten and bloodsoaked
workings of the capitalist system itself. Two blocs of imperialists,
no longer able to resolve by any other means their conflicts over
which was to be the chief exploiter of the world’s people, turned
to war. At its start this war, on either side, was not in the interests
of the masses of people, and for communists this meant not only
exposing and opposing it but using it to advance toward the over-
throw of the capitalists whose insatiable drive for profit, whose
whole system, bred the war in the first place. Only to the extent
they summed up the concrete conditions facing the working class
and masses of people were they able to do this. For the proletax-
iat in power, in the Soviet Union, the key task was avoiding get-
ting embroiled in the imperialist war while making preparations
against an attack. For the proletariat elsewhere, the tasks were
greatly affected and in many cases determined by the existence
and nature of the war and, as this article has emphasized, by the
particularities of the situation in the country. Of these particu-
larities the most important, especially in the imperialist coun-
tries, was who ruled, who controlled state power.

" World War 2 changed in character overnight with the invasion of
the Soviet Union which changed the objective situation, the neces-
sity, and thus the opportunities for advancing the struggle of the
working class. Where the working class party correctly grasped the
nature of its tasks under this new situation and maintained its initi-
ative and independence and relied on and mobilized the masses, the
working class was able, with the support of the Soviet Union, to
make real strides forward and in a number of countries to move
forward to socialism during or shortly after the war.

Failure to grasp the nature of the wartime united front within
different countries contributed to the Communist Parties’
failures in many cases to seize the opportunities it presented for
building the class struggle. Instead, even while fighting with the
utmost heroism for the defeat of the Axis, they did not “play
the piano”—pay sufficient attention to other contradictions
while focussing on the main one. They fell into nationalism and
class collaborationist positions which weakened even the imme-
diate struggle, let alone the ability of the class to wage the bat-
tles it would face in the future. A key lesson of World War 2 is
that the only way for communists to move the struggle forward

through all the twists and turns it takes is to never for an in-

stant lose sight of the final goal of the working class in that strug-
gle—to overthrow the capitalist class and smash to rubble their
system of exploitation and oppression, to emancipate itself and
all mankind. : . :

e R e
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Bourgeois Right, Economism,
and the Goal of the
Working Class Struggle

MATT BUTLER

LEE KORSZNECKI

Can exploitation. be ended once and fof all? Can all forms of
slavery, all_ oppression be ended? Can all systems of production
that exploit the labor of the great majority for the benefit of the
few be done away with?

The bourgeoisie says no. They are very fond of saying that

things cannot really change, that there will always be classes, that

new qxploiters are bound to arise in every society. They say peo-
ple _Wlll alwgys “be out for number one,” will only operate on the
ba.sm.of their own self interest. This bourgeois outlook also exists
within }:he conscious ranks of the working class as well. One of
th_e main political forms it takes is economism. In capitalist coun-
tr}es this economist line holds that the working class cannot con-
sglously take up }he task of overthrowing the rule of the bourgeoi-
sie and establishing its own rule. Under socialism, economism
holds that the working class cannot grasp and move toward the fi-
nal goal of its revolutionary struggle—the abolition of classes and
the elimination of the basis for all exploitation and oppression
once and for all.

The bourgeoisie points to the Soviet Union as proof that capi-
talism is inevitable, whether the working class overthrows the old
ruling classes or not. They argue that in China, despite 27 yeats
of socialism there are still many inequalities that exist among the
peqple, that some make more than others, that people in positions
of influence and authority still try to feather their own nest at the

expense of others. Really they say, things are not much different

than they were before.

Ina sense they are right. But fundamentally they are wrong. A
new exp101t1_ng, capitalist class has come to power in the Soviet
Union. But in China the working class and the masses of people
under the leadership of Mao Tsetung and the Communist Party
saw how state power in the USSR was snatched from the hands of
the proletariat and is now wielded by a new capitalist class. Led
by Mao, they analyzed the basis on which capitalism was restored
in the first socialist state and summed up tremendously important
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lessons from this tragedy, lessons that have guided the continued
development of socialist revolution and socialist construction in
China.

