Volume 1, Number 2
May 1,1977

the
COMMUNIST

Theoretical Journal of the Central Committee
Of the Revolutionary Communist Party, USA

= On the Relationship Between the Forces
and Relations of Production and the
Base and Superstructure

= Communism Not Pan Africanism Is the
Guide to Socialist Revolution and
Black Liberation

= Reformist and Revolutionary Views of

| Capitalist Crisis A critique of “New Marxism"”
s Anatomy of a Puerile Leftist Sect

The Religious Disorder of the Workers Viewpoint
Organization

w Living Socialism and Dead Dogmatism

The Proletarian Line and the Struggle Against
Opportunism on the National Question in the U.S.

$2



Published and Distributed by
RCP Pubilications

P.0O. Box 3486 Merchandise Mart
Chicago lllinois 60654

PAG



the
COMMUNIST

Theoretical Journal of the Central Committee
Of the Revolutionary Communist Party, USA

Volume 1, Number 2
May 1,1977



Published and Distributed by

RCP Publications

P.O. Box 3486 Merchandise Mart

Chicago lllinois 60654

Bulk Rates Available ,

Please Prepay all orders to RCP Publications

© RCP Publications
May 1, 1977

Contents

On the Relationship Between the Forces and
Relations of Production and the Base
and Superstructure

by Owen Natha.....ccovveeeeereeiieniiencnnnnnen.

Communism Not Pan Africanism Is the Guide
to Socialist Revolution and Black
Liberation

by John Henry......ccocvvvveeeveneeeenenennnnnn.

Reformist and Revolutionary Views of Capitalist
Crisis: A Critique of “New Marxism”™

bY MLF.Z. ot

Anatomy of a Puerile Leftist Sect: The Religious
Disorder of the Workers Viewpoint Organization

WVO: Undaunted Dogma from
Puffed Up Charlatans

by Owen Natha......cccovuueeeiniincciiniaannnss

WVO’s Opportunism in Theory
and Practice

by John B. Tyler...ccviiieieeiniiiincieennnns

Living Socialism and Dead Dogmatism
The Proletarian Line and the Struggle
Against Opportunism on the National
Question in the U.S. (Reprinted from
Red Papers 6, Published by the Revo-

lutionary Union, June 1974)....ccccccovevvueneannn.

....... 47



On the Relationship Between the
Forces and Relations of Production
And the Base and Superstructure

OWEN NATHA

In every country today, and in all class societies throughout his-
tory, the fundamental contradiction is that between the forces of
production and the relations of production. This contradiction
manifests itself in the struggle between classes, and specifically be-
tween the declining class representing relations of production no
longer suited to the further development of the productive forces
and tiie rising class that is capable of organizing society on the ba-
sis of new relations of production which do conform to and further
the development of the productive forces, which liberate these pro-
ductive forces from the old relations of production.

This is why the Programme of the Revolutionary Communist
Party, USA states that, “The history of society (since classes first
developed in ancient times) is the history of class struggle. The
continuing development of society from a lower level to a gqualita-
tively higher one has been accomplished thiroughout history by the
overthrow of one class by another which represents a more advan-
ced form of organization of production and society as a whole.”
(p. 27)

But in this present stage of human history the class struggle and
the development of society has reached the point where, for the
first time, it is both possible and necessary for the advancement of
society and mankind to carry the class struggle through to the com-
plete elimination of classes. This will mean, as Engels explained in
Anti-Duhring, that the forces of production will be released from
the bonds of capitalist production relations, making possible ‘““an
unbroken and constantly more rapidly progressing development of
the productive forces, and therewith of a practically limitless growth
of production itself,” and that “Men’s own social organization
which has hitherto stood in opposition to them, as if arbitrarily de-
creed by Nature and history, will then become the voluntary act
of men themselves.” This is communism,

As the experience of modern revolutions has shown, however,
between capitalist and communist society is a long transition per-
iod, socialism, which is marked not only by the fact that the pro-
letariat holds state power but also by very intense class struggle be-
tween the bourgeoisie and the proletariat. This is because, as the
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experience of socialist society has also shown, under socialism it-
self capitalist relations remain and the bourgeoisie is constantly re-
generated and will be during this entire transition period, until the
soil for capitalism is completely uprooted, which will require a
long period of time. In socialist society, no less than in previous
forms of class society, the contradiction between the forces and
relations of production remains the fundamental question.

Closely related to this contradiction is the relationship between
the economic base and the superstructure of society. These, too,
form a contradiction which plays a decisive role in the developmen
of socialist society, no less than in other, previous forms of class
society.

The purpose of this article is to examine these two contradic-
tions, in themselves and in their inter-connection, and their rela-
tionship to the struggle to advance society from capitalist enslave-
ment to communist emancipation.

In Anti-Duhring Engels points out that, “The materialist concep-
tion of history starts from the principle that production, and with
production the exchange of its products, is the basis of every so-
cial order. . .” As Marxist materialism further points out, in carry-
ing out the production and exchange of products men enter into
relationship both with nature and with eacn other. Or, as Stalin
summarized it, “Marxism regards social production as an integral
whole which has two inseparable sides: the productive forces of so-
ciety (the relation of society to the forces of nature, in contest
with which it secures the material values it needs), and the relations
of production (the relations of men to one another in the process
of production).” (Economic Problems of Socialism in the USSR,
“Concerning the Errors of L.D. Yaroshenko”)

The productive forces of society are both the means of produc-
tion—machinery, raw materials, land, buildings, etc.—and the labor-

ing people who use these means of production.

The relations of production are the property relations, the class
relations into which people are organized in the carrying out of pro-
duction. Most basic in this is the question of relationship to the
means of production—that is, generally speaking, the system of
ownership (of these means of production). But, with this founda-
tion, the relations of people to each other in the process of produc-
tion and their relationship to the distribution of the products
(which is determined by the system of production and exchange)
also form part of the relations of production.

The struggle to develop the productive forces is the most funda-
mental struggle carried out by mankind in every form of society.
As Marx points out, “Men are not free to choose their productive
forces—which are the basis of all their history—for every productive
force is an acquired force, the product of former activity.” (Letter
to P.V. Annenkov, Dec. 28, 1846)
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In other words, at each point in its development the people of
any soclety carry out production with what instruments they have
at hand, and at the same time strive to improve those instruments
and develop new ones, with each generation inheriting what has
been deyeloped and continuing this same process. The relations of
p'roductl.on, the relations people enter into in carrying out produc-
t}on, ultimately depend on the level of development of the produc-
tive forces.

‘ For example, capitalism could not take root until the produc-
tive forces had reached the stage where it was possible for masses
of people to be freed from bonds that tied them to one piece of
land and/or one master and enabled them to sell their ability to
Work—their_labor power—to whatever owner of means of produc-
tion (capitalist) could put them to work, collectively, to turn out
masses of products for sale (commodities). Generally speaking
the fpll development of capitalism was marked by the inventior;
and introduction in industry of the steam engine and with it the
means for mass production—machinery, etc.—carried out by wage
workers concentrated in factories (and also the introduction of
wage labor and the increasing use of machinery in agriculture.)

Marx §ummarized the overall relationship between the forces
and relations of production—and the base and superstructure—as
fpllows : “‘Assume a particular state of development in the produc-
tive facilities qf man and you will get a particular form of commerce
and consumption. Assume particular stages of development in pro-
gluctlor}, commerce and consumption and you will have a correspond-
ing social constitution, a corresponding organization of the family, of
ordgrs of clgs:ses, ip a word, a corresponding civil society. Assume,a
parfclcular civil society and you will get particular political conditions
which are only the official expression of civil society.” (Ibid.)

The eponomic base of society also consists of two parts: the
productive forces and the relations of production. Of these two
the latter are what essentially define the economic base. This is ’
why Marx says that, ‘““In the social production of their life, men
enter 1‘nto definite relations that are indispensable and independent
gf their will, relations of production which correspond to a defin-
ite stage of development of their material productive forces. The
sum total of these relations of production constitutes the econo-
mic strgqture of society, the real foundation, on which rises a legal
and pglltlcal superstructure and to which correspond definite forms
o'f social consciousness.” (‘“‘Preface” to A Contribution to the Cri-
tique of Political Economy)

That the relations and not the forces of production are what es-
senpially define the economic base can be seen clearly by a com-
parison between the U.S. and China. In the U.S. the productive
forceg s‘;i]l are more developed than in China, yet China’s economy
is socialist—it is a socialist country, where the productive forces
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are undergoing vigorous growth, while the U.S. is a capitalist coun-
try, in its highest and final stage, imperialism, where the produc-
tive forces are overall and fundamentally mired in stagnation, as
can be readily seen by the tremendous amount of these productive
forces—both people and means of production—which are unused
and allowed to rot by the capitalists: because they cannot profit-
ably employ them. At the same time, while the relations of pro-
duction are what essentially define the economic base at any time,
these relations of production are ultimately determined by the
stage of development of the productive forces—such is the dialec-
tic between the forces and relations of production.

The superstructure of any society consists of the political and
legal institutions, the ideas and philosophical systems, etc., which
arise on the basis of and reflect the economic base, and particularly
the relations of production. For example, capitalism is based on
the exploitation of wage labor and all of its institutions and the
ideas promoted by the capitalist rulers serve to reenforce these re-
lations of exploitation.

From the above it is obvious that the contradiction between the
base and superstructure closely interpenetrates with the contra-
diction between the forces and relations of production. And this
is all the more so because in order to bring about a fundamental
change in the economic base, a change in the relations of produc-
tion that will lead to a qualitative development in the productive
forces, it is necessary first of all to bring about fundamental change
in the sphere of the superstructure. To put it simply, in order to
advance society from one stage to a higher one, characterized by
more advanced relations of production corresponding to the fur-
ther development of the productive forces, it is necessary to make
a political revolution—to overthrow the power of the old ruling
class, to smash or change the institutions of the old ruling class and
create new institutions that reflect and serve the interests of the
new ruling class in establishing new, more advanced relations of pro-
duction. And to do this it is also necessary to carry out struggle in
the realm of ideas and culture, against the ideology of the old rul-
ing class.

But what is it that makes it both possible and necessary to carry
out such a political revolution? It is precisely that the productive
forces have been developed to the point where the old relations of
production now stand in antagonistic relationship to them—act as
a brake on their further development. As Marx summarizes it, “At
a certain stage of their development, the material productive forces

of society come in conflict with the existing relations of produc-
tion, or—what is but a legal expression for the same thing—with the
property relations within which they have been at work hitherto.
From forms of development of the productive forces these relations
turn into their fetters. Then begins an epoch of social revolution.”
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(“Preface” to A Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy)

From forms of development into fetters on the productive
forces—the relations of production are transformed into their op-
posite by the very development of the productive forces. These
relations of production then become too narrow, too restrictive
for the productive forces, which strain against the confines within
which these relations hold the productive forces.

This is very vividly demonstrated by the history of capitalist
society. It arose on the basis of smashing the feudal order, with its
feudal estates and its closed guild system (where separate guilds
with their own means of production produced different products),
whjch held back the process of concentrating propertyless prole-
tarians in large factories, exploiting them as wage workers and car-
rying out “free trade” of commodities to produce and realize pro-
fit on the basis of capitalist relations of production and exchange.
.But with the development of the productive forces under capital-
ism—which was driven forward by the compulsion of the capitalists
to compete with each other—these very capitalist relations of pro-
duction themselves became too confining; the conflict between
them and the productive forces now shackled by them continually
bursts into worse and still worse crises, where means of production,
labor power and means of consumption all are wasted and destroy-
ed because they cannot be exchanged with each other in a way to
increase the profits of the capitalists (for more on this see “Com-
modities, Capitalism, Class Divisions——and their Abolition with the
i&gc,}?ei;e)vement of Communism,” The Communist, Vol. 1, No. 1, Oct.,

Looking beyond capitalism itself, and summarizing the history
of human society as a whole, society develops not in a straight line,
not through a simple, quantitative buildup of the productive forces,
but through a series of spirals, going from the lower to the higher
level. Each spiral, each stage of society, is characterized by the
contradiction between the forces and relations of production—as
well as between the base and superstructure—manifesting itself in
different particular forms according to the particular stage of deve-
lopment. One spiral gives way to the next through a leap, a revolu-
tion, which takes place in the sphere of the superstructure and
clears the way for qualitative changes in the economic base, for
establishing throughout society new relations of production that
liberate the productive forces from the shackles of the old produc-
tive relations that characterized the old society.

For the proletariat, whose historical mission it is to abolish capi-
talism and all class distinctions, to achieve communism, it is crucial
to correctly understand this question of the relationship between
the forces and relations of production and the base and superstruc-
ture. This is all the more so because the proletariat cannot carry
out its historical mission except by consciously grasping and apply-
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ing the laws governing the development of society and nature—and
the relationship between society and nature.

Previous classes in history, even when they were on the rise, did
not and could not master and apply these laws, and the development
of the productive forces in previous, lower forms of society was
and could be carried out spontaneously. But the proletariat, upon
seizing political power, faces historically unprecedented tasks.

First, this is because the relations of production the working class
must establish do not and cannot arise under capitalism—even
though it is true that, as the Programme of the RCP states, “the
working class . . . in its socialized productive labor, represents the
embryonic organization of the future, socialist society.” In con-
trast, capitalist production relations do develop under feudalism,
feudal production relations under slavery, even slave production
relations under primitive communal society. Second, the proletar-
iat, in order to achieve communism, is faced with the necessity of
sweeping away all the remnants of capitalist society, and class so-
ciety in general, and organizing and remolding society, including
the development of the productive forces as the fundamental aim,
according to a conscious plan (recognizing, of course, that spon-
taneity will always play some role because man’s knowledge, even
under communism, will always lag somewhat behind the develop-
ment and transformation of the objective world).

To accomplish this the proletariat must be armed with and ap-
ply dialectical—and historical—materialism. It must defeat both
idealism and metaphysics—both the failure to grasp the material
foundation of society in production and the tendency to deny or
distort the reaction of the relations of production on the produc-
tive forces and of the superstructure on the economic base.

A clear example of erroneous thinking on this question is the
idea that since production is the basis of all society, then the aim
of the working class, even under capitalism, is to carry out the
struggle for production—to produce more. This completely negates
the fact that in order for the productive forces to be liberated and
production to continue to develop, capitalism must first be over-
thrown. Such an erroneous line is obviously a vulgarization of the
truth that “people must eat,” or, as Engels put it, “. . .mankind
must first of all eat, drink, have shelter and clothing, before it can
pursue politics, science, art, religion, etc. . . .” (Speech at the Grave-
side of Karl Marx)

In short, such a line represents vulgar, or mechanical, material-
ism as opposed to dialectical materialism. It fails to grasp what
Engels also wrote, in upholding dialectical materialism in opposi-
tion to mechanical materialism, “According to the materialist
conception of history, the ultimately determining element in
history is the production and reproduction of real life. More than
this neither Marx nor I have ever asserted. Hence if somebody

s o i
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twists this into the statement that the economic element is the only
determining one, he transforms it into a meaningless, abstract and
absurd phrase.” (Letter to J. Bloch, Sept. 1890, Engels’ emphasis)

Yet such absurdities, such vulgarizations of materialism, do mani-
fest themselves in the working class movement, not only from the
more open spokesmen of the bourgeoisie, but even from so-called
“communists.” Historically, in the workers movement, one of the
main forms this has taken is economism—the tendency that says
that the workers are only concerned with and only capable of
waging struggle around their immediate conditions of work and
their living standard—ignoring the fact that the working class is not
only economically exploited but politically oppressed, in many
different forms, by the bourgeoisie, and that in the struggle against
the bourgeoisie the proletariat can and must forge an alliance, un-
der its leadership, with other classes and groups in society which
are also oppressed by the same enemy and also fight back against
it. Such aline merges completely with bourgeois trade unionism,
which accepts the position of the working class as wage-slaves
and at most strives for a better position for the worker within his
slavery, for better terms of the sale of his labor power, instead of
the abolition of the whole system of wage-slavery with all its evils.

When such a line is presented in ““communist” or “socialist”’
garb, it reduces the question of socialism and communism to sim-
ply the development of production and an improvement in the
livelihood of the masses. This competely ignores or denies the fact
that socialist revolution and the achievement of communism, while
having the ultimate aim of liberating the productive forces to con-
stantly develop the material and cultural level of society, requires
the transformation of all of society, requires revolution, first to
overthrow capitalism and then to eliminate all of its vestiges, all of
the relationships and ideas which characterize capitalism and which
shackle the productive forces (more on this later).

Such a line obviously negates the dialectical relation between
the forces and relations of production and between the base and
superstructure. In fact it denies that when the relations of produc-
tion act as fetters on the productive forces then a change in the re-
lations of production is required and that in order for this to be
carried out the superstructure must be transformed—revolution
must be carried out in this sphere. At most this line sees only that
the productive forces are the basis for the relations of production
and the economic base the foundation for the superstructure, but
does not recognize that in turn the relations of production and
superstructure react upon the productive forces and the economic
base; and still less does it recognize that at certain times the rela-
tions of production are principal over the productive forces, and
the superstructure over the base.

Mao Tsetung summarized this as follows: ‘“True, the productive
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forces . . . and the economic base generally play the principal and
decisive role; whoever denies this is not a materialist. But it must
also be admitted that in certain conditions, such aspects as the re-
lations of production . . . and the superstructure in turn manifest
themselves in the principal and decisive role. When it is impossible
for the productive forces to develop without a change in the rela-
tions of production, then the change in the relations of production
plays the principal and decisive role. . .When the superstructure
(politics, culture, etc.) obstructs the development of the economic
base, political and cultural changes become principal and decisive...
This does not go against materialism; on the contrary, it avoids
mechanical materialism and firmly upholds dialectical materialism.”
(On Contradiction)

But there is a line that frequently crops up in the revolutionary
movement which does go against materialism—and dialectics, as
well—by actually denying the material needs of the masses and the
importance of their struggle around these needs. Such a line gen-

erally manifests itself in the guise of “ultraleftism.” It pits the strug-

gle of the working class under capitalism for betier wages, working
conditions, etc., against the aim of overthrowing capitalism—instead
of grasping the dialectical relationship between them. This line

is idealist—and metaphysical—not only in the more crude way that
it denies the truth that “man must eat,”” but also in that it does
not recognize that the material needs of the masses are in antagon-
istic contradiction to the needs of the capitalists to constantly ac-
cumulate more profit, that the capitalist system is in the final anal-
ysis incapable of bringing about any real and lasting improvement
in the living standard of the masses of people, and that this contra-
diction propels masses of people into struggle against the capital-
ists—even if, in and of itself, it does not lead to revolutionary con-
sciousness among the masses.

Those who put forward this kind of line are forever talking, and
sloganeering, about revolution, but they treat it as an Idea, not
based in the material world nor reacting upon it. They fail or re-
fuse to recognize that in the final analysis, as Mao said, “Revolu-
tion means liberating the productive forces.” They see the task of
carrying out revolution in the superstructure and transforming the
relations of production as divorced from the task of developing
the economic base and the productive forces in particular. They
fail to see that, overall, the productive forces and the economic
base are principal over the relations of production and the super-
structure, that in the final analysis it is impossible to advance to
communism, to the abolition of classes, without bringing about a
tremendous development of the productive forces, and that at each
stage in the socialist transition period it is crucial to develop the
productive forces in order to continue the advance toward commun-
ism (more on this, too, shortly).
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Both of these erroneous tendencies—both mechanical material-
ism and the idealism summarized just above—deviate fundamentally
from the correct, Marxist understanding of the relationship between
theory and practice, between matter and consciousness. Both are
characterized by metaphysics, not dialectics. Both deny—though
“from the opposite side”’—that matter can be transformed into con-
sciousness and consciousness into matter. Mechanical materialism
denies especially the role of ideas, of theory, and the fact that they
can be transformed into matter, that by grasping and applying cor-
rect ideas the masses can transform the material world. The ideal-
ism characterized above denies not only that ideas have their origin
in the material world, but that they can and must be transformed
into matter. This idealist tendency treats ideas as though they are
in themselves matter, that ideas and matter are the same. While
the mechanical materialists act as though correct ideas play no role
in developing society—“what good is theory, you can’t eat or wear
it?”—their mirror opposites act as if ideas are a beginning and end
in themselves—and as though people can eat and wear theory, and
erroneous theory at that!

As stated before, unless the working class, with the leadership
of its Party, wages a successful struggle against such opportunist
lines it cannot carry out its historical mission. This is a crucial
question for the working class in achieving the first great step on
the road to its emancipation—the overthrow of capitalism. But it
is even more crucial for the working class, once having seized power,
in continuing on the socialist road toward the goal of communism.

The experience of socialist countries emphasizes this. The first
step in these revolutions, of course, is the seizure of power, in which
process the superstructure is obviously principal over the base. And
the working class, upon seizing power, faces the task of achieving
fundamental transformation of the relations of production, which is
then principal over the development of the productive forces. This
does not mean that the question of developing the productive for-
ces is unimportant and can be ignored by the victorious proletariat
and its Party—if that were to happen, its victory would indeed be
short-lived and it would very quickly lose power back to the bour-
geoisie, because the proletariat would have proved in practice to be
incapable of organizing and developing production and meeting
the material needs of the people.

Successful revolutions—and this is all the more so in the case of
proletarian revolutions—can only be carried out through armed
struggle to overthrow the old regime, and this inevitably means
considerable destruction and disruption of the productive forces
and the economy. Hence the proletariat, upon winning victory on
the battlefield, must pay special and immediate attention to the
task of restoring, developing and expanding the economy. This
can in turn require some compromise with the “forms and tech-
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niques” of capitalism, as Lenin put it. In other words, judging
from the experience of socialist revolutions so far, the abolition of
bourgeois forms of ownership cannot be accomplished in one
swoop, but only through a series of stages.

This has proved true, for example, in both Russia and China.
And although Russia, and still more China, were backward coun-
tries economically at the time of the seizure of power, it is quite
probable that even in advanced capitalist countries the same ap-
proach of compromise and step-by-step transformation even of the
system of ownership will have to be applied to some degree, espe-
cially keeping in mind the destruction brought about by the inevit-
able civil war, which might well occur in the context of, or follow-
ing shortly after, a larger war, even a world war, as was the case
with the Russian and Chinese revolutions.

What all this underscores is that the key question is which class
holds state power. But this is not an abstract question, it cannot
be treated formalistically, as though which class holds power de-
pends on whether or not the armed forces of the state are called
the “red army” (or “people’s army’’) and the government is called
a “socialist” (or “people’s”’) government.

Which class holds power, and whether socialism is being built
or capitalism restored, depends fundamentally and at all stages of
the revolution, on the question of line. This is why Mao Tsetung
stressed that ‘‘the correctness or incorrectness of the ideological
and political line decides everything.” And this line, in turn, is
manifested in concrete policies, which, if they represent the prole-
tariat, further the preservation and consolidation of its rule and
its struggle to build socialism and advance toward communism.
Under certain conditions—especially at the very early stages of the
new society—making use of some of the ‘““forms and techniques”
of capitalism, even allowing some sphere of operation to some ca-
pitalists, may in fact serve the interests of the proletariat in power;
but.this is so only where this is done under the control of the pro-
letarian state and carried out in such a way as to help lay the basis
for moving beyond and eliminating these capitalist practices and
relations as rapidly as possible.

Even where, for a time, capitalist forms of ownership are allowed
to continue, this still represents a significant change in the relations
of production in society as a whole, because now these forms are
restricted and dominated by the proletarian state, which controls
credit, trade and the other mainsprings of the economy. These are.
forms in transition, and even at this stage the economy as a whole
is fundamentally different than in capitalist society.

From this it can be seen that what marks the qualitative leap
from capitalism to socialism is, first of all the seizure of power by
the working class (and its allies) and on this basis the first basic
steps in transforming the relations of production. Such a qualita-
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tive leap can never be achieved through the mere development of
the productive forces.

The line that the key factor in advancing to socialism is the
level of development of the productive forces is the “theory of the
productive forces.” This line, which is plainly based on mechani-
cal materialism, says that only where the productive forces are
highly developed already—that is, under capitalism—can socialism
be built and, on the other hand, that the development of the pro-
ductive forces will automatically—at some future point, of course!—
lead to socialism. (Where capitalism has already been overthrown
and socialist society exists, this “productive forces” line takes a
somewhat different form; more on that later.)

Lenin scathingly exposed this “productive forces” line, especially
in answering Kautsky and other renegades in the Second Interna-
tional who- during WW1 went over to the side of their own bour-
goisie and aligned themselves against proletarian revolution. These
opportunists declared that socialist revolution was doomed to fail-
ure in the newly formed Soviet Republic, because it was an econo-
mically backward country. Lenin posed and answered the question

his way:

“If a definite level of culture [here culture means especially tech-
nology and technological know-how—O.N.] is required for the
building of socialism (although nobody can say just what that de-
finite ‘level of culture’ is, for it differs in every West European coun-
try), why cannot we begin by first achieving the prerequisites for
that definite level of culture in a revolutionary way, and then, with
the aid of the workers’ and peasants’ government and the Soviet
system, proceed to overtake the other nations?” Lenin continued,
“You say that civilisation is necessary for the building of socialism.
Very good. But why could we not first create such prerequisites of
civilisation in our country as the expulsion of the landowners and
the Russian capitalists, and then start moving towards socialism?
Where, in what books, have you read that such variations of the
customary historical sequence of events are impermissible or im-
possible?”’

Lenin even foresaw the possibility that in colonial countries the
advance to socialism could be made, even starting with a more
backward economic foundation: “Our European philistines
never even dream that the subsequent revolutions in Oriental coun-
tries, which possess much vaster populations and a much vaster di-
versity of social conditions, will undoubtedly display even greater
distinctions than the Russian revolution.” (See “Our Revolution,”
dJan., 1923, Vol. 33, pp. 478-80)

Examining in more depth these statements by Lenin will help to
gain a firmer grasp of the question of the relationship between the
forces and relations of production, and the base and superstructure,
and to understand more clearly the “left” and right deviations from
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Marxism on these fundamental questions. Lenin argues that seizing
power in the superstructure is the first decisive step—*“achieving the
prerequisites for that definite level of culture in a revolutionary
way.” And he points out that transforming the relations of pro-
duction, beginning with the system of ownership, also opens the
way to developing the productive forces—“first create such prere-
quisites of civilization in our country as the expulsion of the land-
owners and the Russian capitalists. . .”

But Lenin nowhere denies or downplays the importance of deve-
loping the productive forces. Just the opposite—he recognizes that
developing the productive forces is indeed absolutely necessary in
order to build socialism and that the advance toward communism
does require that the productive forces be developed beyond that in
capitalist society—*. . . with the aid of the workers’ and peasants’
government and the Soviet system, proceed to overtake the other
[i.e., capitalist—O.N.] nations.”

In leading the Soviet masses in socialist revolution and socialist
construction, Lenin, and after him Stalin, waged sharp struggle not
only against the “productive forces” line but also against “ultra-
left” lines that either openly said that it was not necessary to devote
any serious attention and work to developing the economy or
would have had the effect of sabotaging this task. This is graphically

shown in Lenin’s speeches in late 1920—early 1921 on his differences

with Trotsky and Bukharin—top Party leaders in the Soviet Union
at that time.

In these polemics Lenin argued that, “Politics must take prece-
dence over economics. To argue otherwise is to forget the ABC of
Marxism.” In other words, the question of what line leads is fun-
damental, and “without a correct political approach to the matter
the given class will be unable to stay on top, and, consequentl>
will be incapable of solving its production problem either.”