There gre inequalities, many people still try to push their own
narrow interests ahead of those of the society as a whole. But )
that is not surprising. For as Marx pointed out, communist soci-

ety does not appear full-blown with the overthrow of the political |

rule of the capitalist class. Socialism “...emerges from capitalist
society [and] is thus in every respect, economically, morally and
intellectually, still stamped with the birthmarks of the old society
from whose womb it emerges.” (Marx, Critique of the Gotha Pro-
gramme)

Lenin put it very graphically: “When the old society perishes,
you cannot nail its corpse into a coffin and lower it into the

ground. It disintegrates in our midst. The corpse rots and poisons i

" us.” This is because much of the old capitalist society continues
to exist under socialism. In fact Lenin says that the bourgeois
state without the bourgeoisie continues under socialism, because
the socialist state has to maintain—while step by step restricting—
these remnants of capitalism for a time. These “birthmarks’ of
the old society provide the material basis for the emergence of
a new bourgeoisie from within the socialist state.

As was pointed out in the October 15, 1976 issue of Revolution, &

“the commodity system, wage differentials and what is called
‘bourgeois right’ still exist under socialism. This means that the
communist principle of ‘from each according to his ability, to
each according to his needs’ is not and cannot be yet realized; in-
stead the guiding principle is ‘from each according to his ability,
to each according to his work,’ >’ although this is also combined
with the principle that “he who does not work, neither shall he
eat,” and means that no one is allowed to live parasitically off the
labor of others, “workers are no longer forced to sell their labor
power and no one lives by exploiting the labor power of others.”

But “money is and must be used to exchange commodities...Work- i

ers are still paid wages with which they must buy the means of
life—food, clothing, etc., as well as entertainment and so on.”

In other words, the bourgeois right of private accumulation
based on private ownership of the means of production is elimi-
nated, but bourgeois right, for example equal pay for equal work,
still operates in the sphere of the exchange and distribution of the
products of society’s labor. o

In addition, the law of value, the exchange of products accord-

B
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ing to equal value—measured by the equal amounts of socially nec- ,

essary labor embodied in them—still operates. Thus as a general
rule workers with greater skill and knowledge are and must still be
paid higher wages than those with less skill and knowledge, be-
cause it takes more socially necessary labor time to develop a
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“n}fantal laborer” than someone who does manual labor.

Eyen whe;'e:' wages are equal, two different people have differ-
ent sized families, different numbers of people in the family work-
mg:,‘ and S0 on, 50 that ‘equal pay’ results in actual inequality.

In add_1t1on, in the countryside in China, socialist ownership
doe_s not, in the. main, take the form of state ownership, but col-
lective ownership by groups of peasants, organized into com-
munes. These communes sell products to the state, and income is
divided among the different peasants according to their work, and
some other standards. Here, too, commodity relations and ex’-
ﬁhaqge through money continue to exist.”” (above quotes from

Chlnesg People Will Carry Out Mao’s Line, Continue Revolution,”

Revolution, Oct. 15, 1976, Vol. 2, No. 1) ’

Under socialism bourgeois right and the operation of the law of
value 'an.d other remnants of capitalist society can only be restrict-
ed, eliminated step by step. This is because production has not
yet developed to the point where products of labor can be distrib-
utegi to everyone on the basis of need. More importantly, the old
s;oc1al rela}tlons, ideas, habits and ways of doing things developed
in centuries of exploiting societies cannot be eradicated overnight.
And the fact_that small-scale production continues, particularly in
the countryside is, as Lenin said, a source constantly generating a
new bourgeoisie,

As Mao summed it up,

“Our country at present practises a commodity s ste
wage system is*unequal, too, as in the eight-gradg wzge ;I(:;xlihe
anfi so forth. Under the dictatorship of the proletariat such ’
thmgs can only be restricted. Therefore, if people like Lin
Piao come to power, it will be quite easy for them to rig up
the ca}pltahst system.” (Marx, Engels and Lenin, On the Dicta-
torship of the Proletariat, FLP, Peking, 1975) ’

This is a practical life and death question for the working class
and its party. It is a matter of continued, complex and acute strug-
gle; over line and concrete-policies flowing from ideological and po-
ll.tl‘ca] line. The success or failure of the battle to restrict bourgeois
right, the operation of the law of value and other remnants of cap-
italism, determines whether society moves backwards to the sei-
zure of power by a new class of exploiters and the restoration of
tf}e sla‘{ery and exploitation of capitalism, as happened in the So-
viet Union, or advances to communism, classless society.

The task of the whole historical period of socialism is to wipe
out the remnants of capitalism and completely transform society.
As Marx _and Engels point out, communism not only involves “the
most’:‘radmaI rupture with all traditional property relations” but
also “the most radical rupture with traditional ideas.” Communist
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Manifesto) It is no easy task. As Lenin said,

“The bourgeoisie in our country has been vanquished, but it
has not yet been uprooted, not yet destroyed, and not even ut-
terly broken. That is why a new and higher form of struggle
against the bourgeoisie is on the order of the day, the transition
from the very simple task of further expropriating the capital-
ists to the much more complicated and difficult task of creating
conditions in which it will be impossible for the bourgeoisie to
exist, or to arise anew. Clearly, this task is immeasurably high-
er in importance....” (Lenin, “The Immediate Tasks of the So-
viet Government,” Collected Works, Vol. 27)

DICTATORSHIP OF THE PROLETARIAT A TRANSITION

This is why the class struggle between the working class and the
bourgeoisie not only necessarily leads to the dictatorship of the
proletariat but why this proletarian dictatorship must be exer-
cised, in every sphere of society, until the bourgeoisie and classes
are finally eliminated altogether. The working class must seize and
wield state power to remove from society the basis for the exis-
tence of all class distinctions, by abolishing all the relations of pro-
duction on which they rest, all the social relations that correspond
to them and by revolutionizing all the ideas that result from these
social relations. Thus, although it is a tremendous advance, the
dictatorship of the proletariat is not an end in itself, but it is a nec-
essary step, a transition to a higher form of society where all class-
es and all exploitation are abolished. '

The struggle to exercise its dictatorship, to gradually restrict
and eliminate the remnants of capitalism, is precisely the battle-
field of class struggle under socialism. And it comes down to the
practical political question of what is the road forward at any
point. How and to what extent should material incentives for pro-
duction be eliminated? On the question of the elimination of
wage differentials, should emphasis be put on lowering the higher
levels or even on raising the wages of those on the lower rungs, or
on lowering the prices of necessities, in effect removing them from
complete determination by the law of value and restricting the
operation of this law? ‘ _

At every step, bourgeois forces that emerge within the working
class and its party will attempt to gut the heart out of the dicta-
torship of the proletariat and block the restriction of the opera-
tion of the law of value and bourgeois right. In opposition to the
dictatorship of the proletariat, Khrushchev raised the “state of
the whole people.” In China, Lin Piao could not openly emulate
the Soviet revisionists’ slogan, because it had been exposed by
Mao Tsetung and the Chinese Communist Party and masses in
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sharp ideological and political struggle, so he shouted * i

!:he d.ictatorship of the proletariat’g%vlhile at‘cempt;i)zle,g,:i tol?)lcgrltll‘llfow
1t: Like Khrushchev and ““China’s Khrushchev,” Liu Shao-chi, Lin
Piao promqtefi material incentives and the theory of producti;/e
forqes. This hne,. basically an economist line, says that the way to
achieve communism is through the development of the productive
forces till abundance is reached, and to motivate workers to in-
crease productior} on the basis of increasing material incentives
But far from achieving communism or abundance, this leads aVL;ay
from‘ ‘clas§ struggle, the struggle to develop production on the basis
of a “radical rupture” with the old property relations and ideas
?)I:sii éi?r?st st:}e:tglgli; back to capitalism. This is why Mao said in o’p-
Pte o ((i)uctieon.gory of productive forces, “grasp revolution, pro-

As stated before, so long as the law of value determi -
ment for work, and distribution is based on work r;r:rt?:lslg?)%r
for example, will be valued more highly than man’ual labor. Pe(,)-
pl(_e who do mental labor, those who have the least direct relation-
sh§p to production—technicians, administrators, party function-
aries—will be able to trade on their positions, to use them as capi-
tal 'to.gr.ab for power, prestige and wealth for themselves.
This is what Lenin meant when he said that: :

“Yes, by overthrowing the landlords and bourgeoisi
cleared the way but we did not build the edifice %f solctzeiavi'-e
ism. On the' ground cleared of one bourgeois generation
new gengratlons continually appear in history, as long as ,the
ground gives rise to them, and it does give rise to any number
of -t;ou;geqm. As for those who look at the victory over the
f:apltahsts in the way that the petty proprietors look at it—
they grabbed, let me have a go too’—indeed, everyone of
(t)l;legl 1sIa soué(':etOfT a ri{ew generation of bourgeois.” (“Report

€ Immediate Tasks of the Sovie ”

Works, VL. o, t Government,” Collected

The continued existence of the remnants of capitali
ganization of distribution on the basis of equal cgla);t%girgéf;f .
work, the contradictions between mental and manual labor the
fact that urban industry is more developed than agriculture,and
the resultant disparity, particularly in a country like China, be-
tween the standard of living, social organization and consci’ous-
ness of worqus and peasants, and the continued existence of small-
scale production are the basis for what Lenin characterized as a
pejcty bourgeois “they grabbed, let me have a go too” outlook to
exist and be constantly regenerated in socialist society especially
among those in authority, but even among the masses Z)f people

This “revolution for revenge” was the basis on which many .