But, at the same time, Lenin stressed that solving production
problems was especially crucial then, and he ripped the mask off
Trotsky and Bukharin’s claims that they were concerned with the
developing the economy and had a correct plan for doing so. Lenin
showed that in fact they continued to raise erroneous political lines.
(Trotsky called for the “militarization” of the trade unions, a poli-
cy of coercion to force workers to produce, rather than unleashing
their productive power on the basis of raising and relying on their
political consciousness and applying correct politics to concretely
organize and develop production. At the same time—in typically
opportunist fashion—Trotsky supported Bukharin in championing

_the phony slogan of ““‘industrial democracy,” which raised the ca-
tegory of democracy above classes—above the need of the prole-
tariat to rule and to develop production in order to maintain and
consolidate its rule—and would have led to anarchy in the economy
and society. Bukharin, in addition to raising this particular reac-
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tlonary slogan, tried in general to openly separate politics from
fconomics. )

Lienin pointed out that Trotsky and Bukharin forced the Party
to bog itself down in struggle against their erroneous “‘abstract
thooretical propositions,” at a time when “no theory is half so im-
portant as practice”—specifically practice in developing the econ-
omy; political struggle, Lenin said, should then be focused on this
question. In these circumstances, especially right after the civil war,
Lenin argued that “‘production work is more interesting than the rec-
tilying of minute theoretical disagreements.”” (See “The Trade
lInions, The Present Situation and Trotsky’s Mistakes,” and “Once
Again on the Trade Unions, the Current Situation and the Mistakes
of Trotsky and Bukharin,” Vol. 32; pp. 19-42 and 70-107)

After Lenin’s death Stalin continued the struggle against the op-
portunist lines of Trotsky and Bukharin which came to a head in
the mid and later 1920s. First Stalin led the struggle against Trot-
wky’s ‘“ultra-left” line of squeezing, even forcibly expropriating the
poasants—especially the middle peasants—as the only method for
accumudating funds, accelerating industrial growth and develop-
ing the economy. In fact such a line, had it been carried out, would
have undermined the foundation of the economy, heightened the
contradiction between town and country and agriculture and indus-
Lry, driven masses of peasants into the arms of the overthrown land-
lords and bourgeoisie and wrecked the worker-pea:ant alliance,
the basis of the dictatorship of the proletariat in the Soviet Union.
In short, Trotsky wanted to introduce a change in the relations of
production—collectivization—at a time when this was not yet possi-
ble—and in a way that would ruin the actual preparation for such
n step.

‘Then, again under Stalin’s leadership, the struggle was focused
apainst Bukharin’s openly rightist line of giving full sway to capi-
talism, particularly in the countryside. Bukharin said that capital-
inm would “‘grow into” socialism peacefully, without class struggle
—~without the struggle to achieve collectivization, step-by-step—in
the countryside especially. While Trotsky’s line amounted to all
struggle and no unity with the middle peasants, Bukharin’s was all
unity and no struggle, and would have had the same effect of un-
dermining the development of the socialist economy, specifically
the relationship between industry and agriculture, and wrecking
the revolutionary alliance between the workers and the peasants.

Both Trotsky and Bukharin’s line were rightist in essence. Both
actually led away from the concrete task of building socialism in
the Soviet Union, and both would have led—though “from oppo-
site directions”—to a wrecking of socialism and the restoration of -
capitalism.

It is beyond the scope of this paper to examine all the struggles
that took place in the Soviet Union during the period of proletarian
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rule and the construction of socialism—from the revolution of Octo-
ber, 1917 to the mid-’50s—and the struggles that have taken place
in China and other socialist countries down to today. But some
main lessons can be summed up from the experience of socialist
countries, specifically around the question of the relationship be-
tween the forces and relations of production and the base and su-
perstructure.

While socialism is itself a long transition period, an entire stage
between capitalist and communist society, within the socialist stage
there are in turn different stages. Each of these stages is marked by
particular contradictions, which are rooted in the overall relationship
between the forces and relations of production and the base and su-
perstructure, and are the particular forms that these contradictions
are manifesting themselves in at the particular stage.

As with the development of all things, all contradictions, there is
a quantitative buildup, quantitative changes within the particular
stages, due to the development of the particular contradictions
marking the particular stages. And at a certain point there is a
qualitative leap from one stage to the next.

Summing this up in a general way, while keeping in mind that
each stage has its own particularities, what makes possible and
marks these leaps are qualitative changes in the relations of produc-
tion (higher forms of socialist relatlons further restricting of capi-
talist relations) and in the superstructure (strengthening of the pro-
letarian dictatorship, proletarian culture and ideology, etc.). This
is true in regard to these stages, or spirals, within the overall social-
ist stage, just as the big leap from the capitalist to the socialist
stage—and ultimately from the socialist to the communist stage of
society—is made possible and characterized by a big leap in the
relations of production and the superstructure.

An outstanding example of this is the Great Proletarian Cultural
Revolution, which raged throughout China on a mass scale for
several years in the late 1960s. This was a battle by the proletariat
to seize portions of power usurped by the bourgeoisie, and specifi-
cally by a bourgeois headquarters within the Communist Party
itself, which dominated many spheres of socialist society—the edu-
cational system, culture, much of the planning and implementa-
tion of economic policy, and so on. Through this struggle the pro-
letariat not only seized back many of these positions but made
new breakthroughs, revolutionary transformations in the sphere of
the superstructure—culture, education, etc.—and in the relations of
production—developing teams of workers, officials and technicians
to make technological advances while taking part in productive
labor; sending educated youth to the countryside and to factories
to work and combining study at school with productive labor (this
was based on revolutionizing the educational system); replacing
one-man management with leadership in the factories by a group
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composed of representatives of the workers themselves, Party mem-
bers and office personnel; putting proletarian politfics, producing
for the good of society and the world revolution, in place of pro-
fit and material incentives in command of production; and a number
of other sweeping changes which narrowed the “three great differ-
onces” (between mental and manual labor, town and country and
workers and peasants) as well as restricting actual inequality in the
shape of formal equality (‘‘bourgeois right,” such as equal pay for
oqual work, equal exchange of commodities of equal value, etc.—
soe¢ ‘‘Bourgeois Right, Economism, and the Goal of the Working
Class Struggle,” The Communist, Vol. 1, No. 1, Oct., 1976).

But the Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution did not and could
not represent a leap to communism, to the end of classes and the
olimination of all remnants of capitalism. As Mao Tsetung summed
up, the Cultural Revolution was “absolutely necessary and most
timely for consolidating the dictatorship of the proletariat, preven-
ling capitalist restoration and building socialism,” but ‘“the present
Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution is only the first; there will
Inevitably be many more in the future.” On the other hand, Mao
recognized that the kind of large-scale mass upheaval that charac-
Lerized the Cultural Revolution in the late ‘60s cannot be carried
oul all the time, but only after the class struggle, and the struggie
for production (and scientific experimentation) has developed to
the pomt where another leap, still within the overall stage of so-
clalism, is both possibie and necessary for continuing the march
loward communism.

These qualitative leaps, marked by changes in the relations of
prroduction and in the superstructure, could not take place if during
the whole of each particular stage advances were not made in deve-
loping the productive forces and the economic base. In short, at
ull times under socialism, the proletariat must devote every effort
to developing the productive forces and the economy as well as to
waging the class struggie against the bourgeoisie, and these two as-
pucts are inter-related.

As the productive forces develop, the step-by-step creation
by the working class of new, more advanced relations of produc-
tion becomes possible. The old relations of production become
fotters on the further development of the productive forces, and
the yuestion of the old versus the new relations becomes the focus
of sharp struggle. Much of this struggle is nonantagonistic, among
tho people, over what is right and wrong. But this question also
hecomes a battleground of antagonistic class struggle.

Mao Tsetung has summed up the relationship between the class
struggle and the development of the productive forces, between
politics and economics, in the slogan, ‘‘grasp revolution, promote
production.” How does the proletariat correctly grasp and apply
this principle of materialist dialectics in the actual struggle to build
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socialism and advance to communism?

With each new stage—within the general stage of socialism—the
proletariat captures new positions, makes new advances in the re-
lations of production and in the realm of the superstructure, pro-
gresses further toward communism. But at the same time the bour-
geoisie continues to exist and capitalist forces are constantly re-
generated during each stage of socialism. The proletariat, having
captured these new positions, must wage struggle to defend them
and in the same process lay the basis for making a new leap in the
future. The bourgeoisie, on its part, will attempt to hack away at
these gains, capture back positions it has lost and prepare for re-
versing the entire process of socialist revolution in order to restore
capitalism. It is in this way that the class struggle takes shape and
that the proletariat, if it is armed with and carries out the correct
line, can continue to advance from one stage to another during the
entire period of socialism and finally achieve communism. Mao
Tsetung also summed this up in the formulation that ‘“class struggle
is the key link.”

As indicated before, this struggle does not take place in the ab-
stract; the question of which class will win out is concentrated in
concrete struggles over lines and policies in every part of society.
If, for example, a bourgeois line leads in a particular factory then
the actual relations of production there will not be socialist but
capitalist. This will manifest itself in such policies as profit in com-
mand, reliance on managers and experts, “material incentives”—
piece-work, bonuses, etc.—and in competition between the workers.
It will mean that the utilization of the means of production, and
the organization of labor, in the plant will not be based on the prin-
ciple of putting the needs of society—and ultimately the world re-
volution—first, but on the basis of what will be most “efficient” to
bring profit to the individual plant, and its managers. If this is
allowed to go on it will mean speedup and sooner or later even
layoffs and unemployment for the workers.

Relations between plants guided by this bourgeois line will also
not be based on socialist principles but on the principles of capi-
talist competition—for means of production, labor power, a
market for the products of the factory, etc. If this same line leads
in determining policy on the relation between industry and agri-

culture, the latter, already at a lower stage of development, will suf-

fer; the operation of the law of value will not be restricted and the
“scissors’ effect, typical of capitalism will prevail—where agricul-
tural producers are caught between the high price of industrial
goods needed for agriculture and the low price paid for the output
of agriculture. Clearly such a line will lead to the destruction of
socialism, and a reversion back to capitalism.

The proletariat must fight at each stage for the greatest possible
restriction of capitalist relations—restriction of the operation of
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the law of value, of the “three great differences’ and of bourgeois
right. But the degree to which these can be restricted is dialecti-
onlly related to the development of the productive forces and the
aronomy.

'I'o take just one example, the contradiction between mental and
mnnual labor cannot be restricted—and eventually eliminated—un-
lemn Lire labor productivity of society is raised, so that workers can
roproduce their own labor power and the means of production on
#n oxtended scale in an increasingly shorter period of time, freeing
them to spend more time in study, both of Marxist theory and of
mionce and technology, and in taking part in political struggle and
administration of society as a whole. On the other hand, raising
labor productivity cannot be based—as it is under capitalism—on
Intonsifying the work of the workers. It must and can only be bas-
ol on organizing and making breakthroughs in production to dev-
alop the productive forces, and fundamentally on revolutionizing
the relations of production to increasingly free them from the fet-
ters of capitalist relations—for example, to cite one important
wipoet, to free the workers to make technical breakthroughs to
halp ruise labor productivity, which they cannot and will not do
I capitalist principles and their consequences hold sway.

Ax can be seen, the correct handling of the relationship between
politics and economics, between the forces and relations of pro-
duetion and the base and superstructure, requires the conscious ap-
pllcalion of scientific principles, of materialist dialectics. And this
in nll the more so since socialist revolution and socialist construc-
tlon can only be carried out by the masses of people and not by
uny small handful nor even by the Party of the proletariat alone.

This means that the contradiction between the objective and
subjective factors must be handled well, for as Mao has pointed
out, il is often the case that objectively the masses need a certain
change, objectively the conditions exist for making such a change,
hul the masses are not yet willing and determined to make this
change and must be convinced of the need to do so. Only the cor-
roct application of the mass line can resolve this contradiction, and
this applies to such guestions as restricting the operation of commo-
tily production and the law of value, restricting bourgeois right,
the three major differences, etc. This emphasizes, again, that the
vorrect ideological and political line is decisive for resolving step-
hy-slep the contradictions that exist, in all their different forms and
different stages of development, throughout the entire transition
from capitalism to communism.

Guided by the universal principles of materialist dialectics, in
opposition to idealism and metaphysics, the proletariat, led by its
Parly, can forge and wield the correct line and policies not only to
overthrow capitalism but to carry out socialist revolution and so-
clnllsl construction under the dictatorship of the proletariat—and
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in particular to correctly handle the relationship between the for-
ces and relations of production and the base and superstructure.
In this way the proletariat can, in accordance with the spiral deve-
lopment of socialism, advance through sucessive stages to the his-
toric goal of communism.
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Communism Not Pan Africanism
Is the Guide to Socialist
Revolution and Black Liberation

JOHN HENRY

One of the key questions facing the proletariat in the U.S. is the
Afro-American National Question.* Therefore communists must
have a proletarian analysis of every major movement and ideologi-
val trond that develops or continues to exist among Afro-Americans
In order to unite with what is revolutionary, combat what is reac-
tlonary, and win over the uncommitted. The building of the united
front against U.S. imperialism among the broad masses of the Amer-
{oan people, including Afro-Americans, is a strategic task that re-
(quires consistent analysis of class forces and a correct approach to
hijlding unity in struggle.

An important political phenomenon in the struggles of Afro-
Amorican people is Pan Africanism. In essence, Pan Africanism
Nervos to limit the revolutionary potential of the spontaneous Afro-
Ameorican people’s movement by distracting attention away from
the material reality of the national oppression and class exploitation
suffored by the masses of Afro-American people. But in the midst
ol the current economic and potitical crisis of U.S. imperialism Pan
Africanism is not a vital day-to-day concern of the masses.

However, the existence of Afro-American nationalism, petty
hourgeois class tendencies, the existence of the Black nation, rac-
{sm (white chauvinism), and the intensity of the African revolution,
#ot the stage on which Pan Africanism among Afro-American people
could grow. Therefore, in this period there is significant potential
for this petty bourgeois trend to influence and divert the struggle
for fundamental change. Pan Africanism must be understood and
fought in order to serve the real interests of the masses in revolu-
tlonary struggle.

As Lenin clearly pointed out:

“The consciousness of the working masses cannot be genuine

* In this article the term Afro-American is frequently used, especially to indicate that
Biack people in the U.S., while they have roots in Africa, are a distinct people and not
part of an "' African nation” allegedly composed of black people in all parts of the world.
In the context of dealing with Pan Africanism it is important to make this distinction,
sinue thu term “‘Black people” is often used by the Pan Africanists to push such an
“Alrican nation'’ line.
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class-consciousness, unless the workers learn, from concrete and
above all from topical, political facts and events to observe

every other social class in all the manifestations of its intellectual,
ethical, and political life; unless they learn to apply in practice
the materialist analysis and the materialist estimate of all aspects
of the life and activity of all classes, strata, and groups of the
population.” (Lenin, What is to be Done?, Chapter 11IC, Vol. 5,
p. 412)

The essence of Pan Africanism is bourgeois ideology. As a fully
Jdeveloped political line, it is reformist at best, and in one way or
another serves the interests of imperialism. Therefore, with regard
to the revolutionary potential of the Afro-American people’s strug-
gle, Pan Africanism must be totally defeated in order to consolidate
the ideological hegemony of the working class, to firmly merge the
struggle of the Afro-American people with the proletariat’s struggle
to overthrow the capitalist order in the U.S.A. and build socialism.

On the other hand, many militant fighters will emerge in the heat
of struggle against oppression who are under the influence of some
variety of Pan Africanism but are not firmly consolidated to it. At
this stage of our movement, and certainly for a long time to come,
this will be a common experience because of the ideological hege-
mony exerted by the imperialists. Therefore we must approach this
type of situation with an active application of materialist dialectics
and struggle to win these honest elements to a revolutionary line.
In short, we must avoid “left” and right errors—either killing the
patient while trying to cure the illness or catching the illness while
trying to unite with the patient. Our task is to cure the illness and
save the patient.

In general, it is only a small few who are hard-core Pan African-
ists (like Stokely Carmichael and his All-African People’s Revolu-
tionary Party) while the majority of people are honestly searching
for a correct line. Therefore, with the common basis of interest be-
tween the vast majority of the Afro-American masses and the pro-
letariat in the U.S., the general interest in Pan Africanism must
be regarded as a contradiction among the people and not as an anta-
gonistic contradiction between enemies. This must be handled in a
special way as pointed out by Mao Tsetung:

“The only way to settle questions of an ideological nature or
controversial issues among the people is by the democrafic
method, the method of discussion, of criticism, of persuasion
and education, and not by the method of coercion or repression.
. . . This democratic method of resolving contradictions among
the people was epitomized in 1942 in the formula ‘unity, criti-
cism, unity.” To elaborate, it means starting from the desire
for unity, resolving contradictions through criticism or strug-
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glo, and arriving at anewin, . on a new basis-” (Mao Tsetung,
Selected Readings, pp. 43&-\1%79)

In order to do this with ti Africanist terdeéncy of some
Afro-American people, as iy " ortant part of puilding the united
front against imperialism any, ™¥ 4 0 hroad mass?S Of People, it is
nocossary to discuss three bﬂxi%{n uestions: _

(1) What is the origin andij, . prical developm?nit of Pan African-
ism? st

(2) Why does contemporyy, an Africanism (2bresent bourgeois
idoology? y P

(3) What are the current p] lyitical consequencéS of Pan African-
ivm in the U.S. today? lits

]

HACK-TO-AFRICA SCHEM, . /8. SUPPORT fOR AFRICAN
LIBERATION S

Pan Africanism has two tem% pcies which hav? emerged and both
must be understood historiceu\‘de,n order to sort ©ut the class forces
Involved, and to determine & \Y Yitioo1 charactey- The first major
trend focused on emigration ™ POy ware various schemes to relo-
«¢alo Black people some plaeeo\v‘o ;side of the United States, usually
in Africa. u

The desire to emigrate toif, . sa has never bee the main trend
amonyg Afro-Americans. Thn """ trend has alw@Ys been a struggle
Lo survive and resist oppress within the U.S.A4- But it is neces-
sary Lo cxamine this secondy " *'nect, because if €an become the
mualn trend under certain Comiily‘ ons if not handled correctly. In-
deod, it became a major fom it ¢h the “Back to Africa” Garvey
movement from 1920 to 193 " W?

Under the propulsion of zn%‘" ly developing cAPpitalist system
the Atlantic slave trade becy 1ew fundamental s@urce of capital ac-
cumulation that financed thair\\f gustrial revolutig?- This, along
wilh the dispossession of sm| " P2 ers and othef Petty producers
and their exploitation as wae ' °® transformed 1€ American econo-
my from a colonial economiy €*%,q Jargely on coMuzerce into an
ndvancing capitalist economp, °® .4 1 industrial Production. The
maln wave of the slave tradeh%s d from 1701 t& 1810. Estimates
range from 10 million slavein 35t » the 100 millio? by W. E. B. Du-
Bols, The main point is thay.iP t'cans were being imported legally as
slaves until 1808 (and then kg™ o smugaled thfough 1870). But
aftor 1808 the main source %% ¢ 1abor was doynestic, natural
yopulation growth and the 4y 2 ot of 35% of th slave population
m border states to the low meputh between 1,820 and 1860.
Bo the slave population devep, T % in two stages, ftie first period
being the active use of Africeu;"J lfbor’ the second joeing the use of
R b3

the offspring of this Africamhhjibof. Of course, s is 2 fundamen--
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class-consciousness, unless the workers learn, from concrete and
above all from topical, political facts and events to observe

every other soclal class in all the manifestations of its intellectual,
ethical, and political life; unless they learn to apply in practice
the materialist analysis and the materialist estimate of all aspects
of the life and activity of all classes, strata, and groups of the
population.” (Lenin, What is to be Done?, Chapter 11IC, Vol. b,
p. 412)

The essence of Pan Africanism is bourgeois ideology. As a fully
developed political line, it is reformist at best, and in one way or
another serves the interests of imperialism. Therefore, with regard
to the revolutionary potential of the Afro-American people’s strug-
gle, Pan Africanism must be totally defeated in order to consolidate
the ideological hegemony of the working class, to firmly merge the
struggle of the Afro-American people with the proletariat’s struggle
to overthrow the capitalist order in the U.S.A. and build socialism.

On the other hand, many militant fighters will emerge in the heat
of struggle against oppression who are under the influence of some
variety of Pan Africanism but are not firmly consolidated to it. At
this stage of our movement, and certainly for a long time to come,
this will be a common experience because of the ideological hege-
mony exerted by the imperialists. Therefore we must approach this
type of situation with an active application of materialist dialectics
and struggle to win these honest elements to a revolutionary line.
In short, we must avoid “left” and right errors—either killing the
patient while trying to cure the illness or catching the illness while
trying to unite with the patient. Our task is to cure the illness and
save the patient.

In general, it is only a small few who are hard-core Pan African-
ists (like Stokely Carmichael and his All-African People’s Revolu-
tionary Party) while the majority of people are honestly searching
for a correct line. Therefore, with the common basis of interest be-
tween the vast majority of the Afro-American masses and the pro-
letariat in the U.S., the general interest in Pan Africanism must
be regarded as a contradiction among the people and not as an anta-
gonistic contradiction between enemies. This must be handled in a
special way as pointed out by Mao Tsetung:

“The only way to settle questions of an ideological nature or
controversial issues among the people is by the democratic
method, the method of discussion, of criticism, of persuasion
and education, and not by the method of coercion or repression.
. .. This democratic method of resolving contradictions among
the people was epitomized in 1942 in the formula ‘unity, criti-
cism, unity.” To elaborate, it means starting from the desire
for unity, resolving contradictions through criticism or strug-
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gle, and arriving at a new unity on a new basis.” (Mao Tsetung,
Selected Readings, pp. 438-439)

In order to do this with the Pan Africanist tendency of some
Afro-American people, as an important part of building the united
front against imperialism among the broad masses of people, it is
necessary to discuss three basic questions:

(1) What is the origin and historical development of Pan African-
ism?

(2) Why does contemporary Pan Africanism represent bourgeois
ideology?

(3) What are the current political consequences of Pan African-
ism in the U.S. today?

BACK-TO-AFRICA SCHEMES VS. SUPPORT FOR AFRICAN
LIBERATION

Pan Africanism has two tendencies which have emerged and both
must be understood historically in order to sort out the class forces
involved, and to determine its political character. The first major
trend focused on emigration. There were various schemes to relo-
cate Black people some place outside of the United States, usually
in Africa.

The desire to emigrate to Africa has never been the main trend
among Afro-Americans. The main trend has always been a struggle
to survive and resist oppression within the U.S.A. But it is neces-
sary to examine this secondary aspect, because it can become the
main trend under certain conditions if not handled correctly. In-
deed, it became a major force with the “Back to Africa” Garvey
movement from 1920 to 1923.

Under the propulsion of a newly developing capitalist system
the Atlantic slave trade became a fundamental source of capital ac-
cumulation that financed the industrial revolution. This, along
with the dispossession of small farmers and other petty producers
and their exploitation as workers, transformed the American econo-
my from a colonial economy based largely on commierce into an
advancing capitalist economy based on industrial production. The
main wave of the slave trade lasted from 1701 to 1810. Estimates
range from 10 million slaves up to the 100 million by W. E. B. Du-
Bois. The main point is that Africans were being imported legally as
slaves until 1808 (and then illegally smuggled through 1870). But
after 1808 the main source of slave labor was domestic, natural
population growth and the transfer of 35% of the slave population
from border states to the lower South between 1820 and 1860.

So the slave population developed in two stages, the first period
being the active use of African labor, the second being the use of
the offspring of this African labor. Of course, this is 2 fundamen--
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tal aspect of how Africans were transformed into Afro-Americans
over a 200 year period.

Some, from among both of these types of slaves, and those that
had achieved freedom, made emigrationist efforts. The most fa-
mous case'of successful resistance during the slave trade occurred
on board the slave ship Amistad off the coast of Cuba. In 1839,
the slaves on this ship, led by Cinque, seized the ship and attempted
to navigate it back to Africa. After two months they ended up in
Long Island, and continued to fight for their freedom in the courts.
Their case, supported by the abolitionist John Quincy Adams, was
a}'gued before the Supreme Court and won in 1841. This was ob-
viously a just fight to escape the brutal condition of slavery and re-
turn “home.”

But even earlier than this the emigrationist movement had taken
on many organizational forms, mostly in centers of abolitionism.
Some Black free men and women expressed a desire to escape from
the dangers of slavery and ‘“‘establish a homeland” in Africa or some-
where else. The main expectation for this new homeland was that
the. bourgeois democratic promise of America, an illusion for most
whites and openly denied to Blacks, would be achievable in Africa
for Black people. This sentiment was expressed by a prospective
emigrant in an 1818 letter from Ilinois:

) “I am a free man of colour, have a family and a large connec-
tion of free people of colour residing on the Wabash, who are all
willing to leave America whenever the way shall be opened. We
love this country and its liberties, if we could share an equal
right in them; but our freedom is partial, and we have no hope
that it ever will be otherwise here; therefore we had rather be
gone, though we should suffer hunger and nakedness for years.
Your honour may be assured that nothing shall be lacking on
our part in complying with whatever provision shall be made by
the United States, whether it be to go to Africa or some other
place; we shall hold ourselves in readiness, praying that God
(Who made man free in the beginning, and who by His kind pro-
yldence has broken the yoke from every white American) would
inspire the heart of every true son of liberty with zeal and pity,
to open the door of freedom for us also.

I am, etc.
Abraham Camp”’

Within the specific historical condition of slavery in the U.S.A.
this was a just and legitimate position.

But Black people were not the only source of support for emi-
gration to Africa. In 1816, the American Colonization Society
was formed by Abolitionists who held that one possible solution to
the problem of slavery was the repatriation of Afro-American peo-
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ple to Africa. This was rationalized as a process to bring civiliza-
tion and Christianity to the backward primitive condition of blacks
in Africa. But the real intent was stated by the reactionary Henry
Clay of Kentucky: “to rid our country of a useless and pernicious,
if not dangerous portion of its population.”

The prospect of slaves being “useless” was raised by the decline
in slave-based agricultural production in the border states (though
slave-trading continued on a considerable scale there) and by the
rise of capitalist production in the Northern states. The prospect
of slaves being ‘“‘dangerous” was sharply raised after the slave revolt
in Virginia led by Gabriel Prosser in 1800, and this was added to
by the “danger” represented by a number of free Blacks in the
country, many of whom used their freedmen status to help organ-
ize against slavery. Several states passed laws supporting and fund-
ing colonization schemes.

The class essence of this program was to serve the interests of
a rising capitalist class which had just completed establishing
American independence from England in the War of 1812. Colo-
nization efforts were intended to eliminate slavery as a backward
fetter on industrial capitalism emerging in the North, to drain
away a source of weakness for the slavocracy of the South (e.g.,
the slave rebellions), and to establish a beachhead in Africa for
U.S. capitalist interests.

But these were not reasons that were shared by Black abolition-
ists. While sometimes using the resources of the Colonization So-
ciety to accomplish similar ends, they refused to accept the dic-
tates of a “benevolent capitalist class” and struggled to maintain
an independent approach to emigrationism. They drew a sharp
distinction between deportation and emigration.

Through the 1800s these were more than theoretical discussions.
The British counterpart to the American Colonization Society had
set up the colony of Sierre Leone in 1787 by resettling 400 Afri-
cans who were freed from ships illegally trading in slaves. These
settlers were joined by 1100 Black people in 1792 from Nova Sco-
tia, and 38 in 1815, under the leadership of a Black, petty-capital-

ist Boston sail maker, Paul Cuffee. The American Colonization
Society arranged for some former slaves to emigrate to what is now
Liberia in 1822. Liberia formally became a country in 1847 and,
since the Civil War period, has been a neo-colony of the U.S.

The Liberian case is important for understanding Pan Africanism
in the U.S.A., because it demonstrates the futility of emigrationist
schemes. Most people who went there either died, or became part
of a Liberian aristocracy (““Americo-Liberians’’) who, in turn, for-
ced the indigenous population into virtual slavery. On the other
hand, the efforts by the U.S. ruling class, through state governments
and the American Colonization Society, were reactionary because
they often forced people to choose between slavery and emigration.
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Their efforts were not in the interest of Blacks or the working class
in the U.S., and certainly not in the interests of the people of Li-
beria. This is a necessary distinction because it involves the dif-
ference between the oppressor and the oppressed.

When we turn to the consequences of these emigrationist efforts
we also find a similar distinction between results that further op-
pressed the African masses and those that were generally progres-
sive—many who emigrated helped establish schools and social set-
vices for the African masses, and spoke out for self-rule in opposi-
tion to colonialism. In this respect, these emigrationist efforts were
positive though a variety of factors led to failure. And further, the
colonies of Sierre Leone and Liberia prove that colonization even-
tually worked in the interests of the rising capitalist classes of Bri-
tain and the United States.

All of this pre-Civil War emigrationism culminated in the National
Negro Convention movement. Free Black leadership began to meet
to debate alternative programs to protect the interests of Black peo-
ple. By the 1850s there was considerable interest in emigration,
if not to Africa, then to Canada, the West Indies, Mexico or South
America. This increased support among some segments of Black
people was a clear response to the growing power of the slavocracy
in national politics, the rapid deterioration of the political status of
free Blacks in the North, and especially the passage of the Fugitive
Slave Law of 1850, which legitimized hunting down escaped slaves
even in states where slavery was outlawed, as well as threatening
all free Blacks. Even Abraham Lincoln got into the act and pro-
posed to “‘save the Union” by the wholesale deportation of Black
people.

Again, the main trend was different: David Walker, Henry High-
land Garnett and Frederick Douglass all symbolized the militant
resistance by Blacks to the conditions of slavery in the U.S. The
runaway slaves, led by such fighters as Harriet Tubman and So-
journer Truth, headed North to freedom and not back to Africa.

After the Civil War, the conditions faced by Black people were
determined by the laws governing the socio-economic development
of a U.S. dominated by advancing capitalist relations. This per-
iod represents the forging of an Afro-American people into a na-
tion under conditions of semi-feudal production relations and, even
though the political repression of Black people was intensified to
murderous proportions, the Civil War broke the fetter of slavery.
From that time on it was only by resolving the contradiction be-
tween the proletariat and the bourgeoisie through socialist revolu-
tion that the other contradictions in U.S. society, including the op-
pression of Black people, could be fully resolved—although the
fight for democracy for Black people in the fullest sense, for equal-
ity, has been and remains a key question and a critical component
part of the struggle for socialist revolution.

27

The Afro-American people were now faced with different
options than under slavery. Previously, the fight against slavery was
a revolutionary fight for bourgeois democracy, while the option to
return to Africa was a just and legitimate, though secondary, de-
mand. Now, as a distinct nation of people, in the situation where
socialist revolution was on the historical agenda, all political de-
mands kad to be weighed in relation to the overall tasks of the pro-
letariat as well as the democratic rights belonging to a nation.
The source of struggle during this period was a land-based
peasant class (sharecroppers and tenant farmers of several types) led
by petty bourgeois elites seeking an alternative to the brutal repres-
sion of the post-Reconstruction period. The capitalist class used
the post-Civil War Reconstruction period from 1865-1877 to con-
solidate its overall economic and political rule, and then made a
deal—the Hayes-Tilden compromise—to relinquish political power
in the South back to the former plantation-based slavocracy. The
Union troops pulled out of the South in 1877, and in 1878 about
300 Black people fled South Carolina to Liberia under the organ-
ization of the Liberian Exodus Company with the help of Martin
Delaney. Delaney was a physician who had gone to Harvard, fought
as a major in the Civil War, and then worked in the Reconstruction
bureaucracy.
The struggle of the Afro-American people must be understood
within the broad context of U.S. history and world events, espe-
cially two world-historic developments:
(1) Capitalism developed into the world system of imperialism,
and with this the imperialist powers dominated every major part
of the globe, including Africa. Lenin makes this clear:
|
|
\
|
|

“To the numerous ‘old’ motives of colonial policy, finance
capital has added the struggle for the sources of raw materials,
for the export of capital, for ‘spheres of influence,’ i.e., for
spheres for profitable deals, concessions, monopolist profits
and so on, and finally, for economic territory in general. When
the colonies of the European powers in Africa, for instance,
comprised only one-tenth of that terrotory (as was the case in
1876), colonial policy was able to develop by methods other
than those of monopoly—by the ‘free grabbing’ of territories,
so to speak. But when nine-tenths of Africa had been seized
(by 1900), when the whole world had been divided up, there
was inevitably ushered in the era of monopoly possession of
colonies and, consequently, of particularly intense struggle for
the division and the redivision of the world.” (Imperialism,
FLP, Peking, pp. 149-150)

It is quite clear, therefore, that with the rise of imperialism the
key determining political factor for any Africa-oriented activity
was whether it supported or opposed imperialism. It is also impor-
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tant to point out that the African peoples mounted resistance to
imperialist domination within the colonial context.

(2) The second major world development was the first proletarian
socialist revolution. The 1917 Russian revolution ushered in a new
period of history, and redefined the struggles of colonial peoples.
No longer was the most advanced front that of bourgeois demo-
cracy (the bourgeois-democratic countries themselves turned mori-
bund with the rise of imperialism), but now the suffering masses of
the world could draw inspiration and support from the world’s
first socialist state and could fight, on a world scale, as part of the
proletarian-socialist revolution, directing their own struggle, through
stages, toward the goal of socialism. The Bolshevik-led Soviet Union
was leading the way for the masses of the world.

It is in this context that we can continue the discussion of the
Pan Africanist tendency of emigrationism. The final example is the
only emigrationist movement that became a dominant mass move-
ment among Afro-American people. Marcus Garvey (1887-1940)
was the leader of this movement. Born in Jamaica, he established
the Universal Negro Improvement Association (UNIA) and enlisted
the organizational participation and support of over a million Black
people. His base was mainly among the landless peasants who mi-
grated to Northern cities during the First World War (1916-1918).

Garveyism is a good historical case to study because it has direct
relevance to understanding an emigrationist Pan Africanist line to-
day. It arose and gained a base among Afro-Americans in the con-
ditions following World War 1. The mass migration of Blacks from
the rural areas of the South to the Northern industrial cities accel-
erated their proletarianization. But they were forced into the
worst jobs and many were unemployed. They were sometimes
used by the capitalist class to hreak mass strike actions like the

1919 great steel strike led by William Z. Foster and the capitalists
fomented racial violence (large riots occurred in 26 cities). The Ku
Klux Klan, reconstituted in 1915, was in full swing by 1920. The
Communist Party was in its formative period and limited by a
small number of Black members and insufficient involvement in the
struggles of the Afro-American masses. In addition the capitalists
unleashed a wave of anti-communism (e.g. two workers Sacco and
Vanzetti, left-wing anarchists, were executed by the U.S. capital-
ists despite worldwide protests and mass demonstrations in the
U.S.).

It was in this context that Garvey organized the biggest Afro-
American movement between the Civil War and the upsurge of
Black people’s struggle in the *50s and *60s. At the beginning he
had the support of the Black left (e.g., Cyril Briggs of the African
Blood Brotherhood and A. Philip Randolph, who was then a mili-
tant socialist but has since degenerated into a bourgeois trade union
bureaucrat) and people like DuBois, a consistent anti-imperialist.
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Garvey accomplished this with a combination of spontaneous mass
support and a demagogic mass style (e.g., expressing militant resis-
tance to the KKK). But things turned into their opposite. Garvey
openly courted imperialist governmental policy and the KKK, and
spread racist views, including an attack on light-skinned Black peo-
ple. In the era of imperialism, he openly declared capitalism to be
progressive and enlightened, and advocated that Black workers not
join trade unions but rely on their capitalist bosses.

His Pan Africanism was based on emigrationism though, con-
trary to his predecessors, he never even visited Africa nor did many
of his followers settle there. Yet, he imperialistically proclaimed
himself President of Africa and formed a government-in-exile
with not one African included. Garvey had wild utopian dreams of
colonizing Africa, though he was at his peak over 35 years after the
Berlin conference had divided Africa between the major European
colonial powers. His timing was the same as that of his main sym-
bol of success, Booker T. Washington, who advocated handicraft
production when Tuskegee was being financed by Andrew Carnegie
and other monopoly industrialists and finance capitalists. Washing-
ton and Garvey were both men whose ideas about Black liberation
were rendered impossible and reactionary by the development of
imperialism.

In sum, the migrationist tendency of Pan Africanism must be
viewed historically. During the slave period it was a legitimate de-
mand for enslaved Africans, though it was not the main demand
nor was it the most revolutionary demand. The results of the
various emigrationist schemes were nearly all dismal failures, in-
cluding the continued existence of the U.S. neo-colony of Liberia—
which was definitely a failure as a solution to the oppression of
Afro-Americans, though it did bring real benefits to the U.S. capi-
talists.

Following the Civil War and the last phase of a progressive bour-
geois democratic period in the U.S., Black people were forged into
a distinct nation and moves to return to an “African home” no
longer had any progressive role, for the homeland of the Afro-
American people was now in the U.S.A. However, in periods of in-
tense repression and crisis there were several attempts (doomed to
fail) to make emigration work. Following the rise of imperialism
and the Russian revolution of 1917, the fight of the Afro-American
people was a fight for complete emancipation in the context of a
proletarian revolution for socialism in the U.S.—a fight that included
the right of self-determination for the Afro-American nation but
aimed at the abolition of exploitation as a whole as well as the spe-
cial oppression of Afro-Americans. In its historical context the
Garvey movement was a totally bankrupt plan that served to di-
vide the working class and divert Black people away from their re-
volutionary task.
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The second major Pan Africanist trend is the general struggle
for democratic rights in Africa, support for African liberation. At
the Berlin Conference in 1884-85 the major capitalist colonial pow-
ers, including the U.S.A. as an official observer, divided up the
entire African continent among themselves (squabbling like thieves
always do). Afro-Americans and Africans living in these countries
took up struggle on behalf of the African masses after this confer-
ence. The main theoretician of this trend was W.E.B. DuBois.

There are two major stages to this aspect of the movement. First
from 1900 to 1945 there were major Pan-African Congresses (the
first in 1900 was the brain child of H. Sylvester Williams, a West
Indian lawyer, and the next five were under the leadership of Du-
Bois and are referred to in a numbered sequence). These confer-
ences were joint efforts by Afro-American, African and West Indian
intellectuals and activists to push forward the just struggles and de-
mands of the African masses.

Perhaps the main accomplishment of the 1900 meeting was to
initiate discussion around a new concept—Pan Africanism. The
first major event of considerable political importance was the First
Pan African Congress initiated by DuBois after World War 1 in
1919. It was held in Paris simultaneously with the Versailles
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Peace Conference in order to more directly appeal to the major pow-

ers on behalf of the African masses.

The main demand was for international protection of the former
colonial territories of a defeated Germany. The Peace Conference
led to the League of Nations, and the demand of the Pan African
Congress led to the Mandates Commission being formed as part ¢”
the League to oversee the former German lands. Additional de-
mands were essentially democratic in character: abolishment of
slavery and forced labor, right to literacy and vocational education,
the right to participate in government, regulation of land use to
preserve thie natural resources, and the restriction of capital invest-
ment in the interest of the native peoples.

The next three Congresses generally upheld these types of demo-
cratic demands. For the most part participation was broad, but
more consistently Afro-American and West Indian than African.
And the class composition was nearly always intellectuals, politi-
cians, and other petty bourgeois types. A new turn of events took
place with the Fifth Pan African Congress, because the delegates
were “workers, trade unjonists, farmers, co-operative societies,
and African and other coloured students . . . practical men and
men of action . . .”

The significance of this Congress in the history of Pan African-
ism is so fundamental that it is useful to quote the final statement
in full, entitled Declaration to the Colonial Peoples of the World,
written by Kwame Nkrumah:
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“We believe in the rights of all peoples to govern therqselves.

We affirm the right of all colonial peoples to control the}r own
destiny. All colonies must be free from foreign imperialist con-
trol, whether political or economic. The peoples of the colonies
must have the right to elect their own government, a government
without restrictions from a foreign power. We say to the peoples
of the colonies that they must strive for these ends by all means
at their disposal. . ‘

“The object of imperialist powers is to exploit. By granting
the right to the colonial peoples to govern themselves, tl}ey are
defeating that objective. Therefore, the struggle for political
power by colonial and subject peoples is the first step towaljds,
and the necessary pre-requisite to, complete social, economic and
political emancipation.

“The Fifth Pan-African Congress, therefore, calls on the quk-
ers and farmers of the colonies to organize effectively. .Color.na_l
workers must be in the front lines of the battle against imperialism

“This Fifth Pan-African Congress calls on the inte}lectuals a'nd
professional classes of the colonies to awaken .to their responsi-
bilities. The long, long night is over. By fighting for trade union
rights, the right to form co-operatives, freedqm of the press, assem-
bly, demonstration and strike; freedom to print and read the lit- '
erature which is necessary for the education of the masses, you will
be using the only means by which your liberties Wil} be won and
maintained. Today there is only one road to effective action—the
organization of the masses.

g“COLON 1AL AND SUBJECT PEOPLES OF THE WORLD—
UNITE!” (Approved and adopted by the Pan-African Congress
held in Manchester, England, October 15-21, 1945)

And more explicitly, the delegates rang the death knpll qf for-
eign domination in Africa: “Yet, if the Western Warld is still deter-
mined to rule mankind by force, then Africans, as a last resort, may

have to appeal to force in effect to achieve freedom.even if force

destroys them and the world . . . We condgmn the monopoly of
capital and the role of private wealth and industry for private pro-
fit alone. We welcome economic democracy as the only l'real de-
mocracy. Therefore, we shall complain, appeal, anq arraign. We
will make the world listen to the facts of our condition. We will
fight in every way we can for freedom, democracy and social
betterment.” '
The leadership of nearly every major independence movement in
Africa which achieved their goal in the late *50s and early *60s
cither attended this conference or was influenced by it. Wo.rld
War 2, which arose out of the conflict between the imperialists
but which changed its overall character with the attack by Germ?ny
on the Soviet Union, giving rise to a worldwide united front against
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fascism and in defense of the only existing socialist country, the
Soviet Union, helped create the conditions leading to this phase of
the African revolution as it did throughout the Third World. In-
deed, the fight of oppressed colonial and semi-colonial nations be-
came the main force of world revolution following WW2.

After the Fifth Pan-African Congress in 1945 the movement
split into two parts: the Africans returned to Africa and organized
what developed into the independence movements that began
achieving results in 1957 with Ghana, and the Afro-Americans
went to work primarily in the U.S.A. to influence and change
U.S. foreign policy regarding Africa.

The democratic spirit of the DuBois Pan African Congress
was continued in an organization led by Paul Robeson called
the Council of African Affairs (1937-1955). This was an orga-
nization specifically oriented to Africa in which Pan Afri-
canists and communists worked together in the interest of the Af-
rican revolution. Its main efforts were to carry out educational
work among the American people on the struggle in Africa, and to
organize resistance to U.S. imperialism. The main shortcoming
of this was their lack of mass participation and struggle. Moreover,
the petty opportunism of the executive director, Max Yergan, who
buckled under to red-baiting campaigns and turned into a right-
winger, led to the Council’s gradually falling apart.

Immediately following this, the bourgeoisie mobilized its forces
tp back a group of petty bourgeois cultural elites who coopted Af-
rica support work among Afro-Americans, and formed the Ameri-
can Society of African Culture to spread the concepts of “negritude”
(the bourgeois nationalist view which says that all people of African
origins—whether African, West Indian or Afro-American—have a
common culture and should unite on this basis. ‘“Negritude” negates
the existence of national differences among these peoples, as well as
any opposing class interests among them). This American Society
of African Culture was exposed in the 1960s as a front for CIA
funds and was forced to disband.

The importance of this group is that for over a decade it was the
main link with African leadership and students. Perhaps the most
significant event was their open collaboration with the U.S. State
Department in organizing the U.S. involvement in the First World
Festival of Black Art. hosted by the African personification of bour-!
geois cultural nationalism and main proponent of “‘negritude,” Pre-
sident Leopold Senghor of Senegal. :

These two orgenizations are the manifestations of two great
dangers within the Pan Africanist movement: the first is the direct
intervention of the imperialist state to subvert all genuine militant
and progressive action. The second is the weak, vacillating and vul- |
nerable nature of liberal reformist efforts divorced from mass strug-

dle.
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It is important to recognize that these two dangers were faced
while Africa was gaining ground in throwing off the yoke of colo-
nialism. Ghana’s independence in 1957 was a significant event,
and had a great impact on that part of the Afro-American commun-
ity watching Africa. Indeed, this was followed by Guinea in 1958
and in 1960 seventeen African countries got their independence,
The climax of this was the founding of the Organization of African
Unity in 1963. The main thrust of Pan Africanism in the world
had to be rooted in the concrete struggle of African countries to
build unity and cooperation in driving colonial rule out of southern
Africa and in making strides toward total social, economic and po-
litical independence.

The inspiration of African independence did not rekindle the
flame of emigration, though a small group of intellectuals did ex-
patriate to help build the new nation of Ghana. Rather, it gave im-
petus to the civil rights and national liberation movements in the
U.S.A. In fact, the slogan ‘“‘one man, one vote” that was used by
SNCC throughout the Southern U.S. in the early 1960s was bor-
rowed from the African struggle. This is an important point, be-
cause at no time during the 1960s and ’70s has emigration been
the main point of debate when Afro-Americans have discussed Africa.

The two major examples that reflect how Black people in the
U.S. related to Africa during the 1960s are Malcolm X and SNCC.
Malcolm X, a militant propagandist, spread the fire of national
consciousness as the main speaker for the Nation of Islam. His
initial position, as a Muslim, was to put forward the ideas about
Africa that carried on the Garvey tradition. He attacked the con-
cept “Negro” and, though mystified with the religious mythology
of Elijah Muhammad, demanded that Blacks take on their true
“African” identity. However, since he was rooted in the struggle
of Black people in this country, his revolutionary thrust eventually
led to his break with the Nation of Islam. He then traveled to
Africa and, rather than propose settlement there, he successfully
appealed to African leaders to assist in the fight of Black people
within the U.S.A. Further, his last organizational effort was model-
ed after the Organization of African Unity and was called the Or-
ganization of Afro-American Unity.

SNCC, grounded in the fight for democratic rights in the Deep
South during the early sixties, had two tendencies regarding Africa.
Both of these came out in a trip that SNCC leadership made to

Zambia in 1967 to participate in a United Nations Seminar on
Africa. The public purpose was to present a SNCC position paper
on “The Indivisible Struggle Against Racism, Colonialism and Apar-
theid,”” while the other concern was to make formal arrangements
for an Afro-American Skills Bank Program to send highly trained
Black technicians to aid in the development of African countries.
This represented a program of struggle and emigration. As one
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SNCC leader put it . . . it was a sort of compromise between my
feeling that all Afro-Americans should go to Africa and my feeling
that we should stay to participate in the struggle here.” After the
disintegration of SNCC in the late 1960s, most of the militant
fighters stayed in the U.S. (though many like Julian Bond degener-
ated into petty politicians). A few demoralized leaders expatriated
to Tanzania, the country which had replaced Ghana, after Nkrumah
was deposed in 1966, as a beacon light for Pan Africanism.

While it is possible to point to these few key concrete examples
of how Afro-Americans continued to relate to Africa, after the
Fifth Pan African Congress the Pan Africanist movement in the U.S.
was virtually dormant except for a few small groups mainly located
in the large Black Northern ghetto strongholds of Black nationalism,
e.g., Harlem and Chicago’s South Side. The big rebirth of Pan Afri-
canism came when the Black Power Conferences (1967-69) were
transformed in 1970 into the Congress of Afrikan People (CAP).*

From 1970 to 1973, the Pan Africanist movement spread like
wildfire among Afro-American youth, students, and generally in the
Black petty bourgeoisie. It was the umbrella that united a wide as-
sortment of Black nationalists, but as such Pan Africanism remained
a much disputed concept in which lines were drawn between the
emigrationist (pro-Garvey) position and the support-Africa-but-
struggle-in-the-U.S.- position (pro-DuBois). Theoretical laziness pre-
vailed as concepts, strategies, tactics and slogans were indiscriminate-
ly borrowed from the African struggles and mechanicaily used in
relationship to the U.S.A. In place of a serious program of study
to formulate a correct ideological line, petty bourgeois deviations
based in Africa were relied upon, such as “African socialism,” and
“Ujamaa’ and “African Communalism,” which are utopian theories
that point, backwards to traditional Africa as the basis for social-
ism and deny the universal scientific truths of Marxism-Leninism.

The turning point was the call for a national demonstration in
May of 1972 on the day the Organization of African Unity had de-
signated as African Liberation Day. The first demonstration was
the major culmination of the Pan Africanist bandwagon that had
been roaming the U.S. for the previous two years. A broad coali-
tion of Afro-American leaders and organizations, of all ideological
positions, united behind the demonstration. Over 25,000 people
joined in the Washington, D.C. and San Francisco demonstrations
and Pan Africanism in the U.S.A. had taken up mass struggle chal-
lenging U.S. imperialism in support of Africa for the first time on
such a scale,

After this demonstration, the coalition split and the more acti-

* CAP later transformed itself into a dogmatist sect, the Revolutionary Communist League;
this was, unfortunately, a general tendency among left forces that emerged in the African
Liberation Support Committee, but CAP first resisted and attacked the trend toward Marx-
ism in ALSC and then switched to dogmatic “Marxism’'—more on ALSC shortly.
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8t organizations and individuals formed an on-going organization
z'ia.lled i%;he African Liberation Support Committee (A_LSC). The
following year there were local demonstrations held in over 3Q ci-
Llos in the U.S. that involved an estimated 100,000 r‘)eople. Wltf}
these two major mass mobilizations, the ALSC faceq contradictions
In its work. As the efforts to educate .t}.:le American people deep-
oned, guestions of ideological and political line came to the.surf:?ce
and began to hold back any further work. The major error in this
period (focused at a national steering committee meeting of ALSC
in June 1973) was made by the developlng‘left forces, who forced
lormal political unity through the bourgeois bureaucrgztlc method
of a majority vote rather than achieving principled unity based on
& protracted process of persuasion and discussion.

The vositive result of this was that the left fﬁé((:Jes v&ae{e a:ble to con-

idate, give more centralized leacership to ALSC and lead pro-
:;‘lfélscsl?\fe ,ailtions in support of African liberation. Eor ALSC, how-
ever, the negative result was the principal aspect since some honest
forces were foreed out of ALSC. They spoke of t.helr‘ unpreparegi-
ness to deal with what appeared to them as a magic flip-flop of the
loading Pan Africanists who one day emerged as instant commun-
isls with no summation and self-criticism. This rgpresented a dis-
regard for the masses by these left forces and an 1ncorreqt, petty
bourgeois style of work. Moreover, it suppqrted the genius theory
o[ history since this ideological {ransformation was limited to 4
few and not summed up with and shared by ’ghe masses.

Out of the ALSC have come many strong fighters and fommun-
ists. Ideological and political differences emerged through the heat
of struggle in forums and documents and were taken up all over the
country. The main forum was a national conference in 1974 in
which a progressive anti-imperialist line won the day, anq for the
first time in this recent period of the 1970s, open discussions among
broad sections of the Pan Africanist movemept generally. turned to
lively discussions of Marxism. Even internatlpngl gatherings were
forums for continuation and deepening of this hvgly and pl:oduc-
tive discussion as the Sixth Pan African Cox;grgss in Tgmzama de-
monstrated in 1975. At this meeting, the aomlna_r}t 11’{1e was to'
unite the progressive forces in Africa with fo?ces flght}ng 1mperlal-
ism all over the world; this struck a blow against reactionary, ra-

i ased Pan Africanism. ' ‘
uagztbfor a significant group, what appeargd to be progressive }ild
not remain so for long. For many who claimed to be communists,
the ideological basis of Pan Africanism was not replaceq by the
world outlook of the proletarizt, but m‘erely cpvered Wlth le.ft
phrases and outright dogmatism. The first major manifestation of
this dogmatism surfaced in the August, 197 4 natlonal‘ ALSC steer-
ing committee meeting in which the educational and ideological '
development of ALSC participants was to be focused on the burning
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questions facing communists. This led to factionalism, attempts to
liguidate ALSC in pretentious and unprincipled attempts to form
communist organizations, and charges from the Pan Africanists that
to be a Marxist-Leninist was to forget about the oppression and ex-
ploitation of Black people. The net result of this was that ALSC
rapidly declined from nearly 50 chapters to only a small number
in which almost the only members were the dogmatists and

a few others—although a few honest forces remained in. ALSC
and its ability to play a progressive role, though seriously crippled,
was not totally eliminated. Once again, we find “right” errors flip--
flopping into “left” errors.

PAN AFRICANISM: UTOPIAN OR SCIENTIFIC?

With a grasp of the historical developments of the two main
trends of Afro-Americans’ relationship to Africa, we can now draw
out the ideological essence of Pan Africanism. This is always a ne-
cessary task for communists, for all ideologies represent one class
or another (and in today’s world they generally represent either
the proletariat or the bourgeocisie) and in the final analysis only the
proletariat and its ideology can lead the struggle of the masses con-
sistently forward in revolutionary struggle.

The first aspect to consider is the philosophical question: what
is the relationship between the material conditions of life and ideas?
The Marxist theory of knowledge shows that concrete material
reality is the basis of all correct knowledge and truth, while all
forms of idealism are subjective creations that misrepresent con-
crete reality rather than correctly reflecting it. With this in mind,
we must make a fundamental distinction between Pan Africanism
and Marxism-Leninism.

One form of Pan Africanism maintains that the most fundamen-
tal division of humanity is racial. Race becomes the key concept
that is supposed to represent the essential category within every so-
ciety in the world. This is presented as the basis for Black Unity
all over the world, and fundamentally establishes “concrete” racial
unity as the essential category of history.

Throughout the history of the emigrationist tendency this has
been a recurring theme. Edward Blyden,* drew a distinction be-
tween whites and Blacks by claiming that whites were ‘““harsh, in-
dividualistic, competitive, and combative,” while Blacks were known
for “the softer aspects of human nature: cheerfulness, sympathy,
willingness to serve.” Decades later, Garvey said, “I believe in racial
purity and in maintaining the standard of racial purity.” And there

* Blyden, a West Indian whose emigration to Liberia was sponsored by the American
Colonization Society, was the foremost champion of emigration to Liberia for nearly 50
years.
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are some who would ‘put fortn such ridiculous claims today.

Such claims find some following because much of the history of
colonialism and imperialism involves the subjugation and oppres-
sion of non-European peoples by European exploiters, because
there is national oppression in the U.S., which assumes a “racial”
form, because in parts of Africa—particularly southern Africa—the
African masses are still subjected to oppression based on racial dis-
tinctions and because racism is promoted as a prop for all this. But
the theories which make racial divisions the fundamental thing in
relutions between people and nations fail to explain the material
husis of colonialism, imperialism, and national and racial oppres-
#ion—capitalist and other exploitive relations of production—and
fuil also to take into account that not every imperialist country is
Kuropean (Japan certainly qualifies), that there is national oppres-
sion of Europeans by Europeans (England’s domination of Ireland
in one example and there are many others in the history of Europe),
nnd that within every country (leaving aside the socialist countries)
there is exploitation of one class by another. In short, such theo-
ries are based on considering only part of reality and do not even
correctly reflect that part of reality they do take into account—
they are based on metaphysics.

These theories are also obviously based on idealism. The cate-
gory of race is used by the bourgeoisie as an ideological weapon
in its arsenal. It flourished throughout the 19th century as a
rationalization for slavery and the continued domination of the peo-
ples of the world, especially Asia, Africa, Latin America and Aus-
Lralia, as well as many parts of Europe. The vast majority of scien-
lisls throughout the world have debunked the concept and declared
that it has very limited value. Recently, bourgeois academic apolo-
gists (the likes of Stanford’s Shockley and Berkeley’s Jensen) have
attempted to generate a genetically-based theory of racial inferior-
ily as an ideological attempt to rationalize the current attacks on
nationally oppressed people in the U.S.A. In turn, Black academics
like Francis Cress Welsing (formerly of Howard University) have
developed genetically-based theories of Black superiority and white
inferiority .