114

petty bourgeois forces supported the new democratic revolution
in China that overthrew the old feudal classes and the foreign im-
perialists. But when it came time to moving beyond new democ-
racy and building a socialist state based on the dictatorship of the
proletariat, this line became politically indistinguishable from the
bourgeoisie’s efforts to sabotage and overturn the consolidation
of working class rule and the transformation of society.

In all the struggles to abolish the basis for all classes and exploi-
tation there are advanced, intermediate and backward ideas and
forces. The bourgeoisie constantly tries to unite with and promote
the most backward sentiments of the masses in order to drag back
the broad masses and isolate the advanced. And it must be real-
ized that under socialism, where classes still exist and neither the
ideological nor material basis for communism has been created,
backward ideas and bourgeois ideology in general still have consid-
erable influence among the masses and gain in influence, especial-
ly in times of temporary hardship and difficulty and to the degree
that the vanguard of the proletariat does not correctly carry out
the mass line and unite with the advanced to raise the level of the
masses of people and win over the backward. In short, it is ideal-

“istic to think that in socialist society the masses will spontaneously
and consistently grasp and apply the communist outlook.

Of course under the dictatorship of the proletariat nobody (or
.almost nobody) comes out and openly hoists the banner of the
bourgeoisie. Instead capitalist forces try to obscure and distort
scientific socialism, distort the aim of the class struggle, and try
to replace the goal of elimination of classes and exploitation alto-
gether with the goal of the narrow, short-range economic advance-
ment of the working class. According to Khrushchev, communism
meant to eat well, to be well dressed, for everyone to be able to
eat goulash, while for Liu Shao-chi it meant to make yourself up,
put on lipstick, speak of daily life. And Lin Piao claimed that
what communism means is that everyone becomes rich, everyone
lives well.

RADICAL TRANSFORMATION

This view of “communism” differs little from the bourgeoisie’s
promises of what capitalism can mean. It requires, in this view,
no radical transformation of society, but only developing the
forces of production in a more efficient and “socialized” manner.
This “realistic” and so-called materialist view of the class struggle
rests solidly on the ideology of “me first” and promotes revenge-
as the only basis for the masses taking up the revolutionary strug-
gle—“let me get my share.”

In the Soviet Union this petty bourgeois and economist outlook
was exposed by Lenin and sharply refuted by the practice of the

4
3

i e gy e, T RS

115

Soviet working class under the leadershi i

¢ p of Lenin and the Bolshe-
vik Party. Thousands of workers engaged in unpaid labor on Sat-
u;days (callc:id sléb botniks or “communist Saturdays”’) in order to
advance production, not for the good of the particul
but for the whole society. Lenin said: partiowlar worker,

“Things that are ‘communist’ begin only with the appear-
ance of subbotniks, that is, unpaid labor vzith no quotla)tg szli;
by_'any auphority or state, labor performed by individuals on
an extens1_ve scale for the public good. This is not help render-
ed to a nel.gh'bor, such as has always been practiced in the coun-
trys_lde; this is labor to satisfy a general need of the state, or-
ganized on a wide scale, and unpaid. It would therefore ’be
more correct to apply the word communist not only to the
name of the Party, but also, and exclusively, to such economic
phenqmena In our social life as are communist in fact. If
.th.ere Is anything communistic in our present system in Russia
1t is the spbbotniks, and only the subbotniks; everything else
is but a fight against capitalism for the consolidation of social-
ism, fron} which, after its complete triumph, should grow that
communism which we observe in the subbotniks, as something
not in books but in reat life.” (Lenin, “Report on Subbotniks
at a Moscow City Conference of the RCP (B),” quoted in “Marx,

llﬂgggls) and Lenin on the Dictatorship of the Proletariat,” FLP,

The history of the Bolshevik revolution is filled with brilliant
exapples of the fact that workers are fully capable of making a
rathal rupture with the old capitalist outlook and ways of doing
thmg_s, qf puttmg the interests of their class as a whole above their
own individual immediate interests. They are capable of grasping
the real gqal_of the revolutionary struggle: the abolition of classes
a.n_d the elimination of exploitation. In the period right after the
seizure of power, in order to preserve the worker-peasant alliance
v&.'h-lch was the bulwark of the new power, workers made great sac’-
rifices, in many cases even temporarily living with less income than
before so that the state could pay more to the peasants.