The materialist approach to this question is the opposite of this
garbage. The key concept here is racism and not race, hence the
cutting edge is not biology, but ideology. Racism is used to ration-
alize the basic conditions of economic exploitation and political
oppression. It is only in this way that it is possible to know all of
the victims of racism. This includes the entire working class be-
cause a divided class is a weak class. Racism hurts white workers
as well as those nationally oppressed.

Moreover, Marxist-Leninists hold that the basic categories for
understanding the historical identity of Black people, as with all
people, are the concepts of class and nation. These two concepts



38 39

sum up the basic historically developed relations that people have can.’ No matter where we may be irom, we are first of all and fi-
with each other. The most fundamental one in every society is nally Africans. Africans. Africans. Africans.” -
class. As all societies develop from primitive communalism—until As materialists, our view of this is based on the actual conditions
they reach the stage of classless communism—there is a fundamen- and actions of people and not simply what they say. The concrete

tal contradiction manifested in the struggle between an oppressed historical motion of the Afro-_American people clearly reveals an
class and the ruling class, and there is always struggle between the Afro-American national identity rooted in oppression and exploita-

exploiters and laborers, class struggle. In some cases, particu- tion and affirmed in struggle for democratic rights and socialism.

larly the case of colonized oppressed nations, there is the task of In sum, the philosophical basis of Pan Africanism is idealism and
national liberation in which the entire oppressed nation becomes metaphysics, while dialectical materialism is the basis of Marxism-
the key historical category. However, even in this case, since we Leninism. One is the world view of the bourgeoisie, the other the
know that emerging within the fight for national liberation is the proletariat.
class struggle over its leadership and direction, class struggle is the Pan Africanism in the U.S. is an application of these philosophi-
key strategic link to the future—to the advance toward socialism cal positions, and leads to doomsday prophecy, or empty bombast,
and communism. This is the lesson of the Chinese revolution, and about race war, or, if it leads to struggle at all, separate (though
the lessons (both positive and negative) of all movements for inde- perhaps parallel) fights by thie masses of Black and white people.
pendence, national liberation, and socialist revolution in Africa. Specifically, this means that with the Pan Africanist position, you
A second question that must be raised here is: “‘How has history have the following: Africa is for the African at home (meaniiig in
developed?” In regard to Afro-Americans, Pan Africanism negates Africa) and abroad (including the U.S.). The overall strategy for
historical change in two major ways: it maintains that they are this is a Black United Front led by a Black mass political party.
Africans as they have always been, and that Africa is the focus of Again, the statements of Carmichael are a good Hlustration of this:
the struggle of black people all over the world and it has always
been. This view relegates the historical struggles of Afro-Amer- “When we say the African Revolution, we mean Africans scat-
ican people to being misguided and misinformed, because the tered all over the world are to be involved in the same process
goal has been to transform this country into a just society at the same time.
for all people and not primarily to transform Africa. It “If you accept Pan Africanism then it means that you must

nave an all-Black party in the United States . . . that is a tactic.

must negate the obvious changes in the material existence of Afro- - .
What we are struggling for is to see if we can agree on a common

American people (idealism) in order to pull off this static conten- o . - DV . .
tion that the problem is the same as it has always been (metaphy- objective (the liberation and unification of Africa) which all of
sics). us will channel our energies toward. Then we will work out spe-

Of course, from a Marxist-Leninist standpoint, the world is con- cific tactics.”
stantly changing, the new replacing the old. There is a fundamen-
tal difference between an African slave wanting to escape slavery
and return home and an Afro-American worker seeking to make a
better life at home. Afro-Americans are a distinct people, and not
primarily African. Any attempt to disregard this is like the ostrich
who buries his head in the sand. He leaves his butt exposed to dan-
ger though he doesn’t know it, because his head is in the dark.

A popular slogan that gets at the heart of this philosophical ideal-
ism is “We are an African People.” Popularized in the early 1970s
around the Congress of Afrikan People led by Imamu Amiri
Baraka, this slogan summed up the position that was being taken
by Pan Africanists on the identity of Black people in the U.S. This
slogan is based on the belief that consciousness determines being,
while the Marxist-Leninist view is the opposite, that being deter-
mines consciousness. In other words, saying something is supposed
to be magic. Here’s how Carmichael puts it: “One of the most im-
portant things we must now begin to do, is to call ourselves ‘Afri-

Black people all over the world, as all the world’s people, are in-
volved in the same worldwide struggle to destroy oppression and
exploitation, but this is not the same in every concrete situation.
On the African continent, while each specific country has specific
conditions for its struggle, the general struggle has a national demo-
cratic character which, if led by the working class and its party, is
the first stage leading to the socialist revolution. On the other hand,
in the U.S. Black people are, in the main, part of the single U.S.
working class and are engaged in a struggle for full democratic rights
and socialism. This is the difference between a one-stage and a two-
stage fight for socialism.

Also, this notion of a Black United Front and a Black political
party is divisive and reactionary because it would liquidate the re-
volutionary unity of the proletariat. In this sense, they are tactical
devices of bourgeois nationalism. The proletarian revolutionary
stand is that the United Front Against Imperialism is the strategic
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realignment of class forces under the leadership of the proletariat,
represented by the multi-national communist party, made up of
revolutionaries from all sections of society who take up and

fight for the stand and interests of the working class. Thus, the
strategic task is not to build a Black United Front, but the United
Front, of which the solid core is the revolutionary alliance of the
working class movement as a whole with the struggles of the op-
pressed nationalities.

These ideological differences can be clearly summed up by cri-
ticizing the contentions of George Padmore in his book Pan Afri-
canism or Communism. Padmore, a West Indian, joined the com-
munist movement in the U.S. and eventually played a leading role
in work undertaken by the Communist International (Comintern)
on issues involving Black people, especially Black workers and trade
unionists. He dropped out because of his line that the World War 2
worldwide united front to defend socialism in the Soviet Union and
defeat fascism was incorrect.

He held the view that Black people should fight for Africa first
(the “my people first” line) and began to negate proletarian inter-
nationalism with the bourgeois internationalist line of Pan African-
ism. His importance in the history of Pan Africanism is based on
his leading theoretical role in Pan Africanist student circles in pre-
WW2 London, in organizing the Fifth Pan African Conference in
1345, and in joining Nkrumah in Ghana as his advisor on African
affairs.

Padmore makes three basic ideological errors that have historical
precedents in the international communist movement and that are
often supported by Pan Africanist forces in the U.S. today:

(1) Padmore does not base his views on a thoroughgoing class
analysis. While he was in the communist movement his book Life
and Struggle of Negro Toilers (1931) was a significant summation
of conditions faced by Black workers. However, his defection to
a consolidated Pan Africanist view mystified classes and class strug-
gle under the concept of nation. This in essence cuts the revolu-
tionary heart out of the African struggle and reduces the fight for
new democracy (national liberation struggle led by the working
class) to “old” democracy (led by the bourgeoisie).

(2) Padmore held the Kautskyite position of regarding imperial-
ism as a policy and not the outcome of the laws that govern the
capitalist mode of production when it develops to its monopoly
stage. It is not unexpected, then, that he would issue an appeal
(like those of the early Pan African Congresses) to the major im-
perialist forces to turn over a new leaf, admit their errors of “Gudge-
ment,” and replace their imperialist schemes with a benevolent
“Marshall plan” for Africa. He claimed that this would provide a
payoff fqr imperialist powers because at least Africa would not go
communist.
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This is a totally incorrect and opportunist line that turns reality
on its head. The fact is that imperialism, as the highest stage of
capitalist development, develops independent of the will of any
apecific capitalist forces. Neither can imperialism be defeated un-
less its roots are dug out of the ground which means the destruc-
tion of capitalism itself.

A contemporary Pan Africanist line will illustrate how this emer-
ges in practice. In Detroit, the major production center of the
automobile industry, a Pan Africanist group joined in the fight
against U.S. corporations in South Africa. This was a good thing.
However, the line they put forward did not advance the struggle.
As good Pan Africanists they maintained that, while it was neces-
sary to protest the policies of the auto corporations in South Africa,
it wasn’t necessary to link this up with the fight against these same
imperialists in the U.S.—especially in Detroit! Here they united
with petty politicians like Congressman Diggs who takes a progres-
sive posture on South Africa but the reverse on the U.S. The gene-
ral ideological error of Pan Africanism is combining two into one
(incorrectly equating the struggles of African and Afro-American
peoples). The specific error in this case was mechanically negating
the dialectical unity of fighting against the same specific corpora-
tions (mainly General Motors, Ford and Chrysler) on two fronts and
linking these fronts.

(3) The other major error Padmore makes is in denying the uni-
versal validity of Marxism-Leninism. This leads to calling for in-
digenous African forms of ideology, politics and organization. More-
over, it attacks communism as a threat to Africa because it would
simply be replacing one ‘“foreign master” (colonialist and imperial-
ist countries) with another (socialist countries, especially—at that
time—the Soviet Union). This line not only distorts the class strug-
gle on a worldwide scale, but leaves the door open for the line that
what unites these cotintries is white racial unity against Black peo-
ple. The experience of the Chinese revolution destroys this line,
unless you take the patently absurd position that because the
Chinese uphold Marxism-Leninism (a ‘“white” ideology) then they
must be considered white as well.

Further lessons by negative example can easily be drawn from
the revisionists and Trotskyites. The revisionist CP, USA (see re-
view of Henry Winston’s book Strategy for a Black Agenda in the
August, 1974 issue of Revolution) throws the baby out with the
wash by viewing Pan Africanism in an undialectical way. It’s all
bad to them, at least at this point, because it hasn’t so far led the
Alrican countries to place themselves under the wing of the Soviet

Union. This line is being carried out by the group they dominate,
NAISCAL (National Anti-Imperialist Solidarity Committee With
African Liberation). On the other hand, given the escalation of the
predatory plans of the Soviet Union, this might reverse and result
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in the opposite, an attempt to coopt Pan Africanism—and perhaps
a contest with U.S. imperialism in these efforts at cooption. Al-
ready the CP promotes Nkrumah and certainly has no principled
objections to Pan Africanism or to bourgeois nationalism generaily,
which it constantly promotes.

This position of unprincipled unity is today taken by Troskyites,
and venerally reflects their unholy alliance with bourgeois national-
ism in the U.S. The Socialist Workers Party (SWP) swallows Pan
Africanism whole and declares it is consistent with their phony
brand of Marxism. So it is not surprising that several major Pan
Africanist theoreticians have Trotskyite backgrounds, e.g., C.L.R.
James (author of Black Jacobins and A History of Pan African
Revolt). In sum, the lines of both the revisionists and Trotskyites
on Pan Africanism, as on everything else, are thoroughly opportun-
ist, and act to discredit Marxism—though perhaps not more effec-
tively than recent converts to dogmatism—among people concerned
with the liberation of black people in Africa and in the U.S.

REVOLUTION VERSUS REACTION

The political conseguences of Pan Africanism in the U.S. today
represent the actual results of the theoretical and historical deve-
lopments summarized earlier. And the struggle between commun-
ism and Pan Africanism will emerge over concrete issues.

It is on the basis of these concrete issues that the two ideological
and political lines will sharpen, and definite lines of demarcation be
drawn. The main thing is that this should be done with a correct
style of work, based on the application of Marxism-Leninism and
the mass line, to cure the illness and save tie patient.

A major result of Pan Africanism is how it has provided “cover”
for the further penetration of Africa’by the U.S. imperialist class.
The line that Afro-Americans are ‘“‘really” Africans enables lackeys
of the imperialists to operste openly in Africa and make U.S. im-
perialism more palatable. This had a recent manifestation when
Andrew Young, chief spokesman for U.S. imperialism in the U.N.,
was greeted with the salutation brother when he entered the Secur-
ity Council. Though it was probably done with tongue in cheek,
it was portrayed in the media in such a way that Afro-Americans
and all of the American people could have been misled into be-
lieving that in spite of the superpower policies of U.S. imperialism
this Afro-American voice of the U.S. government could have
close fraternal ties with Africans.

This brotherhood rap has alsc led to proposals for “dual citizen-
ship” by which Afro-Americans would be able to maintain their
U.S. citizenship and also become citizens of an African country.
This proposal was agreed to by at least Liberia and Uganda. One
exponent of this is Jesse Jackson of PUSH. In a typical slick rhetor-
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ical way he summed up his views on this dual citizenship proposal
with this quip: “Let’s start shippin’, and stop lippin’.”” This reveals
his class essence, because he was not referrmg to an emigrationist
scheme, but capltahst trade relations in which Black entrepreneurs
profit by positing themselves as middle men in trade between Afri-
can countries and U.S. corporations. Of course this profit is at the
expense of African people, with the lion’s share going to the im-
perialists.

This kind of thing has become a familiar appeal in several major
Pan Africanist publications in which the major corporations openly
call on Black college students and others to apply for work to see
the world, especially Africa. Of course, all of this would happen
while in the employ of a General Motors, IBM, or a Gulf Oil. More
pointedly, in the Black Collegian, published in New Orleans with a
large national circulation, every major federal agency runs large ads,
including the armed forces and the CIA! It is no surprise that the
editor of this publication, a long-time activist in the Congress of
Afrikan People, has been a major voice in the Pan Africanist attacks
on Marxism over the last few years.

Another way that this penetration takes place is in the realm of
culture. With this idealist view that Afro-Americans are African,
and that in essence Afro-American culture is the same as African
culture, the export of degenerate culture with a black face from
the U.S. is rationalized as being simply African culture. This
is not only an essential idleological gimmick to sell nroducts on the
African market-—‘soul” records sell for four times as much as here,
while consumers in undeveloped areas are convinced to buy shoes
with 3-inch soles to walk in sand, etc. But this also serves to weaken
African society with decadent bourveo1s values (do your own
thing, the use of drugs sexual degeneracy, etc.). The youth wing
of the leading party in Tanzania recently passed a resolution to op-
pose the importation of this type of culture, much of which enters
via the U.S. information broadcasts and libraries and State Depart-
ment sponsored tours!

The most direct and sinister way that this comes down is the use
of Pan Africanism to justify the recruitment of Black mercenaries
to fight in Africa on the side of reaction in unity with the South
African fascist forces. This occurred during the recent Angola cri-
sis when Roy Innis of CORE (whose official magazine is also filled
with ads from the major corporations) openly recruited Black Viet-
nam veterans to join his scheme to serve the U.S. as superpower
contention heated up. Innis got authority and a cover to do this
based on participation in the OAU summit in 1973 where he was
made part of the official Ugandan delegation which put forward a
racially based Pan Africanist line. Although subsequent events and
superpower contention brought some parting of ways between In-
nis and Idi Amin, this shows that Pan Africanism as an ideology is
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a weapon that can be wielded by reactionaries of varying allegiances.

Another major political consequence is the roadblock Pan Afri-
canism creates in diverting Black students away from their mili-
tant history of struggle. While the current political and economic
crisis in the U.S. has a major impact on education by financial cut-
backs, there are still nearly one million Black people in post-secon-
dary education in the U.S., and over two million in the high schools.
Out of the 1960s the Black studies movement became a militant
battleground for the democratic right to a quality education, and as
such, the struggles were “schools for war” (in some respects much
like Lenin’s analysis of strikes for the working class).

The general cover of Pan Africanism allows the school officials
to better muddy the water so that students will get discouraged and
disinterested. Most importantly it will disengage them from strug-
gle. One ploy has been to recruit Africans and West Indians who
had previously been government bureaucrats of one sort of another
to run programs. (This should not be confused with the progres-
sive forces from Africa and the West Indies whose presence is good
in that the students are exposed to struggles in other parts of the
world and are then more likely to develop good international aware-
ness.) Another is to make the curriculum dull and academic, and
focused mainly on Africa, ignoring or minimizing the objective need
to have the U.S. and the struggles of Afro-American people the main
focus of study.

Within the Black studies movement, Pan Africanism has led to a
new international petty bourgeois elite, and reflects elitist disregard
for the task of analyzing the historical experience and present day
reality of Afro-Americans and helping to solve the concrete pro-
blems they face today. These new ‘‘leaders” have found satanic
fellowship with all varieties of bourgeois nationalist forces in Afri-
ca, and openly express their desire to rid the Black movement of
Marxist-Leninists. However, most of these people are very insecure
in their positions as the cutbacks in education are often only one
memo away from eliminating them as well. So, one of the positive
developments is that they are forced to provide speakers on Afri-
can liberation as a legitimating device to satisfy the hunger students
have for something relevant to their lives and their desire to change
the world. Of course they hope students in turn will protect their
jobs. While it is only a minority who are consolidated to a totally
bankrupt line, at this point this minority plays aleading role in the
Black studies movement.

But it must be made absolutely clear that all of the political con-

sequences of Pan Africanism are not negative. There are aspects of ~

the Pan Africanist movement that are positive and have contributed
to struggle. Pan Africanism has led to the mobilization of people
in support of African liberation, provided increased awareness of
U.S. imperialism in Africa and promoted the will to fight it. This
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is clearly the case when we examine the impact of Pan Africanism
on the militant Black youth, and some Black workers. But, since
the essence of Pan Africanism is bourgeois ideology, the develop-
ment of this movement and the consolidation of forces within it
can tum into its opposite and become a force for reaction.

This is the main reason that a correct dialectical approach is ne-
cessary, to divide the good from the bad in the Pan Africanist move-
ment, in the course of struggle building higher levels of unity
around revolutionary principles. When people are in struggle, the-
ory can be taken up in a lively way, with rapid shifts and leaps in
consciousness. In this context a determined fight must be waged
against the consolidated bourgeois forces, while uniting in actual
battles with the struggling masses and helping them to sum up their
experiences and repudiate incorrect views.

COMMUNISM OR PAN AFRICANISM?

The general objective of this article was to raise the question
which road to Black liberation and socialist revolution, Pan Afri-
canism or communism. In the sphere of theory, Pan Africanism
is a bankrupt bourgeois trend that will retard revolutionary action,
but in the practical battles of the Afro-American masses it
can be a spark of struggle and in this limited way contribute to the
overall movement. So our approach to Pan Africanism must be
iwo sided.

As a consolidated line it represents the bourgeoisie and must be
isolated, defeated, and thrown on the junk heap of history. At
every point a clear line of demarcation must be made between Pan
Africanism and Marxism-Leninism. As a stimulant to mass strug-
gle it serves a positive historical purpose and insofar as the Pan-
Africanist movement takes up tue struggle against imperialism it
has a progressive role to play and should be united with. Through
the course of the struggle against imperialism many forces who are
influenced by Pan Africenism but not wholly consolidated to it
can be won over to a revolutionary road with the correct applica-
tion of the mass line, and by practicing unity-criticism-unity.

On the international scale, Pan Africanism can be a positive force
if it contributes to the united front against the superpowers. But
the struggle is sharpening up in Africa, particularly southern Africa,
and becoming more complicated. It is especially complicated be-
cause in many cases there is the task of overthrowing reactionaries
in the U.S. camp while also defeating the “wizard of Oz” social-
imperialists, who can bribe opportunist elements or mislead honest
forces into vacillating on opposing their superpower hegemonic
plans, Pan Africanism as an ideology won’t provide the answers to
these complex problems because it fails to correctly and concrete-
ly analyze the forces at work. It does not base itself on the analy-
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sis of different class forces within Africa, or on the fact that Africa
is not an undifferentiated whole but a continent divided into
countries facing some common problems but also different condi-
tions. It also has no clear analysis of the nature of different coun-
tries, including the Soviet Union. Clearly Pan Africanism cannot
lead the struggle for liberation in Africa.

And while Pan Africanism may help propel some people in the
U.S. into the struggle to support the African liberation movements,
it fundamentally leads away from broadening and solidifying mass
support for these struggles. This is because it negates the actual
material basis for unity between the struggles of the people here
and those in Africa. As has been pointed out this unity is not ba-
sed on all black people being “one African People” but on common
struggle against the common oppressor and exploiter, imperialism.
This is true even though Afro-Americans do have roots in Africa
and this does provide some basis of support for struggles there,
but not the fundamental basis. This Pan Africanist line weakens
struggle and support among Afro-American people as well as among
the masses of American people as a whole.

Nonetheless, the fight for socialism in this country will be joined
by people who have fought on many fronts. In the course of this
many people will make a leap to revolutionary consciousness
through ideological struggle and theoretical study. The most pro-
mising seedbed for this development is in the heat of mass struggle,
where honest fighters come to the fore and can be recognized more
easily and united with. This is the case with Pan Africanist move-
ment, and this is the positive approach that communists should
have toward militant fighters who emerge within it.

Pan Africanism is a deadend but it can be a meaningful begin-
ning. If it is left to its own development, as with all spontaneous
movements, it will degenerate and sink into the cesspool of wild
utopian schemes. When communists step forward, unite with pro-
gressive militant fighters, win them over to a correct revolutioanry
line using the democratic process of persuasion, then it can be a
beginning by which the ranks of the revolutionary movement will
be swelled and the decisive hour of proletarian revolution will be
that much closer.
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Reformist and Revoiutionary
Views of Capitalist Crisis
A Critique of “New Marxism”

MFZ.
The following is the first of two articles on this subject—Ed.

In the past several years, while growing numbers of class con-
scious workers are taking up the struggle to grasp Marxist political
economy to be more scientific and effective revolutionaries, inter-
est in Marxism has increased significantly among younger econo-
mists and other academics in the United States. The bankruptcy
and apologetic character of bourgeois economics is becoming in-
creasingly obvious with the actual development of society—espe-
cially the war in Vietnam and the present deepening economic cri-
sis, with the popular movements and the increasingly class conscious
struggle of the U.S. working class itself rising in society. Many
radicals of the 1960s are increasingly being drawn to Marxism as
the basis for analyzing society. Others newly involved in struggle
are also studying Marx.

Ten years ago there were virtually no courses in Marxism in any
cconomics department in the United States. Today several univer-
sities have graduate programs in political economy, thousands of
undergraduates study Marx at dozens of colleges, and a growing
number of books, articles and academic journals are devoted to in-
terpreting and applying Marxism to contemporary developments.
Even Paul Samuelson, preeminent bourgeois apologist among eco-
nomists, has been compelled to include a discussion of Marx in
recent editions of his basic freshman college text, Economics,’
if only to try to show that Marx was all wrong.

Overall, the direction towards Marxism among academics is an
advance. If provides a basis for deeper and broader discussion
among the petty bourgeoisie about the nature of capitalism, the
role of the working class and the course of revolution. It helps
make it possible to draw broader sections of the petty bourgeoisie
to the side of the working class in developing scientific theory and
in more conscious active struggle around social conditions. But
like everything else, this development is not a straight line oy a:-
vance. It is and must be filled with back and forth struggie.

1 Samuelson, Paul A., Economics, McGraw-Hill.
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Marxism is not just a set of “good ideas,” much less an intellec-
tual curiosity about which one can say anything at all. Marxism
is the science of the working class, a scientific concentration of the
history of society and of the daily experience and historic tasks of
the working class. Marxism is a weapon and tool for the working
class, necessary to show the material basis of class struggle, social
decay, crisis and war, necessary to guide the class struggle to its
necessary and inevitable conclusion, the overthrow and final elimin-
ation of capitalism, of class society. Only with the compass of
Marxism, the scientific summation of class struggle and social
development, is it possible for the working class to seize power, to
exercise conscious political rule, continue to revolutionize ihe re-
lations of production, continue to develop the forces of production
and finally to annihilate the last vestiges of the bourgeoisie and
bring all humanity into classless society, communism, free of all
exploitation and oppression. .

Marxism is the basis of political economy because political
economy—genuinely scientific, as opposed to bourgeois, political
economy—analyzes capitalism in order to guide the working class
in its revolutionary struggle. It is therefore hardly surprising that
since Marx first systematized it Marxism has been the subject of
intense debate, reflecting sharp class struggle, continuing until to-
day. The bourgeoisie has attacked it consistently, at times open-
ly, at times in more subtle ways, by advancing ‘““interpretations”
which claim to be Marxist but which tear the revolutionary heart
out of Marxism and leave behind a harmless pap of reformism
really based on bourgeois theories and petty bourgeois aspira-
tions.

As the economic crisis intensifies, world war comes closer, and
the political rule of the bourgeoisie is more and more widely call-
ed into question, and as the revolutionary movement of the work-
ing class develops in the midst of these conditions, the bourgeoi-
sie will throw this revisionism and reformism at the workers
movement to destroy it, all in the name of Marxism, Marxism-
Leninism and the best interests of the working class.

It is in this context that the recent resurgence of interest in
Marxism among academics must be analyzed. As the petty bour-
geoisie approaches the science of Marxism, it spontaneously tends
to confuse it, bring preconceived ideas and bourgeois methods in-
to it, and often ends up turning Marxism upside down. On this
basis a number of would-be Marxists end up with wrong political
conclusions and despite themselves turn out to be new apologists
for the bourgeoisie. They make such a hash of Marx that they,
and often those who try to learn from them, ultimately give up
on Marxism altogether as errant nonsense. However honest their
intentions, the work of many of the newly emerging ‘“Marxist
economists” in the United States generally and spontaneously
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stands as so much ammunition for the bourgeoisie to use against
the working class.

This situation is hardly surprising in the United States (much
the same is true for most capitalist countries today), where, for over
20 years and until very recently, there has been no communist
party leading the working class towards revolution. There was a
considerable period when there was no serious and significant at-
lempt to apply the science of Marxism, and political economy in
particular, to develop a deeper understanding of the workings of
advanced capitalism in the United States. The formation of the
Revolutionary Communist Party, USA and the beginning devel-
opment of a revolutionary workers movement in this country lay
the basis for making advances in applying scientific political econ-
omy to our own situation. To do this we have to be good at ex-
posing and discarding sham Marxism while striving for a scientific
grasp of monopoly capitalism, as well as its particular features in
the U.S. In this way, the struggle of the working class can be-
come more conscious and clearly aimed at proletarian revolution,
and many academics attracted to the study of Marxism can be won
to the side of the working class.

1

The current economic crisis has been tiie subject of many arti-
cles by the “new Marxists,” and has led to new investigations in-
to the theory of capitalist crisis. One of the most widely known
and influential of these articles is by Raford Boddy and James
Crotty.? It is typical of the kind of problems waich arise in the
new trend toward Marxism, and an examination of its major
points will help not only to expose its erroneous basis but to gain
a firmer foundation in the actual principles of Marxist political
cconomy and its application to the U.S. today.

Boddy /Crotty try to base themselves in Marx. “We believe
that the key to understanding both macro-economic policy and
business cycles in the post-war era is still to be found in Marx’s
theory of the dynamics of the cycle in competitive capital-
ism . ..”3 But they go on to explain this theory in terms of a “prof-
it squeeze’’ which occurs as the capitalist economy expands in a
boom period. In economic expansion unemployment falls and
this “strengthens the bargaining position of the working class in
its labor market confrontation with capital. This allows workers
Lo struggle successfully for higher real wages and a larger share of

total income, thus squeezing profits towards the peak of the
2
Boddy, R. and Crotty, J., “Class Conflict, Keynesian Policies, and the Business Cycle,”
Monthly Review, Vol. 26, No. 5, October 1974.

3 Ibid, p. 2.
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boom.”* Then, they say, the fall in profit rates brings the boom
to a halt and the crisis begins. To Boddy/Crotty, the decline in
profits is just a mirror reflection of a rise in real wages.

In an attempt to root this in Marx, they quote:

“If the quantity of unpaid labor supplied by the working
class, and accumulated by the capitalist class, increases so
rapidly that its conversion into capital requires an extraor-
dinary addition of paid labor, then wages rise, and, all other
circumstances remaining equal, the unpaid labor diminishes
in proportion. But as soon as the diminution touches the point
at which the surplus labor that nourishes capital is no long-
er supplied in normal quantity, a reaction sets in: a smaller
part of revenue is capitalized, accumulation lags, and the
movement of rise in wages receives a check. The rise of wag-
es is therefore confined within limits that not only leave in-
tact the foundations of the capitalist system, but also secure
its reproduction on a progressive scale.”®

What Marx means here is that when the accumulation of capi-
tal accelerates, and the economy expands rapidly, a large number
of workers have to be hired; then wages will rise and overall the
ratio of paid labor to unpaid labor—or, translated into money
terms, wages to profit (surplus value)—will go up. But the very
workings of the capitalist system—the fact that capital is exactly
the means of exploiting human labor power and that capitalist ac-
cumulation means the appropriation of the unpaid labor of others
—works to offset such a tendency for wages to rise, so that wages
are, as Marx says, “confined within limits’ that serve the accumu-
lation of greater unpaid labor.

Boddy /Crotty miss the essence of this, but taking off from
what they believe to be a basis in Marx, they present data which
indicate that real wages rise during economic expansions, and rise
faster than productivity in boom periods. They show that the
corporate profits after taxes fall during the boom. Their conclu-
sion is that “these variations in wage rates provide some informa-
tion on the source of the noted profit squeeze . . . the resultant
decline in the profit rate is thus directly attributable to labor
‘problems.’ ’6 (emphasis added) In other words, crisis is brought
about by the workers securing higher wages during a boom.
What’s this?! Is it really Marx, or is it the Wall Street Journal?
Could they both be saying the same thing since they’re both talk-

4 Ipid, p. 3.

5 Ibid, quoting Karl Marx, Capital, Vol. 1, New York, International Publishers, 1967, |

p. 620; Boddy/Crotty, p. 3.
8 ibid, p. 8.
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ing about capitalism, and facts are facts?

Whatever their intentions, Boddy and Crotty have “applied”
Marx to defeat Marxism and strike a blow against the working
class. Their line objectively merges with that of the traitorous
trade union heads who call on the workers to sacrifice to help
“golve’’ the crisis.

Even the extensive quote from Capital reproduced above de-
fonts Boddy/Crotty, and shows they have the theory turned on
Its head. It is not a change in wages which moves the business cy-
¢le. Market conditions of supply and demand are not the
“sou_rce” of crisis. Here Marx says ‘“the rise in wages is confined
within limits that . . . secure [capitalism’s] reproduction on a
progressive scale.” Crisis is not confined within the limits of wag-
N, Wages themselves are confined within limits. What are these
“llmits”’? They are the laws governing the accumulation of capi-
tal, the law of value discovered and elaborated by Marx through-
out his work to show that crisis and proletarian revolution are
necossary features of capitalism and arise from the very heart of
oapltalism itself, the creation and accumulation of surplus value
in commodity production.

Overall, the argument presented by Boddy and Crotty to ex-
plain crisis rests on two points. First, if production is unprofit-
able 1t will cease, there will be general unemployment and the
urluls will continue until conditions of profitability are restored.
Hocond, and the essential distinguishing point of their argument
In tho one we have touched on already—that changes in profitabil-
Iy are conditioned by changes in wages, so that as wages rise
more rapidly than productivity profits are “squeezed” and pro-
duotion is curtailed.

"The hoeart of this argument is that crisis has its origin in the
way products are distributed in society. It says that if the work-
oM gel “"too much” there will be “too little” for the capitalists,
who won’t find it worthwhile to pay for continued production
beeause they're not getting enough out of the deal.

Thin I8 i argument which has been around for 150 years, first
presentod by one of the most sophisticated bourgeois political econ-
omists who over lived, David Ricardo. He too thought it was essen-
Hal to conmider conditions of profitability, and answered those at the
time who worried how the capitalists could ever seli all the things
whioh were being produced by saying:

", ., thoro is no limit to demand—no limit to the employ-
ment of capital while it yields any profit, and that however
abundant capital may become, tnere is no other adequate
mason fora fall of profit but a rise in wages . . . 7 (emphasis

’ Quatmi in Marx, Thaeorivs of Surplus Value, Part 2, p. 527.
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added)

Boddy and Crotty have different reasons to explain the rise in
wages, emphasizing the class struggle instead of Ricardo’s focus
on the (supposed) declining productivity of land (which would
mean a rise in the price of necessities and hence of wages), but
whatever the reasons for a change in wages, the theory is essential-
ly the same.

This theory was analyzed by Marx, who pointed out:

“It rests on the false assumption that the rate of surplus
value and the rate of profit are identical, that therefore a
fall in the rate of profit is identical with a fall in the rate
of surplus value . . .8

In fact all profit is surplus value, value created by living labor in
the course of production which produces a value greater than the
value of the labor power the workers sell to their employers. For
society as a whole, the total profit, no matter what shape it may
assume (including rents and interest and the revenues of govern-
ment, financial and other unproductive sectors of the economy),
is the money form of the total surplus value created in produc-
tion. As Marx put it, “The mass of profit equals the mass of sur-
plus value,” but the rate of profit is not the same as the rate of
surplus value—a crucial point, as we shall see.

Ricardo, as most bourgeois economists before Marx, under-
stood that labor was the source of all value, but they did not un-
derstand the mechanism by which value was created and appro-
priated as profit. While correctly seeing that living labor was the
only creator of value, they incorrectly said that living labor was
the only thing that contributed value to a commodity, thereby
ignoring the fact that constant capital (raw materials, plant and
equipment, etc.) contributes value to a commodity insofar as the
constant capital is used up in production. (The value of the con-
stant capital has its ultimate origin in the living labor required to
produce it, but this value is merely transferred to its product in
whose production it is constant capital.)

Because Ricardo did not understand the role of constant capi-
tal in production, he wrote, *“The labor of a million men in manu
factures will always produce the same value,”® to which Marx
responds:

“This is quite wrong. The value of the product of a mil-
lion men does not depend solely on their labor but also on

8 ibid, p. 439.
9 Ibid, p. 538.
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the value of the capital with which they work; it will thus
vary considerably, according to tiie amount of the already
produced productive forces with which they work.”” 10

Ricardo and the bourgeois economists did not understand how
value was produced, also, because they did not understand the
distinction between labor and labor power. Marx was the first to
show that the worker sells labor power, the ability to do work, as
a commodity to the capitalists, and that this commodity has the
unique property that in its use (the act of working) it creates val-
ue beyond its own value. On this basis, it is possible to see how
surplus value is produced in the very act of creating value in pro-
duced commodities.

Because Ricardo and the bourgeois economists did not under-
stand how value was produced, they could not trace the origins
of profit, and so could not understand why profit would grow or
decline. To them, profit was represented by the share of the total
product which went to the capitalists, compared with the share
which went to the workers. The rate of profit became the
amount of profit measured against the total output, rather than
the amount of profit measured against the total outlay of capital
necessary to produce that profit.

The rate of surplus value, or rate of exploitation, is measured
by the ratio s/v, the ratio of the surplus value produced to the
variable capital laid out, from which the surplus value arises. On
the other hand, bourgeois economists understand the total output
to be divided between the share received by the capitalists, s, and
the share going to the workers, v. On this basis, especially those
bourgeois economists who share Ricardo’s analysis measure the
rate of profit in relation to the total output, so that the only
thing which can drive down the rate of profit (by which they
mean the share going to capitalists) is a change in the share of
output going to the workers, a reduction in the rate of exploita-
tion.

But the scientific formulation of the rate of profit is in rela-
tion to the total capital outlay, s/c+v. Here we can see that the
way production is carried out, reflected in the proportion of the
total outlay that goes to constant capital as opposed to variable
capital (measured by the “organic composition of capital,” ¢/v),
influences the rate of profit because constant capital creates no
value.

Only variable capital—or the exchange of it for labor power
and the use of that labor power—creates value, and as the organic
composition of capital changes with the development of produc-
tion, so that variable capital is a smaller part of total capital out-

10 bid, p. 538.
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lay, the basis on which profits can arise shrinks in proportion to
the total capital advanced. This creates the framework in which
class struggle over wages takes place.

The fact that constant capital increases in relation to variable
capital tends to create a “superabundance” of workers which
weakens their ability to struggle for higher wages. This, in addition
to the general fact that the capitalists own the means of produc-
tion and the workers must sell their labor power, shows that it is
production that dominates distribution (the amount of the total
social production that goes to different classes), not distribution
that dominates production.

Boddy/Crotty present data on factor shares (the share of the
total income of society going to the two “factors of production,”
labor and capital) to substantiate their thesis that in the boom
wages rise at the expense of profits. Their procedure, which suf-
fers from the theoretical problems of confusion of the rate of sur-
plus value with the rate of profit, is all the more inappropriate be-
cause they take bourgeois categories as reflections of Marxist cat-
egories. Supposing that one wanted to measure the rate of sur-
plus value, s/v, it would be wrong to take measured industrial
profit as surplus value, and wrong to take the total amount paid
out in wages as the sole measure of variable capital. Yet this is
what Boddy /Crotty do.

Surplus value appears in a variety of money forms. Profits in
manufacturing is only one such form. Taxes, rents, interest, the
total receipts of insurance companies, as well as wages paid to un-
productive workers throughout the economy, to name only some,
are all money forms of surplus value created by productive labor.

Furthermore, the fact that wages are rising does not necessarily
mean that the value of labor power is rising. As Marx pointed
out:

“In prolonging the working day the capitalist may pay
higher wages and still lower the value of labor power, if the
rise in wages does not correspond to the greater amount of
labor extracted, and the quicker decay of the laboring pow-
er thus caused. This may be done in another way. Your
middle-class statisticians will tell you, for instanece, that the
average wages of factory families in Lancashire have risen.
They forget that instead of the labor of the man, the head
of the family, his wife and perhaps three or four children
are now thrown under the juggernaut wheels of capital, and
the rise of the aggregate wages does not correspond to the
aggregate surplus labor extracted from the family.

“Even within the limits of the working day . . . by in-
creasing the intensity of labor, a man may be made to ex-
pend as much vital force in one hour as he formerly did in
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two .. .71

The lengthening of the working day, the introduction into the
work force of several members of a family, and the intensification
of labor are all very much present today as attacks on the working
class. Bourgeois statistics, reflecting bourgeois categories, totally
ignore the basic social relations in production as reflected by the
concept of value. These statistics can never be used directly to
trace the underlying movements of accumulation of capital.

In effect, Boddy and Crotty have only in view

. ..the quantitative determination of exchange
value, namely that it is the same as a definite quantity of
labor time, forgetting as against this the qualitative determi-
nant, that individual labor, through its separation, must be
represented as general abstract social labor.” 12

In other words, they liquidate the social content of labor’s rela-
tion to capital—the fact that it must sell its labor power (‘‘general
abstract social labor”’) to capital which exploits it in production
to accumulate surplus value—and thereby deny any basis for the
antagonistic inner contradiction of the capitalist mode of produc-
tion. These errors arise precisely because they depart from a sci-
entific approach to exploitation, surplus value and accumulation.
What they miss, in sum, is that, even while paying out more in
wages, the capitalist can lower the value of labor power and can
increase his surplus value in relation to variable capital, increase
the ratio of unpaid labor, the rate of exploitation.

Boddy and Crotty, like many other ‘“new Marxists,” recognize
that the rate of profit is key to analysis of crisis and capitalism in
general. But this doesn’t make one a Marxist. Even carrying out
the discussion in the language of Marxism, referring to rates of
surplus value and falling rates of profit, doesn’t suffice. (Boddy
and Crotty don’t do this, aside from their quote from Marx, but
many others do, including modern Soviet “political economists”
who have merely recreated a sloppy version of what Adam Smith
and Ricardo wrote, for the bourgeoisie, in much the same terms
200 years ago.)

The tendency of the rate of profit to fall is a key contradiction
of capitalism, but it is essential to understand how and why this
happens. Responding to Ricardo over 100 years ago, Marx wrote,

“The rate of profit falls, although the rate of surplus val-
ue remains the same or rises, because the proportion of vari-

1 Marx, Wages, Price and Profit, Peking Foreign Language Press Edition, p. 68.

12 Marx, Theories of Surplus Value, Part 2
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able capital to constant capital decreases with the develop-
ment of the productive powers of labor. The rate of profit
thus falls, not because labor becomes less productive, but
because it becomes more productive. Not because the work-
er is less exploited, but because he is more exploited . . .”’!3

In fact, the quote from Marx which Boddy and Crotty and a
host of others present as the representation of “Marx’s theory of
the dynamics of the cycle in competitive capitalism” is taken
from a chapter of Capital'* whose whole point is to show pre-
cisely that the organic composition of capital must rise, and that
this change in the way production is carried out generates the re-
serve army of the unemployed. In this context it is completely
correct to point out that the rate of exploitation has an effect on
the rate of profit, and that the ebbs and flows of the reserve army
have an influence on wages which in turn can influence profits.
But it must not be forgotten that these changes in wages and
market conditions arise from, have their “limits” set by, the laws
of capital accumulation. As Marx says in that very chapter:

“Tt is these absolute movements of the accumulation of
capital which are reflected as relative movements of the mass
of exploitable labor-power, and therefore seem produced by
the latter’s own independent movement. To put it mathe-
matically: the rate of accumulation is the independent, not
the dependent, variable; the rate of wages, the dependent,
not the independent, variable.””15

What Marx emphasizes above is that under capitalism labor is
dependent on capital, not vice versa, and specifically that the
numbers of workers who are employed, and linked to this the
wages of the workers, are determined by the accumulation of cap-
ital, are dependent on the conditions of profitability for the capi-
talist—and not the reverse. Thus, Marx notes that even when a
rise in wages occurs and has a downward influence on profits, ac-
cumulation slows, reducing the work force and exerting a down-
ward pressure on wages. Thus,

“The mechanism of the process of capitalist production
removes the very obstacles that it temporarily creates. The
price of labor falls again to & level corresponding with the
needs of the self-expansion of capital . ..’ 16

13 1bid, p. 439.

14 Marx, Capital, Vol. 1, Chapter 25, *“The General Law of Capitalist' Accumulation."”

15 Ipid, p. 620.
16 |big, p. 619.
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Turning this relationship upside down is a failing not only of
many openly bourgeois economists, but of many of the “new
Marxists”’ as well. Such errors in political economy lead very di-
rectly to important political errors in assessing class forces and
their relative strengths and weaknesses.

This comes out in the way Boddy and Crotty treat the role of
the capitalist state. While pointing to “Marx’s theory of the dy-
namics of the cycle in competitive capitalism,” they make sure
to note that:

“We do not intend to argue that there hias been no essen-
tial change since Marx’s day in the dynamics of the cycle.
Rather we want to strongly emphasize that the state,
through its monetary and fiscal operations, can and has
significantly altered the pattern of economic activity. The
business cycle of the postwar period has been determined
by the interaction of both private sector and state activi-
ties. Th1e7 postwar [WW2] cycle is political as well as econ-
omic.”

Evidently, the “‘essential change” is the introducticr of the
state into the economy in a capacity of would-be regulator. This
change, they are careful to point out, is an addition to, and not a
substitution for, the basic Marxist framework. But because they
are wrong about that framework, Boddy/Crotty and others who
work along these lines cannot successfully deal with the impor-
tant growth of state economic activity.

In discussing the role of macro-policy (government policy on
taxes and the level of expenditures), they say:

“Its function is to ensure that the altegnating pressures
for expansion and contraction emanating from the private
sector result in that cyclical pattern most conducive to long-
run profit maximization. The goal of macro-policy, in other
words, is not to eliminate the cycle but to guide it in the in-
terest of the capitalist class.” 8

The capitalist state, being the instrument of political rule of the
bourgeoisie, certainly approaches macro-policy “to guide it in the
interests of the capitalist class,”” and that certainly involves trying
to keep profits up. But without a clear understanding of the pro-
cess by which profit is accumulated, how are we to understand the
struggle within the bourgeoisie over these policies, and more im-
portant for the working class, which has no interest whatever in

17 Boddy/Crotty, op. cit., p. 2.
18 ypid, p. 1.
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soming up with those policies, how can we assess the likely im-
E.lﬂt of government policy on the course of accumulation, exploi-
tlon, orinin, ole.?

Rodidy /Crotty have a theory of profit—Ricardo’s, which has
bean dineussed nhove. In this theory, profits are a question of dis-
tethutton, and so the theory of the state as it relates to this ques-
tlon dluvelops as a theory of the impact of the state on distribu-
Hon, not on production. As Boddy and Crotty express it:

*In developing a class conflict theory within which to
interprot macro-policy, we have focused attention on ten-
denelow In the movement of real wages and factor shares
uver Lhe course of the typical postwar cycle.”19

"I'he state enters the picture as a lever on distribution to club
tlown Lhe workers and in particular to adjust the cycle to yield
approprinte levels of unemployment to discipline labor. They go
Into Lhin in some detail, based on the understanding that full em-
ployment creates the labor market conditions in which the work-
Ing elass can raise wages faster than productivity and thus threaten
profits, 'They pose and answer this question:

“Should the state, in the service of tie capitalist class,
inln for sizable yet steady rates of unemployment? We
think not |because] the rate of change of unemployment,
un well as the level and duration of unemployment, is a

fundamental determinant of labor confidence and militan-
R n?()
vy,

Boddy and Crotty pursue their class conflict theory to evaluate
Lhe recession in the U.S. economy towards the end of the Vietnam
war (1969-70) and the developments leading up to Nixon’s impo-
sibion of wage and price controls in August 1971, 1t is worth
tuoting them at length on this:

‘. .. asubstantial part of recent international and domes-
tic complications is directly or indirectly attributable to the
inabilily of American capital to pursue its standard cyclical
relaxation policies during the main war period.

“In 1969 the incoming administration began to deal with
its problems by means of a classic recessionary macro-poli-
Cy....

“What caused the administration to pull back from its
cyclical-relaxation policy and substitute the NEP,

9 1hid, p. 11.
20 thid, p. 10.
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with its wage-price controls? Restrictive policy was eased
in 1970 because its continuation would have led to a rate
of unemployment so high that it could not have been re-
duced to a politically acceptable level in time for the 1972
presidential election; because corporation profits, squeezed
first by five years of tight labor markets and then by the
initial impact of the recession, were in need of immediate
relief; and because the credit structure was under dangerous
pressure. . .

“On the one hand, the capitalists needed expansionary
macro-policy to stimulate short-run profits and investment
and to keep unemployment from rising too high. On the
other hand, they needed restrictive policy to kick interest
rates back up, to improve the trade balance, and to get la-
bor fully under control. By August 1971 there was simply
no combination of standard macro-policy tools which could
cope with all these contradictory pressures . . . The adminis-
tration’s response was the NEP.

“Was the emergence of wage-price controls in this period
only a temporary expedient occasioned by a temporary
conjunction of contradictions? We believe not. Rather it
signifies a deeper, more secular dilemma for U.S. capital.

“Reliance on the business cycle to discipline labor has
been a costly policy for American capitalism.” 21 (emphasis
added)

Here the business cycle is presented as a policy, something the
bourgeoisie controls and uses for its own profit-making purposes.
But Boddy and Crotty are obviously aware that ‘“pressures for ex-
pansion and contraction emanate from the private sector,” and
point out that ‘‘it should also be remembered that a capitalist
economy is inherently volatile.” 22 (emphasis added)

They describe a policy veset by conditions which are out of
control and which present contradictory signals in the framework
of their class-conflict theory. But because they are bound by an
incorrect theory of crisis, they cannot interpret or explore the
conditions which constrain policy; instead they are forced to in-
terpret the policy in light of the supposed needs of distribution.
They see that the imposition of controls was not a policy dictated
by the “temporary conjunction of contradictions’’ involved in the
immediate situation. So they up the ante and present the change
in policy as a long run strategic move on the part of the bourgeoi-
sie to find a less ‘‘costly policy” for disciplining labor.

Many people have objected to Boddy/Crotty at this point on

21 tbid, pp. 14-15.
22 \hid, p. 1.
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grounds that Boddy/Crotty present a voluntarist picture of the
bourgeoisie causing crisis through government policy, and there-
fore a bourgeoisie in control of the economy and able to do what
it wants to secure its interests.

Boddy/Crotty do give much too much freedom to the bourgeoi-
sie, but not because they believe the state causes crisis. They see
the crisis stemming from the private sector, not the state, and see
the state responding as best it can to the developments in the pri-
vate sector. There is government policy, and it does respond as
best it can to the conditions presented in society overall. But be-
cause they see the crisis arising in distribution, they focus on fac-
tor shares which to them can only be determined by ‘“‘class strug-
gle,” in which the working class has certain weapons (strikes, mili-
tancy, tight labor markets) and the bourgeoisie has certain weap-
ons (a controlled cycle, anti-strike legislation, wage controls).

The freedom incorrectly given the bourgeoisie is the “freedom”
to seek profits in the sphere of distribution without reference to
the conditions of production. Without a foundation in the theory
of value, they are incapable of analyzing the necessities imposed
on policy by the basic developments of the economy. They can
only share with the bourgeoisie a bewilderment over the “contra-
dictory pressures’ of the economy, contradictions which are cer-
tainly sharpened as the bourgeoisie implements policies aimed at
controlling distribution.

They end up by converting their erroneous theory of fiscal pol-
icy-as-tactic (for short run control) into an equally but perhaps
more obviously erroneous theory of fiscal policy-as-strategy (long
range control). This is confirmed by their assessment that ““in the
absence of alternative methods of disciplining labor®recession
planning cannot be discarded without endangering capitalist-class
dominance.” 23

This voluntarist approach shows up also in Boddy/Crotty’s
treatment of relations among the capitalists. Citing the “relative
anarchy of American capitalism” and its consequent “bouts of
sluggish growth” as a barrier to “efficient” rationalization of capi-
tal and the weeding out of low-profit capitals, they say that:

“This lack of coordination puts U.S. capitalists at a dis-
advantage relative to their competitors . . . The giant U.S.
multinational corporations must engage in long-term plan-
ning, particularly with respect to investment programs, if
they are to maintain economic supremacy. . . They would
like to create an American version of it [the Japanese struc-
ture of ‘close industry-banking-government collaboration on

investment, zaibatsu or cartel arrangements, and ‘paternalis-

23 |pid, p. 16.



62

tic’ personnel policies]. The task of American capital is not
only to modify these methods to fit American conditions,
but more importantly to wage the major power struggle with-
in the capitalist class, as well as between capital and labor,
required for the implementation of such arrangements.

¢, .. (Nixon) appeared to have gained the political power
which a successful [emphasis added] attempt at the reorga-
nization of American capitalism would require. The un-
masking of Nixon through the Watergate affair stripped him
of the legitimacy and power needed for the job [emphasis
added] and has thus probably postponed serious attempts
at reorganization.” 24

The bourgeoisie may well want to rationalize and plan, and may
even take some steps in the direction suggested, but an understand-
ing of the material basis of profit, value theory, teaches us that it
is impossible for the bourgeoisie to accomplish this. The surplus
value created by the workers in production must be privately ap-
propriated by individual capitals in the form of money profit, and
this necessity generates so much competition that all attempts to
plan and limit the anarchy of production must be blown apart by
the force of increased competition and increased anarchy. In fact,
the Japanese model referred to has been tom apart by the crisis,
and in the U.S., while there is some pressure for planning, there is
presently even more for deregulation to allow market forces of
competition to weed out the inefficient capitals (the airline indus-
try is a particularly striking example of this today).

The voluntarism here is fairly plain to the degree that Boddy/
Crotty suggest the possibility of a potential solution, a policy of
state, a policy which could be successful if only someone had the
“legitimacy and power needed for the job.” But again, this endow-
ment of the bourgeoisie with such mystical capabilities has its ori-
gin in the fundamental error of all bourgeois political economy,
the neglect of the theory of value and the contradictions inherent
in the capitalist mode of production on which all social and politi-
cal matters in capitalist society rest.

Engels, in making the general point that the state cannot pre-
vent by force the abolition of an outmoded system of produc-
tion, sheds light on the inability of the capitalists’ state to resolve
the contradictions inherent in capitalist production. Where

«_ . force works against economic development. . . force
succumbs to it. . . . where—apart from cases of conquest—
the internal public force of a country stands in opposition
to its economic development, as at a certain stage has oc-

24 \nid, pp. 16-17.
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curred with almost every political power in the past, the
contest has always ended with the downfall of the political
power. Inexorably and without exception the economic
evolution has forced its way through.”2°

Marx also pointed out that:

“So long as things go well, competition effects an oper-
ating fraternity of the capitalist class, as we have seen in
the case of the equalization of the rate of profit, so that
each shares in the common loot in proportion to the size
of its respective investment. But as soon as it no longer is
a question of sharing profits, but of sharing losses, everyone
tries to reduce his own share to a minimum and to shove it
off upon another. The class, as such, must inevitably lose.
How much the individual capitalist must bear of the loss,
i.e., to what extent he must share in it at all, is decided by
strength and cunning, and competition then becomes a
fight among hostile brothers. The antagonism between
each individual capitalist’s interests and those of the capi-
talist class as a whole, then comes to the surface, just as
previously the identity of these interests operated in prac-
tice through competition.”’26

Crisis theory based on factor share movements is indeed a
“class struggle” theory, since in it the class struggle determines
the relative shares. For Ricardo, this struggle was conducted be-
tween the bourgeoisie and the landlords over the Jjstribution of
the surplus between industrial profit and ground rent. This was
a reflection of the actual state of development of capitalist socie-
ty at the time, newly emerged from feudalism and still fighting
off the remains of that system and the lingering claims of the old,
feudal ruling class; a society not yet so fully developed as to have
a clearly defined proletariat or the maturity of the contradictions
of production which lead to capitalist crisis. In fact when Ricar-
do wrote (before 1825), there had not yet been a crisis of capital-
ism in the modern sense.

Modern crisis theory based on factor shares also presents a
“class struggle’ approach, based on the contradiction between
the bourgeoisie and the working class, which is the decisive class
contradiction in modern society. But this theory divorces class
struggle from its material foundation. It is quite true and well
known that ““The history of all hitherto existing society is the

25 pngels, Anti-Duhring, p. 202.
26 parx, Capital, Vol. 3, p. 253.
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history of class struggles.”2’ Class struggle is the motive force of
history, but class struggle itself has its origin and explanation in
the contradictions of production. Without this material founda-
tion, we have an idealist theory in which class struggle itself be-
comes only the subjective battle of the conflicting wills of the op-
posing classes, who are opposed only because each wants what the
other has (the battle over distribution).

This leaves the problem to be resolved in one of three ways: 1)
by simple force; 2) as a moral question of justice, or “fair share;”
3) on the pragmatic basis of what seems to work, trying to find
that distribution which simultaneously satisfies at least the mini-
mum requirements of the capitalists for profit and at least the
minimum demands of labor for a share of their product. None of
this can possibly shed any light on the necessities which bind the
conflicting classes, the laws of capitalism which “operate indepen-
dent of man’s will” (any and all wills) and which necessarily and
inevitably lead to crisis, war and proletarian revolution.

We have already seen that such an idealist approach leads to
voluntarism by allowing, in theory, great freedom on the part of
the bourgeoisie. The same is true if it is applied to the working
class movement. In their main article we are analyzing, Boddy
and Crotty have almost nothing to say about the tasks confront-
ing the working class, limiting their (closing) remarks to:

“Ag a result of these real conflicts, American wotkers are
likely to remain under dual attack. They will have to cope
with attempts to introduce new methods of control and, at
the same time, continue to face the ravages of the business
cycle.” 28

Many people have drawn the conclusion that Boddy/Crotty say
that “the workers cause the crisis,” by fighting for improved wag-
es and conditions and this was, in fact, the thrust of one of the
few published criticisms of the Boddy/Crotty thesis.?® Despite
their conclusion that “the decline in the profit rate is thus direct-

27 Marx and Engels, Manifesto of the Communist Party, Foreign Language Press,
Peking, p. 30.

28 Boddy/Crotty, op. cit., p. 17

2,9 Sherman, Howard, Monthly Review, March 1976. Although he criticizes Boddy/
Crotty, Sherman basically falls into the same error by insisting that the crisis and espe-
cially inflation is caused by the ability of the monopoly capitalists simply to raise prices
in the face of rising wages. He thereby takes the burden of causing the crisis off the ac-
tions of the working class, whom Sherman feels obliged to ‘‘defend,” and places the re-
sponsibility for the crisis on the policies and power of the bourgeoisie, whom he feels
obliged to attack. Sherman never discussed the conditions of production that lead to

crisis.

any responsibility (or purpose) for “blaming” the workers,
simply say that workers can reasonably and righteously be e§ ‘
ed to fight for their interests, and that the battle over wages |
conditions of employment in fact has an effect of precbita; !
crisis. If this indicates that capitalism can’t simulteneouly
fy the interests of capital and labor, then the conclusio: m |
that the workers should overthrow capitalism.