_Countless examples from China provide living proof of the same
thing. In 1964, for example, Mao raised the slogan, “In agricul-
ture, learn f;‘om Tachai.” In the 15 years since liberation, under
the leadership of the local Party branch, the people of Tachai had
transformpd their commune into an extremely productive area.
But lea1:n1ng from Tachai was not just the question of “learning
produ_ctmn.” Key to what was to be learned from Tachai was the
question o_f why. and how Tachai was able to advance production.
Transforming this poor agricultural area was tremendously hard
work. And everyone did not just leap at the chance to do such
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back breaking labor, nor could people be just enticed by material
incentives or browbeaten and cajoled to take up .the task.

The key, as summed up by the Party in Tachai was that the
masses were won {o see that:

“although the new project called for quite a bi_g i‘nvestment
with little immediate benefit, yet in making socialist revolu-_
tion we must see 10 or even 100 years ahead instead of confin-
ing our vision to merely one or two years; we must pot qnly
think of bettering our own livelihood but also have in mind the
whole country and the people of the whole world; our strength
and money must go where they were gnost needed: It was pre-
cisely through fierce ideological tussles angi ec!ucatlon by con-
trast that the masses had achieved unanimity in trans.fqr.m.mg
our hills and rivers.” (from “Persist in Vigorously Qr1t1c1z1ng
Capitalism and Building Socialism,” by Kuo Feng-lien, appen-
dix to “Let the Whole Party Mobilize for a Vast Effort to De-
velop Agriculture and Build Tachai-Type Couptles Throughout
the Country,” a speech by Hua Kuo-feng, Peking, FLP, 1975.)

Building socialism and advancing to communism is'no.t just a
question of knocking down the old order, of expz_'opnatmg the_
old exploiters. Socialist revolution requires a ra_dlcal rupture with
the old order, a complete transformation of society from top to
bottom, in the economic base and the whole super'struci;ure. The
old order is knocked down. As Mao said, “After liberation, we
rooted out a number of counter-revolutionaries. Some were sen-
tenced to death for major crimes. This was absolutely necessary,
it was the demand of the broad masses of people, it was done to
free the masses from long years of oppression by the counter-
revolutionaries and alt kinds of local tyrants; in other words,fi_t
was done to liberate the productive forces.” (“Correct Handling
of Contradictions Among the People,” Selected Readings, empha-

- sis added) Lenin said that the overthrow of the landqwners and
the bourgeoisie, the violence, expropriation and forcible suppres-
sion of their resistance “was a very great historical task, but it .
was only the first step. What matters now is the purpose .for which
we crushed them.” (Lenin, “Immediate Tasks of the Soviet Gov-

ernment,” Collected Works, Vol. 27)
If that purpose is revenge—I have suffered so much, been so op-

pressed and exploited and now I deserve everything; can get, the
- petty bourgeois outlook of overthrowing the old rulmg clgss 7o)
that a new class or a new group can “have a go too”—it will leac:l
not to the eventual realization of communism, lg)ut back to capi-
talism, merely replacing one set of exploiters with another. _
The bourgeois right of “equal exchange for equal work.” getting
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people to look at things individually, as a cold cash calculation.
The capitalists always put forward the question of “what’s in it
for me” as the only operating principle. As Marx and Engels said,
capitalism “has left remaining no other nexus between man and
man than naked self-interest, than callous ‘cash payment.’ ” (Com-
munist Manifesto) Under socialism this bourgeois ideology and its
petty bourgeois expression of revenge as the only basis for revolu-
tionary action take political form in the economist line that claims
this “naked self-interest” is the only basis for building ““social-
ism.” This can only be combatted and rooted out in the class strug-
gle to exercise the dictatorship of the proletariat to restrict the op-
eration of bourgeois right and other remnants of capitalism in the
process of transforming the material conditions of society that
give rise to them.

SAME VIEW LEADS TO ECONOMISM

But under capitalism—where bourgeois relations and ideology
dominate society—there is a much more powerful material basis
for this bourgeois “me first” ideology to flourish in the ranks of
the working class. As a political line this comes out as nothing
more than economism which prevents the working class from tak-
ing the first step of overthrowing its exploiters and keeps it chain-
ed to the grinding mill of capitalist wage slavery.