But in the absence of a materialist understanding of tie g
dictions which actually sharpen the class struggle and leid {4
olution, this is only a pious wish, a fond sentiment whid i
lutely incapable of translation into a political program vhip
the potential of achieving proletarian revolution. Idealsmg
litical economy leads necessarily to idealism in politics, wi
one is considering the politics of the bourgeoisie or them
of the working class.

Boddy and Crotty do not say much themselves abouist
for the working class. But others who elaborate their pl
economy for that purpose do, and it is already abunda]
where this line leads. It says that the main question in i
the bourgeoisie is to oppose the institution of fascism, t
terroristic dictatorship of the bourgeoisie over the worling
This view of the fascist danger manifests itself as an almo
bid obsession with bourgeois desires to “plan” the ecom |
with an interpretation of the real attacks on unions in t
text.

As far as the tasks of the working class in this view, 1o
they are to oppose fascism and economically to intensily
crisis by fighting even harder to advance their share of t
uct, thereby heightening the contradictions to the poin
omic collapse (always mindful to prevent fascism), at wa
the working class will be able to take state power. One
most outrageous and most obviously anti-working class /
on this theme (completely disavowed by Boddy and Crs
utterly consistent with their political economy, if not t}
sonal preferences) is the ‘“zero work movement,” whichy
the highest and most revolutionary demand of the worl{
to be “Income Without Jobs”! In this way, by adding 4
and unemployment compensation payments, the workii
can drive up their share of the output by taking these rd
away from capital, all the more sharply if these paymen|
come in exchange for doing no work, and therefore cre?
surplus value at all for the capitalists to share in even to
esttdegree. That such a line is idealist hardly needs to bl

out.

30 Boddy/Crotty, ioc. cit., p. 8.
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history of class struggles.””?’ Class struggle is the motive force of
history, but class struggle itself has its origin and explanation in
the contradictions of production. Without this material founda-
tion, we have an idealist theory in which class struggle itself be-
comes only the subjective battle of the conflicting wills of the op-
posing classes, who are opposed only because each wants what the
other has (the battle over distribution).

This leaves the problem to be resolved in one of three ways: 1)
by simple force; 2) as a moral question of justice, or “fair share;”
3) on the pragmatic basis of what seems to work, trying to find
that distribution which simultaneously satisfies at least the mini-
mum requirements of the capitalists for profit and at least the
minimum demands of labor for a share of their product. None of
this can possibly shed any light on the necessities which bind the
conflicting classes, the laws of capitalism which “operate indepen-
dent of man’s will” (any and all wills) and which necessarily and
inevitably lead to crisis, war and proletarian revolution.

We have already seen that such an idealist approach leads to
voluntarism by allowing, in theory, great freedom on the part of
the bourgeoisie. The same is true if it is applied to the working
class movement. In their main article we are analyzing, Boddy
and Crotty have almost nothing to say about the tasks confront-
ing the working class, limiting their (closing) remarks to:

“Ag a result of these real conflicts, American workers are
likely to remain under dual attack. They will have to cope
with attempts to introduce new methods of control and, at
the same time, continue to face the ravages of the business
cycle.” 28

Many people have drawn the conclusion that Boddy/Crotty say
that “the workers cause the crisis,” by fighting for improved wag-
es and conditions and this was, in fact, the thrust of one of the
few published criticisms of the Boddy/Crotty thesis.?® Despite
their conclusion that “the decline in the profit rate is thus direct-

27 Marx and Engels, Manifesto of the Communist Party, Foreign Language Press, -
Peking, p. 30.

28 Boddy/Crotty, op. cit., p. 17

2.9 Sherman, Howard, Monthly Review, March 1976. Although he criticizes Boddy/
Crotty, Sherman basically falls into the same error by insisting that the crisis and espe-
cially inflation is caused by the ability of the monopoly capitalists simply to raise prices
in the face of rising wages. He thereby takes the burden of causing the crisis off the ac-
tions of the working class, whom Sherman feels obliged to “‘defend,” and places the re-
sponsibility for the crisis on the policies and power of the bourgeoisie, whom he feels
obliged to attack. Sherman never discussed the conditions of production that lead to
crisis.
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ly attributable to labor ‘problems,’ 30 Boddy and Crotty disown
any responsibility (or purpose) for “blaming’’ the workers. They
simply say that workers can reasonably and righteously be expect-
ed to fight for their interests, and that the battle over wages and
conditions of employment in fact has an effect of precipitating
crisis. If this indicates that capitalism can’t simultaneously satis-
fy the interests of capital and labor, then the conclusion must be
that the workers should overthrow capitalism.

But in the absence of a materialist understanding of the contra-
dictions which actually sharpen the class struggle and lead to rev-
olution, this is only a pious wish, a fond sentiment which is abso-
lutely incapable of translation into a political program which has
the potential of achieving proletarian revolution. Idealism in po-
litical economy leads necessarily to idealism in politics, whether
one is considering the politics of the bourgeoisie or the movement
of the working class.

Boddy and Crotty do not say much themselves about strategy
for the working class. But others who elaborate their political
economy for that purpose do, and it is already abundantly clear
where this line leads. It says that the main question in fighting
the bourgeoisie is to oppose the institution of fascism, the open
terroristic dictatorship of the bourgeoisie over the working class.
This view of the fascist danger manifests itself as an almost moz-
bid obsession with bourgeois desires to “plan” the economy, and
with an interpretation of the real attacks on unions in this con-
text.

As far as the tasks of the working class in this view, politically
they are to oppose fascism and economically to intensify the
crisis by fighting even harder to advance their share of the prod-
uct, thereby heightening the contradictions to the point of econ-
omic collapse (always mindful to prevent fascism), at which time
the working class will be able to take state power. One of the
most outrageous and most obviously anti-working class variations
on this theme (completely disavowed by Boddy and Crotty, but
utterly consistent with their political economy, if not their per-
sonal preferences) is the ‘“zero work movement,” which upholds
the highest and most revolutionary demand of the working class
to be “Income Without Jobs”! In this way, by adding to welfare
and unemployment compensation payments, the working class
can drive up their share of the output by taking these resources
away from capital, all the more sharply if these payments can
come in exchange for doing no work, and therefore creating no
surplus value at all for the capitalists to share in even to the slight-
cst degree, That such a line is idealist hardly needs to be pointed

sout.

30 Boddy/Crotty, loc. cit., p. 8.
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Behind the analysis that sees crisis arising out of the battle
over factor shares lies a deep-seated political trend which is also
present in the workers movement—economism. All views of
crisis based on distribution present the economic battle as the
highest and most revolutionary form of class struggle, and make
it the essential question for the working class to address in build-
ing its movement. The political struggle, to the extent that it is
recognized, is immediately tied to and limited to questions of
economic policy of the state.

Theories of crisis based on distribution make the central gues-
tion the terms of the sale of labor power, instead of the abolition
of the production relations in which the workers are forced to sell
their labor power. In presenting the contradiction of capitalism
as one of distribution, these theories blur the distinctions be-
tween the working class and the petty bourgeoisie by saying that
the employed petty bourgeoisie (teachers, social workers, an
increasing number of doctors and lawyers, etc.) suffer the same
pressure of reduced wages as the working class. It is often still ar-
gued that these petty bourgeois strata are in fact part of the work-
ing class, simply because they employ no one, but “sell their labor
power, just like workers.” Such a conclusion can only arise by
liquidating value relations and basic social relations and condi-
tions as they arise out of capitalism as a system of production.

Blurring the real distinctions between the working class and the
petty bourgeoisie also results in a view that the petty bourgeoisie
can persist in revolutionary struggle independent of the working
class, and can even lead that struggle to a successful overthrow of
capitalism. Again, in separating crisis from the fundamental con-
tradiction between socialized production and private appropria-
tion, the materialist basis for waging a political struggle to end the
conditions and eliminate the source of crisis is denied, along with
the ability to grasp who it is that is the gravedigger of capitalism—
why the working class, representing social production, is the only
class which can lead the battle to overthrow capitalist relations,
and why it is the only class that can organize new relations of
production, fully social, which conform to the actual character
of the productive forces.

The economic analysis which presents crisis as growing out of
distribution not only limits the working class struggle to the econ-
omic sphere, but liquidates the materiz] basis of the united front
under proletarian leadership by blurring the distinctions between
the working class and the petty bourgeoisie. The petty bourgeoi-
sie does have real contradictions with the monopoly capitalists,
which are the basis for the working class uniting with it, but the
working class must also take into account the vacillation and fear
that charcterizes the petty bourgeoisie, characteristics which arise
from their particular place in capitalist production. As the Pro-
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gramme of the RCP says, there is the

“need and the ability of the working class to win over as much
of the petty bourgeoisie as possible, and neutralize those

petty bourgeois forces that cannot be won over, by expos-

ing the bou_rge;oisie as the source of the suffering’ of the neo-
ple, and building the most powerful struggle against it. But

in orde_r to do this the proletariat must bring forward its
revolqtmnary outlook, build its own strength as the main

force in the struggle against the bourgeoisie, and carry this
struggle thrpugh to make revolution. The more resolutely
the proletariat fights for its revolutionary interests as a class,

the broader the sections of the petty b ceoisie it wi
bho broader the soct petty bourgeoisie it will be

In the absence of a materialist understanding of the ki
of the law of value and the way all of society ig unfoldizgrz;;gfrsld
the fundamental contradiction rooted in production, the working
cluss can never comprehend its historical tasks, and c’an never
grasp t'he actual laws governing the development of every sphere
oif society gngi ultimately determining the social role of each class;
without this it cannot analyze the class interests involved and lead,

all sections of the people in a united, all-ro i
¥ , ell-round -
sault on the bourgeoisie. revolutionary as

g

Marx presents crisis as an integral and necess i
ist production and accumulation. It is the veryagi\?:l;ff)? ;sggi;;tal
and the fact that profit arises from the exploitation of the Worl;in
class, that forces crisis upon capitalist society; crisis “must be re- 8
garded as the real concentration and forcible adjustment of all the
contra_dlc!;ions of bourgeois economy.” 32

Capitalist production is fundamentally the production of value
but more than tiat the production of surplus value which is ap- ’
propriated by the capitalists, turned into capital, and thrown back
into th(? production of value and surplus value 01’1 a larger scale
,Value, in thg form of commodity products, is created by the w'or z-
ing clgss socglly in the course of production. But the value is ap-n
propnated privately by capitalists, first in the fact that the capital-
ists own the products as they are produced, because they own tiie
means of production; and flowing from this, the capitalist ownsl-

31
Programme of the Revolutionary Communist Party, USA, pp. 8687
32 ' e -

Marx, Theories of Surplus Value, Part 2 o iti

, , ,P.510. See also “Commodit Capi

sm, Class Divisions—And Their Abolition with the Achi o A
' e Achieve ism’” i
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the money received from the sale of the products. Social produc-
tion on the one hand; private appropriation on the other: this is
the fundamental contradiction of capitalist society, including the
eruption of periodic crises.

To continue to make profit, the capitalist must find ways fo ex-
ploit the working class more intensely, and to compete more ef-
fectively with all the other capitalists to be able to appropriate for
himself the largest possible share of the total surplus value of so-
ciety in the form of money profit. Each capitalist is driven to or-
ganize production more efficiently, to reduce costs, to increase
the productivity of labor. These tasks are accomplished through
a variety of means, chief among which are the refinement of the
division of labor and the introduction of ever more modern ma-
chinery. With this,

« . more raw material is worked up in the same time,
and, therefore, a greater mass of raw materials and auxiliary
substances enter into the labor process. That is the conse-
quence of the increasing productivity of labor . . ..
this growth in the mass of the means of production

as compared with the mass of the labor-power that vivifies
them, is reflected in its value composition [the organic
composition of capital—M.F.Z.] by the increase of the con-
stant constituent of capital at the expense of the variable
constituent.”33

The requirements of commodity production, the production
of value and surplus value, compel increases in the productivity
of labor, advances in the productive forces, and an inescapable
resulting increase in the organic composition of capital.

These advances in productivity also influence the rate of sur-
plus value, or rate of exploitation, by tending to reduce the neces-
sary labor time of production of labor power (of the necessities
of life), thereby lowering its value and increasing the rate of ex-
ploitation, the ratio of unpaid to paid labor. But, at the same
time, greater productivity of labor resulting from an increase in
the organic composition of capital means that fewer workers are
needed to set in motion a capital of a given size. Therefore, while

ne rate of exploitation is rising on a given outlay of variable capi-
tal (which tends to offset the decline in the rate of profit forced
by a higher organic composition of capital), a given total outlay
of capital involves relatively less variable capital (hires less work-
ers) and so the overall offsetting effect of greater exploitation is
reduced because a capital of a given size involves fewer workers
to exploit.

33 Marx, Capital, Vol. 1, p. 622.
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Marx is very clear in pointing out that,

", .. the rate of surplus value, at the same, or even a ris-
ing degree of labor exploitation, is represented by a con-
tinually falling general rate of profit . . . The progressive
tondency of the general rate of profit to fall is, therefore
jluutt?n exleelssion Dpeculiar to the capitalist mode of pro-’
tluction of the progressive de i

et tos o lab% r,§34 velopment of the social pro-

It Is this tendency of the rate of profit to fall, growi
erpitalist production, which “breeds overprodu(’:tgif)nwégic?ljln;t(i)cfn
orsew and surplus capital alongside surplus populatio;L”35 The
orinis Itself, however, is a crisis of overproduction, a crisis brought
on by the fact that the anarchic competition of each capitalist
agulnst 5111 _others drives each to expand production without regard
Lo the limits capitalist production relations as a whole must place
on the possibility of realizing the surplus as money profit (by sell-
ing the products). Capitalist production continuously drives to
oxpand to the limits of the productive forces, and to increase
those fox:ces so that even more capital can be accumulated, but
thin prol‘lt-segking push to expansion comes into conflict v;rith the
Hmits o!’ p_roflt itself. And, as seen before these limits are erected
hy the limitation of the wages of the working class necessary for
eapltal’s self-expansion—for the accumulation of profjt—and by
the use of less and less variable capital in relation to the total cap-

iLal needed to facilitate expandin ducti g
nays: P g production. This is why Marx

“Tt is the unconditional development o i
forces and therefore mass producl‘sion on ’fhtehke);:i';) ?)?;tlve
mass of producers who are confined within the bounds of
nocessary means of subsistence on the one hand, and, on
the other, the barrier set up by the capitalists’ p’rofit’which
[forms] the basis of modern overproduction.’’36 ,

There is no way that modern crises can be understo i
tha lnhqr theory of value. The apparent criminal insanczgyv‘cr)l; }(l)cx)/lelf'-
productlor}, a “crisis of superabundance” as Engels puts it, be-
comos entirely understandable once we recognize that the ;1bun-
tlant, overp_rodgced products are not just products, use values
but are cgpltal itself. ‘‘Overproduction of capital I’lot of indi\;idual
sommodities—although overproduction of capital’ always inéludes

34 Murx, Capital, Vol. 3, p. 213.
38 1114, p. 242.

18 Marx, Theories of Surplus Value, Part 2, p. 528.
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e . la-
roduction of commodities—is therefore sn‘nply overaccumu
ct)ivc?;%f capital,” standi}r;g atélone %<7)1e, with an ‘“‘unemployed
ulation at the other.” L
Wo’}.‘ll{lzrcli;)s?s continues until the conditions of. pro'f.l‘i?blhty are rez:
stored, until enough of the overproduced capltal is sla}ughtered
so that accumulation can proceed again. This destmct1on of val-
ues takes the form of selling commodities below 1}he1r value, the.
bankruptey of weaker capitalists ano} the algsor.ptlon of their facil-
ities at cut-rate prices by the remaining ca_p;tghsts, and the abso-
lute abandonment of some productive facilities so that they no
longer share at all in the formation of the general rate of profit. .
In short, the conditions of profitability are “restored ungler all cir-
cumstances through the withdrawal or even the destruction of

more or less capital.”38 . .
Once the conditions of accumulation are restored,

«, .. production and exchange gradua@ly begin to move.
again. By degrees the pace guickens; it becomes a tro‘.c,
the industrial trot passes into a gallop, and the gallqp in
turn passes into the headlong onrush of a complete indus-
trial, commercial, credit and speculative steeplechase,
only to land again in the end, after the most breakneck
jumps—in the ditch.”’39

itali isi isi t this is not a
And so capitalism goes, from crisis to crisis. Bu thi '
simple circular repetition, as Marx and Engels explain in the Com-»

munist Manifesto:

« 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 con_qugst of ne1w
markets, and by the more thorough exploitation of the
old ones. That is to say, by paving the way ff)r moYe ex-
tensive and more destructive crises, and by diminishing
the means whereby crises are prevented.” 40

Each crisis ends with the further concentr_ation o£f capfcal ancll
more thorough exploitation of labor, by an 1ntens1ucat1op of 1‘% he
fundamental contradiction of capitalism. The accumulation o
capital which can then continue in the sub§equent boo_T only
leads to further declines in the rate of prqﬁt, more rapid overpro-
duction, more intense competition to avoid the losses, and more

37 Marx, Capital, Vol. 3, p. 251.

38 |bid, p. 253.

39 Engels, Anti-Duhring, p. 302. '

40 Marx, Engels, Communist Manifesto, Foreign Language Press, Peking, p. 38.
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dislocation and difficulty in the repeated necessity of slaughtering
off the excess capital.
Marx powerfully summarized this:

“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 it-
self. It is that capital and its self-expansion appear as the
starting and the closing point, the motive and the purpose
of production; that production is only production for
capital and not vice versa, the means of production are not
mere means for the constant expansion of the living pro-
cess of the society of producers. The limits within which
the preservation and self-expansion of the value of capi-
tal 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 toward
unlimited extension of production, towards production as
an end in itself, towards unconditional development of
the social productivity of labor. The means—uncondi-
tional development of the productive forces of society—
comes continually into conflict with the limited purpose,
the self-expansion of the existing capital. The capitalist
mode of production is, for this reason, a historical means
of developing the material forces of production and creat-
ing 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.” 4!

It is in periods of crisis, and wars that often accompany them,
that the contradictions of capitalism stand out the most sharply,
and when the working class and the masses of people feel most ur-
gently the need to find some other way to live. The capitalists,
themselves bound by the laws of capital, seek to get out of the
crisis at each others’ expense, and overall at the expense of the
working class and the masses of people. The intense competition
among the ruling class shows itself in a host of “plans’ for more
or less or different government activity, none of which can touch
the fundamental contradiction underlying the crisis and general
decay of capitalism—social production held back by private ap-

* propriation, embodied in the system of capitalist commodity pro-

duction.

41 Marx, Capital, Vol. 3, p. 250.
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For the working class and all revolutiona.ry ¥n1ndgd people, it is
essential to have a materialist analysis of this situation. Only then
will it be possible to avoid falling into one or another schex'ne'
which leaves intact the heart of the problem. Only ‘_uhen-wﬂl it be
possible to lead the struggle in the only sucqessful Q1rect1on, to-
wards the revolutionary abolition of capitalist relations of prqduc-
tion, a task which is made both possible and necessary by capital-

ist accumulation itself.

R R
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WVO: Undaunted Dogma from
Puffed-Up Charlatans

OWEN NATHA

In the January 1977 issue of Revolution an article was publish-
ed, “Theoretical Struggle Crucial Part of Working Class Move-
ment,”” which stressed the importance of the theoretical struggle—
noting that, along with the economic and political, it is one of
the three forms of the working class movement. In that article
we identified the most important aspects of the theoretical strug-
gle at this time and emphasized the importance now of studying
theory “in its own right,” while also noting that ‘“In an overall
sense studying theory with particular problems in mind and ap-
plying it to solve concrete questions posing themselves in the ac-
tual movement of the working class and masses is the way in
which Party members and others will most deepen their grasp of
theory and their ability to apply it in a living way.”

Recently it has come to our attention that a group, the “Work-
ers Viewpoint Organization” (WVO), has, in the January 1977 is-
sue of its newspaper, written'something in response to the Revo-
lution article, entitled “RCP Discovers ‘Theory In Its Own
Right.” > Fundamentally, there is nothing new and in one sense
nothing worthy of comment in this WVO sermon. WVO is one
of a number of groupings that formed something calling itself the
“revolutionary wing”’—before this “wing” further fractured itself,
Trotskyite-like, into opposing splinters.

For some time the characteristic of these groupings, before,
during and after they formed themselves into a “wing,”” has been
their vulgarization of Marxist theory, attempting to reduce it to
a religious dogma, and their insistence that the “central task” of
Marxist-Leninists in this country has been for many years and re-
mains to this day to take part in this perversion of Marxism and
the squabble over whose perversions represent ideological purity.
Those who, like the RCP and the Revolutionary Union (RU)—
which played the major part in the formation of the RCP—have
refused to induige in this, but have followed the path of apply-
ing Marxism to the actual situation in the U.S., have been consis-
tently attacked by this “wing” and its various splinters as “‘belit-
tling the role of theory.” WVO has, in particular, tried to stick
the label of “pragmatist’ on the RCP—an attempt they repeat,
with customary crudeness, in this recent article.

We have, in general, not occupied ourselves with answering
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these attacks since, by and large, the line these groupings put
forward has little influence on the working class in th1§ country,
including the most advanced workers, th recognize trze impor-
tance of revolutionary theory. But, as pointed out‘m the
Revolution article, not only is it true that “dogmatism ma.ml,y
characterizes a number of opportunist so-called“‘commu_mst
groupings,” among which is the WVO, but also dogngat;srq has
some influence within the Party itself,” even though w1th1n.the”
Party empiricism now represents a greater error th'an dogmatism.
And while it may have little influence in the working class move-
ment now, it would be empiricist to say that there are no circum-
stances under which the kind of dogmatism represented by WVO
could exert more influence. .

Further, in the recent past, the WVO has be(;ome something
of a “lightning rod,” attracting various dogmatist forces—though,
of course, the storms they are a pole in are not the' storms of
mass struggle but a “tempest in a teapot” gf sectarian blckeleng.
Still, some honest forces may be temporarily attracted to this
dogmatic pole—especially those who have only recer.ltly come to
recognize the importance of revolutionary theory, either bgcause
they are new to the revolutionary movemgnt, or because, in
some cases, they have belonged for some time to that part of the
movement that has, in fact, denied or seriously doyvn_gragled the
role of theory and have run smack up against the limitations of
this line. For these varying reasons it is timely and produ_ctlve
now to examine the line of a group like the WVO, to useitas a
teacher by negative example, and in the process deepen tbe un-
derstanding of Party members and others of the cor}'ect line, in-
cluding specifically the correct, Marxist unglerstandmg of the
role of theory and its relation to the practical movement of the
working class.

WVO’S NEGATIVE EXAMPLE

It is impossible and unnecessary, of course, to anglyze every
deviation of such a group; and so we are concentrating on the ‘
main points which characterize, in particularly sharp form,.thelr
main features. In this article, which will serve as a foundation for
such an analysis, we are concentrating specifically on the gues-
tion of the role of theory and the Marxist theory qf knowledge,
using the WVO reply to our atticle on the theoretical sfcruggle as
a centerpiece. In another article, which fol!owsz we will examine
other aspects of WVO’s corruption of Mar)_nsm, in tef‘ms ?,f its
general line as well as its opporgmistt%r'aclt.lce—both left”” and

ight—which flows from and reflects this line.
ng}ltit’?tum then to the WVO article attacking thg RCP on the'
question of the theoretical struggle. The contention of this arti-
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cle is that the RCP and some others are “inching their way to-
ward one aspect or another of the correct Marxist line of the
Workers Viewpoint Organization. Incapable of providing leader-
ship to the workers’ and national movements,” the RCP, among
others, says WVO, “must look to the only organization that can
provide that leadership and cop the lines that WVO has held for
years in the struggle.” In particular WVO claims that the RCP is
only “now” recognizing the importance of theory and the theo-
retical struggle. But, the WVO sternly warns, “Tailing after the
WVO isn’t going to drag you out of the marsh, RCP, it only un-
derlines how deeply into the marsh you’ve sunk.”

As you can see, the WVO has quite a high opinion of itself.

It proclaims itself “the only organization” that properly upholds
the role of Marxist theory—and the correct line in general—and
preaches hell and damnation not only to those it sees as openly
opposing WVO but even to those who, WVO asserts, are now
tailing after it—too late, alas, to win salvation. WVO wants to
play the Pope, but, as we shall see, an examination of its doc-
trine and antics reveals that it is not even capable of that—it is
more like an altarboy imitating the Pope.

But with all its puffery, the basic question remains, what is
the line of the WVO and is that line actually the “correct Marx-
ist line” or, in fact, opportunism totally opposed to Marxism?

In particular, what is the basis for its claim that the RCP is
“pragmatist’ while the WVO properly handles the role of the-
ory?

-

FORMATION OF THE RCP

Boiled down to its essence, the basis of their whole argument
is that the way in which the RCP itself was formed was pragma-
tist—by putting emphasis on summing up the experience that the
RU and others gained over a number of years in applying Marx-
ism-Leninism, Mao Tsetung Thought to the concrete situation in
the U.S., in the mass movements, especially of the workers, but
also among other sections of the people. Carrying out this sum-
mation and ideological struggle over what were the lessons of
this pre-Party period, and applying Marxism specifically to the
question of developing a political programme for the Party in
this country—this was the method by which the RCP was found-
od. And, for this period of summation and struggle along the
lines just summarized, theory was principal over practice.

According to the WVO the clue to the whole of the RCP’s

© pragmatism is the use of the word “experience.” Really, it is a

very simple argument—the formation of the RCP was based on
oxperience, therefore it is empiricist, pragmatist. What is distort-
ed is that the basis for forming the RCP as the Party of the work-



76

ing class in the U.S. was the summation of experience. And, as
was repeatedly pointed out during the process of forming the
Party, the tool, the guide to be used in this summation was ex-
actly the science of Marxism-Leninism, Mao Tsetung Thought,
which is itself the summation of the practice, or experience, of
mankind in three great struggles—the class struggle, the struggle
for production and scientific experimentation.

But WVO has consistently insisted on pitting experience
against the scientific summation of this experience—or, simply
put, to pit practice against theory—instead of linking the two.
This is clearly shown in the WVO’s recent article where it repeats
a statement it made in September 1974: “In the final analysis,
the point in question here is whether Marxism-Leninism-Mao
Tsetung Thought is the basis of our party program, or ‘experi-
ence’ is the basis of our program.” (emphasis added) According
to Mao Tsetung, “Knowledge begins with experience—this is the
materialism of the theory of knowledge,” and ‘“Anyone who
thinks that rational knowledge need not be derived from percep-
tual knowledge is an idealist.” (On Practice) This fits WVO per-
fectly.

No doubt WVO will howl at this point that this argument

itself is a further example of empiricism—and deliberate deceit,
as well—for Mao Tsetung also emphasizes in On Practice

that “‘one cannot have direct experience of everything; as a mat-
ter of fact, most of our knowledge comes from indirect experi-
ence, for example, all knowledge from past times and foreign
lands.” But Marxism is precisely the summation of mankind’s
experience to date, a synthesis of this experience into general
laws. This does not help WVO at all—it does not at all strength-
en their argument that the RU was concerned only with “its own
experience”’—but only takes us back to the point made earlier:
that it was correct to form the Party in this country on the basis
of summing up, through the application of Marxism-Leninism,
Mao Tsetung Thought, the experience gained by revolutionaries
in applying this science to the struggle in this country in the pre-
vious period.

Contort—and distort—as it will, WVO cannot get away from
the fact that it is treating Marxism as a dogma divorced from real-
ity—not a science based on practice and serving as a guide to prac-
tice on a higher level, but an Idea that emerges out of the minds
of “geniuses.” In short, WVO, whenever it puts forth its own po-
sition and attacks others, cannot help but reveal its own idealism.

Another argument of WVO, another of its bases for attacking
the RCP as pragmatist, is WVO’s insistence that, during the entire
pre-Party period in the recent U.S. revolutionary movement, Par-
ty-building must be the central task, and that central to this is
the proposition that all during the pre-Party period theory must
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he made principal over practice. The RU wa i
[)rggmat1§t, ﬁi,eclares WVO, because the RU s:imitt}éilsg‘?;i
brief penpd was forming the Party the central task and was thae
ory principal over practice. To make its case on this point WVO ]
openly combines metaphysics with its idealism.

CONDITIONS DURING PRE-PARTY PERIOD

The RU, after its formation almost t
RU, “ en years ago, whil -
ir?gtttl;laﬁc ertlﬁortanpé: oféormmg the Party as soon a%s poss;belesmcfiei?:ils
e position that Party-building was th ’
the entire period until the Part e‘central s ped
! y was formed. This b
a:hc::tcreti }?ntalysm of the situation in the U.S. at thvgi?stimaze(aimodn
eps that were clearly indicated in order to ca
hal out th
tézsscl; of btuldmg a Party that would actually be ther;gvancedede-
tacp néen of the work_mg class and not a petty bourgeois sect de-
Wgthfrgm the work.mg class practically and ideologically
. ith the Siegeneratlon of the CP and of early attempts tc; form
amexlav, %ernume ?arty of the working class in this country, for ex-
thep n?i,d toggesswe Labor Party (PL), much confusion res1’11ted in
the I s ol a mass upsurge of struggle—especially on the part of
plack fiﬁg eoir}lld other oppressed nationalities, youth, students
' er movements, and a beginnin 11 , ’
file resistance in the workin ’ s situation O o
g class. In this situation the f i
(i)tf g}etgm }?m:)ld no;c; b: accomplished either through de?:{:lrigg
) € concentration on studying theory and ing i
i,og;calhstruggle to esjsablish the correct line as ge maigig;sq{g 1(%30-
;g r’k t! areladRigelc')el(c:)oglgn;lze;i thelimgortance of this task—theore:cical
cal struggle—but also recognized that it
not_, from the start, and consistently during the whole ;*e-cf?ﬁd
pea]c;(]:l, be made the main task. P o
O seizes on this, too, as « ” i
. his, ) proof” of the RU’s “belittli
g::nlé)le of theory.” In thglr minds the confusion amidst al‘?rge-O !
men tﬁgsrgllzssf%%seurge, Wlﬂz:l{lt?hdear center of leadership, meant
ory was e more clearly establish i
tral. Isn’t that logical—there is lot e e o
s of practice, mass st i!
no clear pole of leadership to gui ic fagie, but
_ guide that practice; theref
studying theory to establish the basi ning the o
, asis for determining th
tihn.e 'tollea_d the strgggle. obviously must be the main t%aske c%c{);‘;‘ect
: (::eﬁ tcz)géc:';lof 3 kmi—l(;; is bourgeois logic, metaphysics .as op’
lalectics. And it is idealism, as opposed to ma,t ialis
. Ar , erialism.
Why? Because it fails to recognize the basic principle thI;t 511;1

| correct line must be developed and demonstrated in practice.

During this period—roughl —a

. y the late ’60s and early *7

F}'?:tc;i S;fgererg; 1f}c;rces developed, including the RSEJ vglsaichr;zirg-
ase emselves on Marxism-Leninism ir; o iti

. . . . . ’ t

to revisionism and Trotskyism. All of these stated agrggr(x)lselniogn
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basic questions, such as the need for the Party and the dictator-
ship of the proletariat. But they disagreed on a number of ques-
tions specifically related to the U.S.—whether in this country
the united front is merely a tactic or the strategy for revolution,
how to analyze the national question, woman question, ete.

Studying theory and carrying out ideological struggle, though
very important, was not then the key link to resolving these
questions—applying Marxism-Leninism to the actual struggles and
summing this up was the key link. And, in fact, among these
different forces there were two general trends: toward more uni-
ty based on a deeper development and understanding of the cor-
rect line, especially where they persevered in the process of con-
cretely applying Marxism; and toward splitting, splintering and
degeneration, where they refused to take up the task of applying
revolutionary theory to the mass movement or—after initial at-
tempts to carry out this task—retreated either into dogmatism
and sectarianism and/or open reformism.

The RU, in fact, in its formation, did, “for a brief period”—
there is that damning phrase again'—make theory principal. That
is, in its formation, it first paid most attention to grounding itself
in the basic principles of Marxism-Leninism, Mao Tsetung
Thought and to developing the foundation of a correct line for
making revolution in the U.S. through an application of that sci-
ence to the concrete situation in the 'U.S.—the recognition of the
working class, especially the industrial proletariat, as the main
and leading force in the revolution, the need for a Party of the
proletariat to act as its vanguard, the dictatorship of the proletar-
iat and ultimately communism as the aim of the struggle, the de-
termination of the united front as the basic strategy for revolu-
tion, the analysis of the Black national question and others, as
well as the exposure of the revisionism of the CP, Trotskyism,
anarchism and other erroneous and opportunist trends.

Having done this, the RU then correctly laid stress on linking
up with the actual mass struggles in the U.S.—especially of the
working class—while carrying out theoretical work and ideolog-
ical struggle as an important but secondary task for a certain peri-
od. This line was summed up in the formulation that the central
task for that period was “to build the struggle, consciousness
and revolutionary unity of the working class and develop its lead-
ership in the anti-imperialist struggle.” ’

It was exactly because this line was carried out, and experience
—that terrible word again!—accumulated in this way, that the ba-
sis for establishing the Party was formed—both deeper roots
among the masses, especially masses of workers, and a deeper
understanding of how the universal principles of Marxism-Lenin-
ism, Mao Tsetung Thought and the general line for the U.S. rev-
olution—for example, the united front strategy—must be applied
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to develop the actual struggle in the U.S. Then by a i
ism-Leninism, Mao Tsetung Thought and carrying orf) ?éilcﬁﬁgh&m
f;truggle to sum up that experience—and making theory principal
in that sense for a certain relatively brief period—the Party t}?e
'RCP,' was in fact formed on the basis of a correct line, as co’n t
|zefi‘llln %ht%?arty’s Programme. ’ e

of this was an outrage to those who insisted on makin

:getst}xdy of, theory principal all along. In fact there were suc%h
5 cts in the ’60s, too, and had their line won out there would
bav_e befan pot progress but retrogression in understanding the

asic pnnclples of Marxism—for such principles turn into dry dog-
ma vs{hen divorced from practice—let alone in establishing the ;
pmchcal and th.eoretical basis for forming the Party. All of this
is, of course, st{ll an outrage to those who have insisted in recent
years, and continue to insist, on making the “study of theory”
principal as the basis for forming a ‘““party,” when the Partyrflas
already been formed! To them the key thing all along has been
t\(/)hsatiul‘;dsfc ;:hee;(zrﬂlgrllldt;va%e struggle in order, first of all, to do

?— ablis e is princi ’

ot foae pomio act that theory is principal over prac-

WVO DISCOVERS “PROOF”

To such groups, like WVO, who do not base

oppose the correct, Marxist method of linking fl?:;l;;e\t;’iizopr;:clft
tice, and who completely misunderstand and distort the relation
l)etweep the tyvo, the ¥ne of the RU in the past, and the RCP
Lof:lay, is nothing but "practice-practice-practicé:.” And WVO
thinks it hgs “proof™ of this, from the RCP itself. They cite the
s{.atement in the January 1977 Revolution article that empiri-
cism now repreg.ents a greater error than dogmatism in the Par-
’ty. .To 'them this means that the RCP is finally admitting that
its line is bgsed on empiricism, that the RCP is empiricist.

o What 15 hlnvolve;d her.e, among other things, is at least a failure

grasp e pa_u'tlculanty of contradiction. The question posed

an a_nswergd in the Revolution article is which is principal at
this tlme w1th1n 13he RCP, empiricism or dogmatism? As to the
question, which is principal, empiricism (or dogmatism) on the
oqe hand, or Marxism on the other, the answer is Marxism. In
Iothe_r words, we recognize that within the Party, even thoﬁgh its
Ine is fundamentally correct, there are errors and we work to
t"xot t_llllem out, recognizing also that this is a protracted process

| e wi accept and welcqme criticism from others that helps us.
ldentify and stru’ggle against any such errors.

| ‘lBut the WVO s attempt to jump on this recognition of empir-
clst errors in order to say, “See, we were right all along, you are
nnd have been empiricist and now even you have to adn;it it,” 1s
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like the Trotskyites who seize on the self-criticism of shortcom-
ings in socialist countries to say, ‘“‘See, we were right all along,
there is no socialism there!” For sects like WVO to seize on our
examination of our errors—specifically empiricist errors—to try
to promote their own opportunist dogma, is like a child-beater,
seizing on a parent’s admission that in some cases he has been
too lenient with his kids, to promote child-beating.

WVO flies into a frenzy at the statement in the Revolution
article that the tendency toward pragmatism ‘‘has some soil to
grow in our Party exactly because our Party, from its very foun-
dation, while carrying out much theoretical work and ideological struggle
has correctly laid stress on the need to link up with and sink
roots in the practical struggle of the working class and masses of
people.” WVO leaves out the words indicated in bold type in a
cheap attempt to strengthen their case.

To WVO this very stress on linking up with mass struggles is
the historical basis of the RCP’s “‘pragmatist line.” To them, to
stress practice, and specifically to stress the accumulation and
summation of practice as a precondition for the formation of
the Party, to make the task of linking up with the practical move-
ments, especially of the working class, principal at any time be-
fore the Party has been formed in this country, is “pragmatism.”
What is revealed here is not the RCP’s “pragmatism,* but the
utter dogmatism of groups like WVO, which is made clearer by
the actual process of building the Party summarized earlier.

In fact, despite its proclamations and protestations, WVO is
the one that is forced to ‘“cop”—or pay lip service—to aspects of
the correct line, though they no soonexr do so than they pervert
it. In their article they state, ““There was universal agreement to
deepen our roots among the masses. The question was how.”
And their answer, which is supplied in their sentence above the
one just quoted, turns back on itself in a further display of meta-
physical acrobatics: “the key link at that time to solve the burn-
ing questions (what is to be done) was to accept the necessity of
the role of Marxist theory—as a guide, to our direction, our ori-
entation, to lead the masses.”

And how long should people have gone on with the process
of “accepting” this necessity, before they could begin the process
of applying theory? If ever there was an example of turning the- |
ory into a “thing for itself” here it is! The fact is that the RU
had long since “accepted” this necessity and set out to apply ‘
theory, while the WVO (or its predecessor, the Asian Study Group)
apparently was still caught up in the struggle to “accept” it. And
WVO wants to hold itself up as the vanguard force in this country
in regard to Marxist theory?! At best, by their own wooden logic,
they were, at one time, in the rearguard within the Marxist move-
ment—and now they are not in it at all.
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' To be ignorant is one thing—and ignorance can b

into knowledge by taking part in theggrocess of chaigzgiflfgm .
world, and using Marxism as a guide to this. But to raise igno-
rance toa pnnc1ple, to make a virtue of it, to grow arrogant in
direct re}atlon to this ignorance, and to insist that everything
stop until, through self-cultivation, struggling to “accept” the-
ory, one has overcome his own ignorance, this is both self-defeat-
ing and s'algotage of the revolutionary movement. To say, under
the cond1t10ns_ that existed during most of the pre-Party ;;eriod
gand whlch exist most of the time in general), that we cannot go
into pracplce and make it principal because we don’t know ®
enough, is to reverse the dialectic by which both practice and
Lheory‘ ‘procefed from the lower to the higher level. To pass this
off as Marx1§t theory” and promote it is an abomination of
Marxism and is truly right, reactionary in essence.

WVO DEEPENS THEIR SELF-EXPOSURE

Stumbling along within its own idealism and me i

WVO states in its article that the RCP “flips to absf:igc}'i:yiillg:iism”
because we speak of the need to study Marxism “in its own

right.’_’ Tl}ey insist that there is “no such thing as theory ‘in its
own r’1ght. ” Hel.re, in this part of its article, the fuller depth of
WYO s opportumsm—its idealism and metaphysics—is laid bare

They complain that the RCP “now wants the workers to un--
dmjstand the mysteries of the universe,” because the Revolution
ur'tlcle states that, when speaking of Marxism as a guide to action
this mus_t not be treated in a narrow sense, simply as a question ’
of working out tac_tics in any particular struggle, but “in a sweep-
Ing, all-encompgssmg sense, a guide for the working class to gras
Lheilaws g?vemmg the development of all things in nature and P
Kociety...” WVO even goes so far as to insist that “There is no
such large law and theory so general that by studying it we will
know ‘all laws’ of ‘mankind’s struggle against nature,’ etc.”” Ap-
|I)uren!;ly for WVO there is no dialectical materialism,—cer’.cainly
there is, on their part, no ability to grasp and apply it, but that
dn@hm;t deny its existence and validity as a law! ’
at are you saying here, WVO, that you don’t beli

Marx1an proyldes the basis for grasping t};le laws of cﬁl\?e‘if)grlr?:nt
ol all things in nature and society? Is not dialectical materialism a
part, a fundamental component part, of Marxism? Is Mao Tse-
tung wrong when he says that ‘“‘Dialectical materialism is univer-
sully t.rue becguse it is impossible for anyone to escape from its do-
:mun in practice”? Is Mao wrong when he states that Marxism “em-
yraces but cannot replace the atomic and electronic theories in
phyglcs”? Is. Engels wrong when he argues that “modern material-
Ism is essentially dialectic, and no longer requires the assistance of
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that sort of philosophy which, queen-like, pretengled to rule. the
remaining mob of sciences. As soon as each specr('zl science is
bound to make clear its position in the great totahty o'f thlngs and
of our knowledge of things, a special science c_ieahr{g Wlth_thls to-
tality is superfluous or unnecessary. That Wthh. still survives of all
earlier philosophy is the science of thought and its laws——fognal
logic and dialectics. Everything else is subsumed in the positive

science of Nature and history.” (Socialism: Utopian and Scientific )

Do not all these statements indicate that Marxism is indeed_a
“guide” to grasp the laws govemning the development of all thmgs
in nature and society? Are there some things in nature and soci-
ety whose motion and development contradict the laws of dialec-
tical and historical materialism? Of course, different phenomena
have their specific laws, but all these are encompassed by t_he ba-
sic laws of dialectical materialism—which is exactly why }t isa
guide to “grasping the laws of development of all things in nature
and society.” ) o

Does the working class not need to grasp these basic prmc1p‘1es
and apply them to specific phenomena in or(_ier to trapsform the
world—both society and nature? Do you object to .th1§‘? Appar-
ently you do. What incredible narrowness and mutilation of
Marxism—from the “leading theoreticians” of the U.S. 1jevolu-
tionary movement! Evidently your line is:- “theory”—_l.e., dog-
ma—for yourselves, the “‘saviors,” the “initiated,” and ignorance
for the masses. .

This same narrowness and an unmistakable incapacity to see
beyond the limitations of capitalist society is reve_aled in another
way WVO responds to this passage in the Revglutzon article deal-
ing with the role of Marxism as a guide to action. The Repolu-
tion article states that grasping Marxism enables the working f:lass
to “carry forward the world-historical task of Wiping out capital-
ism and achieving communism and advancing mankind’s struggle
against nature (for production) and its struggle to c’levelop science
(scientific experimentation) to a whole new stage.’

IMPERMISSIBLE TO SPEAK OF “MANKIND?”

In quoting part of this sentence, wWVO pla}ces not one but three
exclamation points behind the word “mankind’s.” Unles_s WVQ
objects to the use of “mankind” on the basis of bourgeois ferpl-
nism—which can be assumed is not the case, giving WVO credit
for making much greater deviations than that—then these excla-
mation points must indicate that WVO thinks that the W?‘rld
“proletariat” should have been substituted for the word man-
kind.” In that case—and if that is not the case then there is no
meaning to these “!!'”--WVO is totally incorrect and shows itself
to be completely opposed to Marxism. First, do you think,
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WVO, that under communism there will still be a proletariat, still
he classes? That, indeed, would be a new addition and creative
contribution to Marxist theory, since previously all Marxists have
held that communism is exactly classless society.

Or do you think that it is incorrect to speak of ‘“mankind’s”
struggle for production and scientific experimentation now, be-
cause we still live in class society? Should we speak only of the
proletariat—and other exploited classes in today’s world—carry-
Ing out this struggle? If that is what you mean, it only shows
that you have not even grasped a fundamental principle of Marx-
lsm—that human society (“‘mankind’’), in whatever form at what-
vver stage of development, is fundamentally an organized way
that its members carry out the production and exchange of the
material requirements of life; that corresponding to certain stages
in the development of the productive forces, people enter into
certain productive relations; and further, that the struggle for
production (and scientific experimentation) has been carried out
by mankind before classes developed and will be carried out, on
u far higher plane, after classes have been eliminated.

Would you, WVQ, also like to insert your three exclamation
points behind the word ‘“mankind” in the following statements
by Mao and Engels?—“The epoch of world communism will be
recached when all mankind voluntarily and consciously changes
itself and the world” (Mao, On Practice); ““...Marx discovered the
law of development of human history: the simple fact, hitherto
concealed by an overgrowth of ideology, that mankind must
first of all eat, drink, have shelter and clothing, before it can pur-
suc politics, science, wrt, religion, ete....” (Engels, Speech at the
(Iraveside of Karl Marx).

To object to the use of the word ‘“mankind” here is to object
Lo basic principles of Marxism, and to historical materialism in
particular. It is, as stated before, to be completely incapable of

secing beyond the frontiers of capitalism and class society, inca-
pable of recognizing the material foundation of capitalism—and
Hociety generally—incapable of placing capitalism in its correct
historical context. It is to be incapable of seeing that, as Marx
wrote, “scientific analysis of the capitalist mode of production
demonstrates the contrary, that it is a mode of production of a
special kind, with specific historical features; that, like any other
specific mode of production, it presupposes a given level of the
Kocial productive forces and their forms of development as its
historical precondition: a precondition which is itself the histor-
fcal result and product of a preceding process, and from which
the new mode of production proceeds as its given basis....”” (Capi-
lal, Vol. 3, p. 878)

In other words, it is because mankind has carried out the strug-
kle for production (and scientific experimentation)—and also, of
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course, that the class struggle has been carried forward to achieve
higher forms of productive relations, and organization of society
as a whole, further liberating the productive forces, from one
stage of society to the next—that the material basis of capitalism
exists and that capitalism can be superceded by a higher form of
society, communism, which will combine a high level of develop-
ment of the productive forces with social organization of produc-
tion unfettered by class relations of exploitation, will be based
on a high level of culture and consciousness in society as a
whole and will open the way to tremendous and increasing devel-
opment of the material and cultural level of society. WVO can-
not see all this because their outlook is characterized by idealism
and metaphysics, and they cannot see beyond the confines of
capitalism.

WVO DISCOVERS “CONCRETE” THEORY

The philosophical foundation on which WVO’s opportunism
rests is its distortion of the correct, Marxist theory of knowledge
and the relation between theory and practice. In its response to
the Revolution article, WVO insists that ‘“There is no such thing
as proceeding from the abstract.” This is by way of attacking
the need to study theory “in its own right,” as laid out in the
Revolution article. Now it may seem strange that WVO, itself
a devoted disciple of the school of theory “for its own sake”—
which the Revolution article contrasts with “in its own right”
{more on this shortly)—should attack the formulation ““in its
own right.” But in fact, this is totally consistent with WVO’s
whole warped view.

To WVO, theory is itself ‘““concrete,” it cannot be ‘“‘abstract.”
WVO tries to muddy the waters for a while with talk about not
“proceeding from the abstract,” (our emphasis) but then they
get around to saying straight out that only pragmatists “treat it
[theory] as abstractions.” But theory is exactly abstraction—
the abstraction and generalization of the material world, the syn-
thesis in the mind of the objective world perceived through the
senses. That theory is not abstraction would certainly come as
a surprise to Mao and Lenin, for in On Practice Mao quotes Lenin
as follows: ¢ ‘The abstraction of matter, of a law of nature, the
abstraction of value, etc., in short, all scientific (correct, serious,
not absurd) abstractions reflect nature more deeply, truly and
completely.’ ”’ (emphasis, parenthesis, by Lenin)

Of course, as Lenin points out elsewhere, “truth is always
concrete, never abstract.” (Collected Works, Vol. 32, p. 94)
What Lenin means here is that truth can only be arrived at by
the method he termed the “living soul of Marxism”—the “‘con-
crete analysis of concrete conditions.”” But this in no way con-
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tradicts the actual process of cognition which, as Lenin states,
proceeds as follows, “from the concrete to the abstract...From
living perception to abstract thought, and from this to practice,—
such is the dialectical path of the cognition of truth, of the cog-
nition of objective reality.” (Collected Works, Vol. 38, p. 171)
Again, clearly theory is exactly abstraction, and if this leap is

not made—along with the leap back to practice—there is no way
to arrive at truth, a correct understanding of the real world, and
no way to change it in accordance with the laws governing it.

What Lenin and Mao emphasize and what WVO fails miserably
to grasp, is that laws, theory, are developed by a leap in the pro-
cess of cognition, from perceptual to rational. If theory were
“concrete,” as WVO presents it, then there would not be ration-
al knowledge, theory would not and could not “reflect nature
more deeply, truly, and completely,” as Lenin insists. In short,
there would be no difference between perceptual and rational
knowledge. Everything would be both perceptual and rational
at the same time, and therefore neither. This view is exactly the
reactionary philosophical principle of “‘combining two into one,”
in place of the materialist dialectical principle of “one divides in-
to two.” And this is exactly the reactionary philosophy embrac-
ed by WVO.

In a number of his works, Mao stresses that the process of cog-
nition involves leaps—first from perceptual to rational, from mat-
ter to ideas, and then from ideas back to matter—from rational
knowledge back to the practice of changing the objective world.
Those who do not understand this process, and specifically do
not understand that theory and practice represent separate stages
in the process of cognition, that there is a leap from the one to
the other, do not understand how practice leads to the develop-
ment of theory and in turn how theory leads back to practice
on a higher level. Or, as Mao puts it, they fail to “comprehend
that matter can be transformed into consciousness and conscious-
ness into matter, although such leaps are phenomena of everyday
life.”” Mao stresses that it is therefore necessary to educate our
comrades in the dialectical materialist theory of knowledge, so
that they can orientate their thinking correctly, become good at
investigation and study and at summing up experience”—“sum-
ming up experience”—Mao Tsetung, too, must be an empiricist!
(See Mao’s “Where Do Correct Ideas Come From?”’)

WVO does not understand all this, so they combine theory and
practice, two-into-one, which is why they, on the one hand, at-
tack the line of studying theory “in its own right’’-—as laws ab-
stracted from particular phenomena of practical life—and on the
other hand pervert the process of applying theory to practice.
What this means for WVO and where it leads them can be seen
in their statement that “general theory itself is highly concrete”
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and, as some kind of amplification of this, “the question of the
dictatorship of the proletariat [is] itself highly concrete.” Per-
haps this is why WVO, when it does deign to ‘“‘intervene” in prac-
tical struggles, insists on passing out leaflets to the workers com-
bining a laundry list of demands—most of them “good Ideas”™—
with stereotyped, dogmatic rhetoric about the Idea of the dicta-
torship of the proletariat—as for example in the strike of auto
workers last year, when WVO, besides putting forward demands
such as 15-minute wash up time, no layoffs, complete job secur-
ity, etc., informed the auto workers that forming a “Bolshevik”
type party was on the order of the day and “the Party must lead
the battle for the six-hour day and carry out the immediate prep-
aration for the dictatorship of the proletariat.” Since to WVO
Ideas and objective reality combine into one and all Ideas are
«“concrete,” then the Idea of the “immediate preparation” for
the “dictatorship of the proletariat” is just as concrete to strikers
as their strike and its real demands. (These leaflets hit the
ground in droves, prompting some to say that WVO was trying
to get strikers busted for littering—but we believe WVO’s line is
responsible, not direct police ties.)

To sum this up, from matter to consciousness—and from con-
sciousness to matter—involves a leap. If no leap is made, if the-
ory is not treated as, in Lenin’s words, “abstractions” that ‘“re-
flect nature more deeply, truly and completely,” then there is no
way theory can be grasped and applied in practice—which in-
volves another leap. As the Revolution article on the theoretical
struggle stresses, “How can theory be applied if it is not studied,
how can it be applied well if it is not studied deeply and consist-
ently?”

THEORY “IN ITS OWN RIGHT”

Studying theory “in its own right,” which WVO so bitterly and
woefully attacks, means studying the basic laws, the universal
principles of Marxism, as abstractions reflecting nature (and soci-
ety) in a concentrated way, not to break the link between theory
and practice, turning theory into dogma, something ““for its own
sake,” but to carry out more correctly the dialectic from prac-
tice to theory and back to practice, so that as fully as possible we
conform our thinking and action to the principles summarized by
Mao in On Practice: “Start from perceptual knowledge and ac-
tively develop it into rational knowledge; then start from ration-
al knowledge and actively guide revolutionary practice to change
both the subjective and objective world. Practice, knowledge,
again practice, and again knowledge. This form repeats itself in
endless cycles, and with each cycle the content of practice and
knowledge rises to a higher level. Such is the whole of the dialec-
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tical-materialist theory of knowledge, and such i i i
materialist theory of the unity of kgm;wing and cllso':}rig t,i’lalectlcal-
And sgch is the basic law which WVO consistently ‘and com-
ple;tely violates. Thus, despite its pompous proclamations that
it is “_the only organization that can provide leadership” for the
working clgss and oppressed nationalities, WVO is utterly incapa-
ble of leading anyone under its influence anywhere but back-
yva_lrd, away from the goal of revolution. And, despite its name
it is clear ‘that this organization represents not the viewpoint of’
the working class, but that of the petty bourgeoisie, which is
}neld down by the existing order and lashes out against it, but is
incapable of seeing beyond—let alone leading the masses beyond—
fche framework of the capitalist system and which, in pursuit of
its own narrow interests, declares itself the savior of the masses
and demano}s that the masses elevate it as such. ’
But despite WVO, and against it—and other, far more formida-

ble, fpes—Marxism is bound to take root more deeply in the
working class and among the masses generally, as the Party deep-
ens 1_ts grasp of Marxism and its ability to concretely apply it to
leading mass struggle, and ever greater numbers of workers and
others oppressed by the ruling class are armed with this science
and use it as a guide to acting to achieve their own emancipation

anq the emancipation of all mankind from the fetters of class
society.
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WVO’s Opportunism inTheory

and Practice
JOHN B.TYLER

The Workers Viewpoint Organization is only one of a number
of petty bourgeois sects currently billing themsglx_res as the genuine
saviours of the American proletariat, or to put it in WVO’s own
words, “The line of the WVO is the correct line in the U.S. com-
munist movement znd . . . the WVO is the leading circle, the only
organization that can serve as the base of operations for the forma-
tion of the genuine communist party.” Unfortunately, but unsur-
prisingly, this is not the case. WVO’s much vaunted f:orrect line
and theoretical mastery are nothing but the self-confident dogma-
tism of the intellectual who has read a couple of bpoks. To the,a,m,
like the other grouplets that made up the ‘‘revolutionary wing,
the grinding of their own mental gears is infinitely more precious
than the struggle and the knowledge of the working class and the
masses of people, whom they regard as vessels to be poured full of
WVO’s wonderful ideas when the time is right.