The ideology underlying economism promotes the view that
workers cannot seg any further than the satisfaction of their own
individual economic needs. According to economism, the only
basis on which workers will fight the bourgeoisie is on the petty
bourgeois basis: “they grabbed, let me have a g0 t0o.” Econo-
mism denies that workers will be able to take up the fight to end
slavery once and for all, to unite and lead other oppressed sections
of the people and completely transform society in order to free
the working class and all mankind. The economist outlook leads

~ to the line that the workers will not really fight as a class, con-

scious of itself and its role in history, but only as a group of indi-
viduals, who will act in common only as long as each individual

sees that he will get something out of it. The highest form this
struggle can take is trade unionism, and its bourgeois politics,
where the working class struggles solely for “the sake of imaginary
‘improvements’ in its indentured condition.” (Lenin, “In America,”
Collected Works, Vol. 36)

Because, in this view, there is no basis for workers to take up
broader struggles, the economist line restricts the task of commu-
nists to merely uniting with the spontaneous struggle of the work-
ing class for better wages, working conditions and only the politi-
cal struggle that arises immediately out of the economic struggle,
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nists:

“Its [the communist vanguard] task is not to serve the work-
ing-class movement passively at each of its separate stages, but
to represent the interests of the movement as a whole, to point
out to this movement its ultimate aim and its political tasks,
and to safeguard its political and ideological independence. Iso-
lated from Social-Democracy [communism], the working-class
movement becomes petty and inevitably becomes bourgeois.

In waging only the economic struggle, the working class loses
its political independence; it becomes the tail of other parties
and betrays the great principle: ‘the emancipation of the
working classes must be conquered by the working class as
themselves.” ” (Lenin, “The Urgent Tasks of Our Movement,”
Collected Works, Vol. 4)

The consequences of this bourgeois, economist line were tragi-
cally demonstrated in Germany in 1919. The German working
class, after having had to fight a bloody imperialist war, in which
the German ruling class was defeated by the other imperialist
powers, was on the verge of insurrection. Brought to a fairly high
level of revolutionary political consciousness through the work of
genuine communists in the German Social Democratic Party, one
million workers were in the streets demanding an end to the op-
pression they suffered at the hands of the German bourgeoisie.
But Kautsky and other traitors who were then in leadership of
the Party, some of whom were members of the government,
rather than leading the working class forward to the seizure of
state power, proceeded to negotiate a whopping wage increase
for the workers and successfully turned around the revolutionary
sentiment of the class. Of course the bourgeoisie was only too
happy to grant the wage increases in order to save their skins. And
they were quick to snatch back that-wage increase and launch
further attacks on the workers, once the revolutionary upsurge of
the working class had been betrayed and had subsided.

In opposition to those who said that workers are only capable
of taking up struggle against the bourgeoisie on the basis of their
most narrow economic interests, and that the workers’ Party
would only be isolating itself from the broad masses if it tried to
organize them on any other basis, Lenin (though talking specifical-
ly about the political task of fighting the Russian autocracy for po-
litical liberty) summarized the following general principle:

“...this task should, in our opinion, be explained by an expo-
sition of the class nature of the present-day Russian autocracy
and of the need to overthrow it, not only in the interests of the
working class, but also in the interests of social development as
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awhole. Such a description is essential...because, from the stand-
point of the basic ideas of Marxism, the interests of social devel-
opment are higher than the interests of the proletariat—the in-
terests of the working class movement as a whole are higher

than the interests of a separate section of workers or of separate
phases of the movement.” (Lenin, “A Draft Programme of Our
Party,” Collected Works, Vol. 4) :

This does not mean that the economic struggle of the working
class is not important, or that communists should abandon the
daily struggle of the working class against exploitation and other
similar battles. If workers abandoned this struggle they would be
“degraded to one level mass of broken wretches past salvation.”
(Marx, “Wages, Price and Profit”) Workers hate and are outraged
by these abuses and want to and must fight back against them. In
the course of these daily struggles workers fight against being
crushed and begin to develop a sense of their own strength as a
class, they begin to see more clearly the face of the enemy and to
raise the question of why things have to be this way.

But it is not enough for communists to unite with these senti-
ments of hatred and outrage of abuses that are heaped on workers
daily and on that basis organize the struggle, for example, for jobs.
An understanding of the need for the revolutionary transformation
of society cannot come from seeing unemployment as merely an
outrage, horribly, affecting those thrown out of work, or even just
as an attack on the masses of people that results in great misery
and suffering. It is necessary that workers come to understand un-
employment from the point of view of the development of society
as a whole, see it in relation to the laws of capitalist society, includ-
ing the fact that its very workings will result in more unemploy-
ment until it is overthrown. But more, workers must come to see
that unemployment represents the destruction and waste of the
productive forces of society because the capitalists are driven by -
the laws of capitalist accumulation to produce only for profit.

But it is in the course of the concrete struggle against being
crushed, where the working class led by communists draws the line
of battle with the bourgeoisie, fights to win everything that it can
win and beat back all attacks, that the Party has to train and arm
broader and broader numbers of workers to see unemployment
and all other outrages and other attacks resulting from capitalism
from the point of view of the development of society as a whole—
to see that capitalism has to be overthrown or society can advance
no further. It is on this basis that new communists can be brought
forth from the ranks of the working class, workers who are con-
scious of the final goal of the struggle and who take up the tasks
necessary to reach that goal.

In short, communists cannot go around preaching about the
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dictatorship of the proletariat like so many mindless dogmatists,
forgetting about uniting with the day to day economic struggles
of the working class. But neither can they simply unite with and
tail after workers around their spontaneous struggles and ignore
the revolutionary goal. Mao put it very clearly when he said

that socialism is “the great future goal to which our present ef-
forts are directed; if we lose sight of the goal, we cease to be Com-
munists. But equally we cease to be Communists if we relax our
efforts of today.” (Mao, “Win the Masses in Their Millions for the
Anti-Japanese National United Front,” Selected Works, Vol. 1)

Economism chains the working class to the treadmill of having
to fight for particular gains, only to see them snatched back time
after time by the capitalists. At most, extending the outlook at
the basis of the economist line as far as it can go, the task of the
working class, rather than the overall transformation of society,
is confined to getting rid of the current bourgeoisie so that work-
ers can “rule the roost.” And, in fact, this view could not lead to
the working class ruling society, but to a new handful of tyrants
seizing power and riding the workers’ backs.

The recent election campaigns run by the revisionist Commu-
nist Party and the Socialist Workers Party are disgusting and pa-
thetic examples of this. The pitch of SWP candidate Peter Camejo
played openly on the petty bourgeois ‘‘let me have a go” outlook.
Camejo, in a radio interview, in effect argued that the problem is
that not enough workers can make it to the top, into positions of
wealth and power, under the current setup. Gus Hall pleaded for
people to ‘“vote Communist” and “put a worker in the White
House,” promising that he, as a representative of the working class
could certainly even work with a Republican Congress. The task
of the workers, according to these revisionists, is to show that they
can be just as “good”—just as bourgeois, in fact, as the current
rulers.

This same outlook also characterized the political line of the
bundists, those nationalists claiming to be Marxists, whose view of
Marxism is simply as a way for Blacks to “get over’; their line
comes down to saying that the goal of the struggle of Black peo-
ple and other oppressed nationalities is to eliminate the chains of
national oppression and discrimination so that they—and actually,
of course, a bourgeois stratum among them—can have a shot at
being number one. But no matter how this ‘“‘me first’’ outlook is
dressed up in the guise of pseudo-working class politics, it will lead
nowhere but to the continued exploitation of the masses of people
by a few parasites at the top—and it makes no difference to the
masses of workers whether those bloodsuckers were born in the
working class or into capitalist families!

- ol i

)
*

¢
£
i

21

FIGHT AGAINST ALL OPPRESSION

Lenin heaped scorn on those who attempted to choke off the
struggle of the working class to end exploitation and all oppression,
those who attempted to limit the struggle to what each worker
could see to be in his own interest, those who claimed that as far
as workers were concerned “a kopeck added to a ruble [a dime to ,
a dollar] was worth more than any socialism or politics,” and who
claimed that workers “must ‘fight, knowing that they are fighting,
not for the sake of some future generation, but for themselves and
their children.’ ”* (Lenin, What Is To Be Done?)

This line is heard frequently in the ranks of the trade union
movement from the hacks who attack communists and advanced
workers for “preaching pie-in-the-sky plans” to end exploitation
someday, while, according to them, workers are only interested
getting the best deal possible out of the next contract. Commu-
nists seldom fall into such rank economism, but this same outlook
often takes the form of calling the economic struggles themselves
potentially revolutionary. This boils down to approaching the
economic struggles of the working class as if on this basis alone
workers could develop revolutionary consciousness of the need to
overthrow the capitalists and their system and replace it with the
rule of the working class. Such an erroneous line not only cannot
lead to this, the first step in proletarian revolution, but wipes out
altogether the further, even greater, task of carrying forward the
revolution after the seizure of power to the elimination of classes
and the achievement of communism. It wipes out, in other words,
the historic mission of the working class.

The working class cannot come to an understanding of itself as
a class or its historic role unless it sees in a practical way the rela-
tionships between all the various classes in society, unless it sees
that all the oppression in society flows from the basic contradic-
tion between the working class and the bourgeoisie, unless it sees
that the cause of the misery of all the oppressed sections of society
are the “‘same dark forces” that are the source of its own exploita-
tion. ;

Workers do not take up the struggle against all oppression on
the basis of altruism, running around like a bunch of liberals try-
ing to take care of everybody else’s problems. It is not out of al-
truism but in the course of the struggle and through communist
leadership, propaganda and agitation, that workers come to see
that as long as classes exist, as long as the basis for exploitation
remains, the victories of the working class against its own oppres-
sion, no matter how great, will always be in jeopardy. And until,
through the work of communists summing up the class relations
behind all events in society, the workers see the capitalist class as
responsible for more than economic attacks, but as the source of
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every misery and the barrier to all progress of society, they will
not see the need to overthrow them. .In the course of its struggle
against the capitalists with the leadership of its Party, the work-
ing’class can begin to see that unless it takes up the struggle against
all oppression, unites with the struggles of other oppressed and
aims these struggles against the bourgeoisie, the capitalists, whose
system is the source of all the contradictions in society, will ex-
ploit these contradictions and use them against the working class.
It will always pit white workers against Blacks, men against wom-
en, and on and on, attempting to get each to blame the other for
all their misery and suffering.

On the other hand, it would be pure idealism to assume that
workers will go beyond the limits of their day to day struggle for
economic survival and take up the fight against all forms of tyran-
ny and oppression in society only when they see the need for com-
munism. Most workers do not enter these struggles in a fully class
conscious way, but because they feel oppression and the need to
fight it. But in the course of taking up the struggle against all
forms of oppression they learn, through the work of the advanced
detachment of the working class, to take them up from the view-
point of communism.

Under socialism the working class cannot just accept all of the
inequalities and effects of oppression resulting from capitalist rule.
It cannot—to focus on a crucial question, especially in our society—
ignore the national oppression suffered by Blacks and other minor-
ities. The working class cannot take the attitude ‘of, well, they will
just have to make it as best they can, now that they are no longer
discriminated against. The working class has to consciously take
up the task of rooting out all the remnants of bourgeois rule. That
will mean special measures to compensate for centuries of national
oppression, it will mean safeguarding the national heritage of op-

pressed nationalities while insuring their full participation in work- ,

ing class rule. All this not because of moralism, or ‘“justice” in the
abstract, but because the working class cannot free itself unless it
frees all mankind. And for this same reason the working class can-
not just accept inequality under capitalism either—putting off the
fight against it “until socialism”—or there won’t be any socialist
revolution. In fact proletarian consciousness under capitalism is
mainly developed as the working class takes up the struggle against
all oppression and takes it up from its own class viewpoint and in
its own class interests—the general and long-term interests of the
‘working class as a whole, not the narrow and short-term interests
of only a section of the class. And those interests are nothing
short of the elimination of the basis for exploitation and class dis-
tinctions. ' '
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EXPLOITATION AND SLAVERY CAN BE ENDED

All forms of slavery and oppression can be ended once and for
all. For the first time in history it is possible to advance to a class-
less society, free of exploitation and exploiting classes. Up until
now the advancement of society was dependent on exploitation,
now it is impossible to advance without doing away with exploita-
tion. All past revolutions had to take as their ultimate political
aim the replacement of the rule of one class with the rule of an-
other—in fact one set of exploiters with another. This is not the
case with the proletarian revolution. Not only does the seizure of
power by the proletariat and the establishment of its state repre-
sent, for the first time in history, the rule of the non-exploiting
majority, but even more fundamentally the working class is the
only class in history that can, will and must take up the task of
seizing power and establishing its dictatorship with the aim of
continuing the struggle against all inequalities and class differ-
ences to reach the goal of finally abolishing classes altogether.

The deepest desire of the working class as a whole, to do away
with exploitation, is in accord with the necessary course for the
actual advancement of society.

This great mission can only be accomplished if at every turn
the working class led by its Party resolutely battles every attempt
by the bourgeoisie to limit the goal to the satisfaction of the nar-
rowest immediate interests of individual workers or sections of
the working class—illusory gains which cannot be maintained in
the long run—instead of the interests of the working class and
the development of society as a whole. ’
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