WVO arrived at its dogmatism along a little different roufce f1:om
groups like the Puerto Rican Revolutionary Workers Organ{zatlon
(PRRWO), the Revolutionary Workers League (RWL) ar_ld the
August 29th Movement (ATM), which have rqojcs in ra_dl_cal ele-
ments from the struggle of oppressed nationalities. Originally the
Asian Study Group (ASG), WVO’s founding leader was a fo_rmgr
member of the Progressive Labor Party who left th'at prgamzatlon
at the point of its denunciation of China as capitalist in 1971—
long after PL’s denunciation of the Vietnam revolution as a plot
of the “Washington—Moscow—Hanoi axis,” long after IfL’s all-qut
campaign to wreck and split SDS, the largest and most 1nﬂue31t1al
mass anti-imperialist organization of the 1960s, long aft.er PL’s at-
tacks on the Black liberation struggle and their declaration that
“51l nationalism is reactionary.” As its name indicates, the ASG
from its inception held that the most important task for the newly
developing Marxist-Leninist forces in this country was study (see
accompanying article in this issue of The Com'mur_ust). )

The last few years has seen the ASG transform 1t§elf into the
multinational WVO, set up shop in several major cities and esta-
blish itself as the wordiest of the small “left” dogmatist sects ‘ghat
took up opposition to the formation of the RCP,USA as a major

task. - .
The WVO established as its “line of demarcation” with the RU
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and other forces forming the Party, the question of the role of
theory. They attacked the RCP as pragmatist, claiming that it was
incorrect and opportunist to form a Party on the basis of applying
the theory of Marxism-Leninism, Mao Tsetung Thought to the prac-
tice of building the struggle of the working class and other sections
of masses and from the knowledge gained in this practice formula-
Ling a programme for revolution in the U.S.

Dismayed by the fact that their polemics had not prevented
the formation of the RCP, WVO hooked up with a number
of similar grouplets in the “revolutionary wing” to try and
form their own party as quickly as possible. Alas, the careerist
appetites of the leaders of these outfits were too great—especially
a8 compared to the meager meal they had before them, the small
numbers making up this “wing”—to sustain such unity. The “wing”
has fragmented with WVO and PRRWO/RWL each on the verge of
declaring itself a Marxist-Leninist party and some of the more mar-
kinal “wing” components back in limbo, either too timid or too
realistic to assume the mantle of the Party, but with little other
itlea of what they should be doing.

PHONY DEFENDERS OF PRACTICE

The formation and disintegration of the ‘“Revolutionary Wing”’
Look place amid a flurry of polemical articles which provide us
with an opportunity to examine the line of the Workers Viewpoint
Organization from a different angle than their “defense of theory”
from the RCP’s onslfughts. The accompanying article in this issue
of The Communist demonstrates that the ‘“theory” of WVO is dog-
matism which denies the dialectical-materialist understanding of
knowledge and the actual relationship between theory and practice.
Workers Viewpoint vehemently denies that it’s dogmatic, of course,
und uses the convenient imbecilities of the nakedly dogmatist
PRRWO to display their less crude—although no less wrong —
viows in the most favorable light. PRRWO has never shaken off the
{ll effects of its brief courtship a few years back with the “Com-
munist League” (now the ‘‘Communist Labor Party”), which held
that practice could only be “bowing to spontaneity’’ and that the
"spontaneous acts” of the masses could not even ““contribute to
the revolution.”

Thus, today, PRRWO and their cohorts in the RWL maintain
tho narrowest possible interpretation of such dogmatist “unity”
principles as “(1) propaganda as our chief farm of activity,” and

*(8) upholding the leading role of M-L theory and party building
~ aw tho central task.” (reported as unity principles of the “Revolu-

tlonary Wing” in Workers Viewpoint newspaper, Aug. 1976, p. 7)
PRRWO interpreted the first of these to mean propaganda must be
the only form of activity and openly denied that there can be any
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relationship between building the ‘“spontaneous” struggle of the
masses and the “central task’ of party building.

This is grist to WVO’s mill. PRRWO is ““forcing themselves into
dogmatism and sectarianism, the two ideological deviations that
Lenin so aptly warned us to guard against,” they scold, then piously
assert, “Communists must undertake our practical tasks among the
working class as theoreticians, propagandists, agitators and organi-
zers.” (both quotes from Workers Viewpoint Journal, Vol. 2, No.
2, pp. 8-9)

Here is the heart of the Workers Viewpoint pitch: first and fore-
most, they claim to be theoreticians, pointing to their penchant for
polemics which are richly larded with quotes from Marxist classics
and are positively stupefying in their long-windedness and inco-
herence. But in addition to their theoretical claims, the WVO boasts
of its participation in the mass struggle, of having as long as “three
years ago” (1) “allocated the overwhelming majority of our forces
to do work among the proletariat” and as “is known to all” of hav-
ing “led mass movements of tens of thousands among different op-
pressed nationalities.” (Workers Viewpoint newspaper, January
19717, pp. S1-2, italics in original) With this formula WVO is mov-
ing to corral demoralized members from other sectlets and hopes
to attract people who were once active in the student and national
movements.

But for all the “lines of demarcation”” WVO and PRRWO strive
to draw between themselves, the fact is they ‘“fought so bitterly
simply because they were the opposite poles of the same stupidity,”
to borrow Engel’s characterization of two disputing ruling class
parties in the Germany of the 1860s. (The Peasant War in Germany,
Preface to the Second Edition, International Publishers, p. 15) In
claiming to uphold participation in the struggle of the working class,
the Workers Viewpoint Organization is marching under a flag just
as false as the “theoretical guru” banner they wave. To understand
how this is so it is necessary to pose only one question to our dog-
matists—why is it the WVO advocates participation in mass struggle,
in practice?

WVO HUNTS FOR THE ADVANCED

The WVO makes no bones about it. ‘“Propaganda to win over
the advanced is our chief form of activity” (Workers Viewpoint
newspaper, Aug. 1976, p. S2), but to find advanced workers to
propagandize and win to WVO, this activity must be carried out
“in the thick of class struggle.” (Workers Viewpoint Journal,

Vol. 2, No. 2, p. 7) In short, they enter the mass struggle in order
to strip the leading elements away from it.

If this seems a harsh characterization, consider the following list
of six ways in which the WVO considers that participation in the
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African Liberation Support Committee (ALSC) “can serve our
tamka of party building, helping to carry out our responsibility to
aupport national liberation work”-

(1) ALSC as an organization of advanced and intermediate,
van help to identify and win over advanced workers and elements.

**(2) can support national liberation struggles and carry out ideo-
logleal preparation against the danger of world war, in particular
muporpower contention in southern Africa, through propaganda.

(3) can help consolidate and train advanced workers already
under the guidance of communists.

*(4) can help develop through struggle political line, particularly
on the international situation,

“(B) can provide a form to struggle for unity and joint work with
other communists, as well as to aid in demarcating the genuine
from the sham.

*(6) can help accumulate revolutionary forces under the leader-
ship of communists, while forging the party.” (Workers Viewpoint
newspaper, Sept.-Oct. 1976, p. 9)

Obviously, Workers Viewpoint sees ALSC as little more than a
§nme preserve where “advanced workers and elements’” can be
lured, trapped and “‘trained.” Most significantly, even in their one
{oken point on supporting the national liberation struggles (how?)
thero is not a word on building the struggle of the American peo-
ple against the criminal role of our own imperialist bourgeoisie in
nouthern Africa, on uniting with and deepening the powerful senti-
monta in support of African liberation which are widespread in this
country, particularly anfong Black people, or on linking this battle
with the overall struggle against the monopoly capitalists in this
country and the struggle in southern Africa and worldwide against
the two superpowers.

This is not an accidental omission. In article after article WVO
oarries on about the importance of winning and consolidating the
advanced as communists, but one searches in vain for one of Mao
Twotung's most important teachings on this question: ‘“The mass-
ax In any given place are generally composed of three parts, the
relatively active, the intermediate and the relatively backward.

The loaders must therefore be skilled in uniting the small number
of netive elements around the leadership and must rely on them
Lo ralse the level of the intermediate elements and win over the
bhaokward elements.” (“Some Questions Concerning Mettiods of
loadership,” Selected Works, Vol. 3, p. 118) For WVO the ad-
vanced are simply building blocks from which they can construct

thelr “party.” They do not understand that the advanced workers

(Including both those who have and who have not yet been won to
Marxism-Leninism) are a lever, and that communists unite with
the advanced precisely to set into motion against the bourgeoisie
aver largor scctions of the proletariat and assist it to become a
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class for itself. Furthermore, WVO cannot comprehend that it is
principally in the course of leading the broad masses of workers
forward, that, through the work of the Party, new communists
come forward from the ranks of the advanced.

Workers Viewpoint does not enter into struggles as Marxist-Le-
ninists—rather their approach is that of Trotskyites who “inter-
vene” in the masses’ battles in order to advance their own narrow
and reactionary aims.

WVO’s sectarian arrogance is blatantly flaunted in a leaflet they
addressed to electrical workers in the Chicago area in the midst
of a strike last year. This leaflet preaches to the strikers that
«workers can win strikes and real gains only when we fight with
all of our organized working class strength under communist lead-
ership.” First of all WVO is departing completely from reality in
saying that strikes—and other struggles—can only be won when
they are led by communists. Such a statement also makes the es-

sence of communist leadership the question of whether or not peo-

ple can win reforms without communist leadership—which reduces
communists to the best fighters for reforms. (Of course, in keep-
ing with its customary stereotyped sloganeering, WVO.builds this
to a conclusion which besides demanding “Communist Leadership
of the Trade Unions!!!” includes the following slogans: ‘“Work-
ers Unite! End the Criminal Rule of the U.S. Monopoly Capitalist
Class!! Fight for Socialism!!!” “Pight the Danger of World War!
Oppose Both Superpowers!! Support All National Liberation
Struggles!!” ““Study Marxism, Criticize and Combat Revision-
ism!! Build the New U.S. Anti-Revisionist Communist Party!!!”)

Thus, while having a “left” form, the line put forward here by
WVO is clearly right-wing in essences it is defeatist with regard to
mass struggle, reformist in its presentation of the role of commu-
nists and openly self-serving. What WVO is really saying is—fire
the trade union misleaders and hire us, only by following us can
you get anywhere—a posture typical of petty bourgeois elements
trying to impose themselves on the masses as “‘saviors.” It is cer-
tainly true that workers do fight more effectively and in a more
class conscious way when led by genuine communists applying
the mass line—but that has nothing whatever to do with WVO’s
declaration of its leadership.

Genuine communists everywhere, and certainly here in the
United States where the Marxist-Leninist forces were born large-
ly in the struggles of nonproletarian strata, seek not to intervene
from on high, but to integrate with the working class, to become
one with the masses. This is not, as dogmatists like WVO would
portray it, “tailism.” Itisnota passive act, nor can we passively
take part in and serve the existing struggle. Instead we work to
develop every struggle as a battle in the class war to overthrow the
bourgeoisie and in order to do so keep three main objectives in
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mind in overy such struggle:

**. .. to win as much as can be won in the immedia

ahd weaken the enemy; to raise the general level otf;ecgfl:tle
uuluusr}ess.and sense of organization of the struggling mass-

on und instill in them the revolutionary outlook of the prole-
Larlat; anq'l to develop the most active and advanced in these
abruggles into communists, recruit them into the Party and
tmin them as revolutionary leaders.” (RCP Programme, p. 102)

For WVO, only the third objective reall i i
A untire’ly. 1] y exists. The second is

NO IMPROVEMENT IN “STAGE TWO”

Lot us now anticipate the denials of the WVO—“Th i
slundoring us. Propaganda to win the advanced, th;’seolzgrpf:fr
%;I‘G:N |l>r()tu(;nt.. In the next stage we go to the masses. This is exact-

wnt Lenin says to do.” But,
" “[ e iy as usual, what we get from WVO

o' look at WVO’s second stage. Unfortunatel ’ -
mula does not call for them to dis%al'd their dogmayaxzt(e)irscfl?:r-
aolerlslic petty-bourgeois contempt for the workin,g class and the
mamion of people. “The communist movement goes through two
Kenaral steps—one, to win over the class conscious proletariat to
the slde of socialism, to organize the vanguard of the proletariat;
and Lwo, Lo search after forms of transition of the approach, to ’
Hink up the vanguard with all the oppressed and lead them to the
offunslve position.” Then WVO helpfully explains that “these
two stops mutually exclude and overlap each other.” (Workers View-
point journal, Vol. 2, No. 1, p. 34) If this means anything at all

:t saya that the two tasks may be carried on simultaneously, but’
t\,lﬂ‘\;’(: 11(1!;)! connection with each other. Another masterpiece of meta-
Wht:xt VXVO appears to be basing itself on is the last chapter of
I:tmln 8 “Left-Wing” Communism, An Infantile Disorder, “Some
‘onclusions.” Here Lenin speaks of a maturing revdlutioleary situ-
atl()n‘,‘ and says under these conditions the proletarian party must
nook th’fa formg of transition or approach to the proletarian dicta-
torship. y And in doing so he places major emphasis on the fact that
Murxisl “propaganda and agitation alone are not enough,’ that for
the mauses to grasp the need for revolution and actively take up
:‘evultt‘?lonlary struggle, ““the masses must have their own exper-
~ lence, Poo; WVO, this horrible word from Lenin’s own lips
Not only is the situation in the U.S. not now a revolutiona'ry
one, and unlikely to become one in the immediate future, but even
under Lhose conditions WVO would be a prime example o’f exactly
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the “left” infantilism Lenin is polemicizing against.

Workers Viewpoint envisions the first stage as a rather protracted
one, citing the prevalence in the U.S. of a “high degree of political
liberty’’ which “breeds bourgeois-democratic illusions,” with the
result that “the fulfillment of this step is extremely difficult.”
(Workers Viewpoint journal, Vol. 1, No. 2, p. 18) This difficulty
means that “our emphasis on propaganda to the advanced may
even continue for awhile after the new communist party is built.”
(Workers Viewpoint newspaper, March 1976, p. S1)

Even assuming that WVO eventually does “overlap” into its se-
cond stage, there is no reason to believe that their approach to the
broad masses of workers and other strata oppressed by the mono-
poly capitalists will include learning from the people. The guestion
of “winning the masses to communism” is for WVO the task of ele-
vating the lowly to the towering theoretical pinnacle they occupy.

Nowhere in WVQ’s carryings on can one find the spirit or prac-
tice of the basic stand summarized by Mao that “The masses are the
real heroes, while we ourselves are often childish and ignorant,
and without this understanding it is impossible to acquire even the
most rudimentary knowledge.” (“Preface and Postscript to Rural
Surveys,” Selected Works, Vol. 3, p. 12) Or as Mao put it on other
occasions, in order to be a teacher, one must first be a pupil.

The WVO’s view of organizing the masses is displayed in pathe-
tic microcosm in their trade union articles. These are invariably
written in the first person plural and “we” go through some heavy
changes. At the beginning of a typical article written during the
rubber strike, for example, they say “though the trade union mis-
leaders (TUMs) have refused to fully mobilize and organize us
for the strike (thus revealing their reactionary stand with the bour-

geoisie) we ourselves have taken up this task. In spite of court in-
junctions limiting the aumber of pickets, still we have continued
mass pickets . . .” However, two pages later, ‘“‘at this time, commun-
ist propaganda is our chief form of activity,” and so on. (Workers
Viewpoint newspaper, August 1976, pp. 2, 13, italics ours) What
must “we”” do as “we” change in one leaflet from “ordinary worker”
to dogmatist? Throw the hacks out of our unions, build a party,
get set for the dictatorship of the preoletariat.

Nowhere in all this is there a sense, a glimmer of understand-
ing of the ability of the working class to recognize its class
interests and transform itself, and to know and transform all of
society, through struggle. As pointed out in the preceding article,
WVO displays a typically petty bourgeois “incapacity to see be-
yond the limitations of capitalist society.” This certainly holds
true for their view of the proletariat.

The WVO understands all too well—and waves as a banner to op-
pose the struggle of the proletariat—that the working class by it-
self cannot develop revolutionary consciousness and ideology.
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Ma}rxism first arose, both historically and in the re hi
this couni_:ry, among a section of intzllectuals who (;?ge‘g:tioge()f
opportunity to study and grasp theory and who have taken up the
stand of the proletariat. And it comes to the working class in the
course of strugglg——not spontaneously, but through the work of
%enume communists, apd today through the work of the Party
tht _for WVO', with their contempt for experience and practice.

1is is where it ends and they see themselves as Prometheus bea;ri
thc:3[ fire 2;olc_>tan igréorant and trembling world. i

n reality, understanding this means understandi

the process. In taking Marxism-Leninism, Mao Tsetﬁlghzn’;‘%giflt to
the.workmg cla}ss, we are taking it home. As Mao Tsetung summed
:lp in O;:z Pr:actlce, “It was not until the modern proletariat emerged

ong with immense fgrces of production (large-scale industry) that
man was able to acquire a comprehensive, historical understandin
oﬁ the deyelop_ment of society and turn this knowledge into a &
science, the science of Marxism.” (Selected Works, Vol. 1, p. 296)
x}ﬁﬁliﬁ{flﬁnmm iis) tht% science of the working cl:':lss and Z)niy

s taken u e €| i i

when It § changingpthz Woﬂng)rl ing class can it become a material

UNITED FRONT

Let us now consider the “forms of transition’’ to sociali
WVO presents the question. One that WVO has alreag(;flacﬁ:g(l),viied
is tl}e art of proclamation. Fer instance, one of their leaflets issued
during the 1976 auto strike raised the slogan “Immediate and All-
around Preparation for the Dictatorship of the Proletariat!!!”
S‘WVO Au?o Bulletin No. 5, exclamation points in original‘). .The
explanatlo.n” appended to this call does not even explain what

the proletarian ghctatorship is, nor does it bother to identify the
p.resent system in this country as the dictatorship of the bourgeoi-
sie _(a}though a note promises a later ‘“Bulletin” on the subject)
This is not propaganda. It is not agitation. It is the ranting of éhe
self-righteous, concerned primarily with the correctness of the ri-
tual. Were t}}ere the least danger that workers would pay serious
atf;entlon to it, this call would also be thoroughly adventurous. The
seizure of power in the United States is not an immediate ques.tion
conf'rontm.g the working class. Doing revolutionary work in ordin-
ary ’glmes, ina npn-revolutionary situation, is a complex and chal-
lenging tagk, which certainly does include doing propaganda around
the -question of the dictatorship of the proletariat in correct rela-
tionship to mass struggle and in a scientific and popular—not dog-

‘matist and stereotyped—way. Proclaiming the “immediacy” of the

f:solietarian dictatorship can only turn attention away from this

s « . . .
This kind of “Revolution Now” rhetoric does serve a useful pur-
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pose for WVO, however—it covers the fact that they put forward
no clear strategy for revolution in the United States. In fact, they
attack outright the proletariat’s real strategy, the United Front
Against Imperialism.

This cannot possibly be the strategy for revolution according to
WVO, since the “united front is a tactic” (Workers Viewpoint Jour-
nal Vol. 2, No. 2, p. 24) and nothing more. Having thus defined the
possibility of the united front being a strategy out of existence,
WVO goes on in this article to talk about what they mean by united
front. Typically, they quote, within a few pages, from Lenin, Sta-
lin, Mao, Dimitroff and, at greatest lengtli, from their own previous
writings to comment on certain questions relating to tactical united
fronts—unity ‘“from sbove and below,” “uniting to expose,” etc.
And the united fronts taey refer to are specific tactical united
fronts—International Women’s Day coalitions, unity with trade
union hacks around particular issues, etc.

Alas, in their sectarian bickering with PRRWO and their narcis-
sistic elaboration of their own ideas, Workers Viewpoint has man-
aged to overlook or ignore the very existence of an entirely differ-
ent type of united front, the strategic united front, like the world-
wide United Front Against Imperialism, aimed at present at the
ruling classes of the two imperialist superpowers, the U.S. and the
USSR, and the United Front Against Imperialism in this country,
aimed at the U.S. bourgeoisie.

These united fronts are strategic because they are a plan for ba-
sic realignment of class forces. In this country the united front is
the strategy of the U.S. working class, to carry out a realignment
of the class forces to achieve the dictatorship of the proletariat.

“Tt is the overall political plan of the proletariat for bringing toge-
ther under its leadership all possible social forces and movements,

in order to concentrate the most powerful blows against the ruling
class and defeat it.”” (RCP Programme, p. 99)

It is not surprising that the WVO can’t see this. A sect which
has such contempt for the working class cannot help but have com-
plete contempt for other popular classes and strata—for everyone
and everything but themselves. According to them, the rage of the

petty bourgeois elements as they are crushed by the monopoly capi-.

talists evidently provides no basis for unity with them. (At first this
may seem strange since WVO itself is of the petty bourgeoisie,

but such sectarianism is typical of the petty bourgeoisie, which is
characterized by individualism and narrowness and which has no
basis of unity as a class.)

In reviewing Roots (described as a “sinister attempt,” a “‘most
sinister attempt’’ to “split the working class’” along national lines,
“promote division and antagonism among the Afro-American peo-
ple” and cover for the ruling class’ efforts to usher in fascism),
WVO says of “petty bourgeois reformists” like Alex Haley, “Inde-

PROGRAMME AND
CONSTITUTION

OF THE
REVOLUTIONARY
COMMUNIST PARTY
USA

The Programme of the RCP summarizes the present
situation facing the working class in its struggle and points
the road forward. It is a concentration of the Party’s basic
aims, strategy and tasks as the Party of the working class.
It sets forth to the working class the goal of its struggle—
revolution, socialism and ultimately communism—and the
means to achieve this historic goal. It is a guide to action.

The Constitution of the RCP summarizes the basic Pro-
gramme of the Party and sets down its basic organizational
principles which enable it to carry out its tasks and respon-
sibilities as the Party of the working class.

Prepay all orders to RCP Publica-

tions, Inc., P.O. Box 3486, Merchan-
dise Mart, Chicago, 1ll. 60654
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pendent of their will, they become better defen_ders qf the bour-
geoisie than the bourgeoisie itself.” (Worker§ Vzewpqmt news-
paper, February 1977, pp. 27-8) Nonsense like t-h!s is nothmg but
a petty bourgeois attempt-—more pathetlg: than sm}ster a}t this
point—to isolate the working class from its potent}al allies.

Another example of this kind of petty bourgeois arrogance, the
contempt of the elect for the uninitiated, occurrec:l at a forum on the
Boston busing plan held by the Revolutionary Union in New _York
in 1974. During the question period, a spokesman for the Asian .,
Study Group identified himself, stated his group’s “70%_ agreement
with the RU’s line and went on to say that if they were in Bosj;on,
the ASG would work among both the white opponenfcg of busmg
in South Boston and those Blacks who had been mobilized in de-
fense of the busing plan—in order to keep them apart! A speaker
from the RU had to state that there was no 70% agreement with
this, that the task of communists in such a situation is to expose
the bourgeoisie’s divide and rule schemes and unite the masses in
both communities against their real common enemy. _

The attempt to deny the working class its alhgs and its revolution-
ary strategy is entirely consistent with WVO’s failure to grasp the
real revolutionary potential of the working cl.ass, as commented on
earlier. It is precisely by engaging in and .1ead_1ng all stmggles against

oppression and its source, the bourgeoisie, that the W(_)rkn}g class
comes to see the class nature and interests of other stratq in the
battles and understand its own great historic role as the l}berator
of all humanity from capitalist enslavement and class society. A
key part of this is for the proletariat’s own Party to enter }nto and
give leadership to the struggles of the various non-proletarian
forces and strata. However, to leave it at this, as WVQ does, only
indicates that they see themselves as superhuman saviours and
don’t understand that the proletariat as a class can and. must take
up in its millions these struggles and, in the course of fighting and
leading them, develop its ability to seize and hold power.

MAIN BLOW

The Workers Viewpoint Organization’s denial of the Un_ited
Front Against Imperialism leaves them, as stgted above, without a
clearly stated strategy for proletarian revolution. Th'ey have, hqw-
ever, collected some bits and pieces of a strategy Whlgh are suffl-
ciently misguided to suggest that WVO will continue its rejection
of the proletariat’s strategy. .

For%ne thing they espouse the ‘“main blow” theox:y which de-
clares that the proletariat’s main blow should be so dlreqted as to
isolate the middle of the road social and political forces in any
given situation. The RCP’s position on and criticisms of thl'S theory
have been laid out in some detail in a recent Revolution article—
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“OL Bloodies Own Nose With Its ‘Main Blow.” *’ (Revolution,

Feb. 1977, p. 5) Briefly, the article counterposed to this incorrect
approach, adopted from two articles by Stalin and “enriched” by
various opportunists, the strategy of the united front which is aimed
at uniting against the main enemy all possible forces, even the most
wavering, and in this process isolating enemy agents.

In its comments on the article (in Workers Viewpoint newspaper,
Jan. 1977, p. 17) the WVO nervously attempts to defend the “main
blow”” while simultaneously trying to disassociate itself from the
OL and its position. The defense part consists in large part of ci-
ting a quote from Lenin (on the tasks of the victorious proletariat
in suppressing counter-revolution) and claiming that although Lenin
didn’t call for the strategic “direction of the main blow” at what
Stalin called the “compromising” forces, he meant it. (In fact a
serious study of Lenin’s writings will show that he di not put for-
ward the ““main blow” as the basis of the proletariat’s strategy.)

The WVO, having dished up this crude invention, faced another
problem. The Revolution article also pointed out that the Chinese
Communist Party disagreed with the “main blow” approach. WVO
chose to try and pretend that the Chinese really didn’t mean what
they said and that the position the Revolution piece had paraphrased
of aiming the main blow at the main enemy, applied only in Third
World countries, while in advanced capitalist societies the “main
blow” formula still applies.

To “prove” this they cite the original Chinese quote, adding their
own italics and an editorial note in brackets: “ ¢. . . In certain cir-
cumstances it may be correct to isolate the middle forces, but it
is not correct to isolate them under all circumstances. Our exper-
lence [note they qualify it as their own experience] teaches us
that the main blow of the revolution should be directed at the chief
enemy to isolate them, while as for the middle forces, a policy of
both uniting with them and struggling against them should be adopt-
ed...”” ' :

Here again WVO exposes the narrowness of its view of exper-
ience—WVO thinks the fact that the Chinese mention that their
view is derived from experience is a “qualification” and that be-
cause it is summed up from experience the Chinese line can’t pos-
sibly be a generally applicable approach. No, it can have applica-
tion only in China and perhaps, by extension, in other semi-colo-
nial, semi-feudal countries. The phrase “in certain circumstances
it may be correct. . .” is then taken as evidence that the main blow
theory is in fact generally applicable in the U.S. and other advanced
capitalist countries. What sophistry!

WVO would do well to look at some of the other writings of
the Chinese Communist Party, in particular the “Proposal Concer-
ning the General Line of the International Communist Movement.”
The general line of the international communist movement is “one

2
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of forming a broad united front . . . of boldly arousing the masses,
expanding the revolutionary forces, winning over the middle forces
and isolating the reactionary forces.” (p. 4) This is the same basic
formulation the WVO is trying to restrict to the Third World,
while the “Proposal” says it points “out the basic direction for the
revolutionary struggles of the proletariat and people of all coun-
tries.” (p. 5)

As well as trying to hide from the Chinese line, WVO has to duck
the OL’s stupidities about “directing the main blow international-
ly*’ at the Soviet social-imperialists who are “the main social prop
of imperialism.”” WVO does so by echoing the Revolution article.
This does not, however, let them off the hook on the international

situation. They are in complete agreement with the OL on the
most important thing, the line that of the two main enemies of the
world’s people, the Soviet Union is the real main enemy or as WVO
puts it in the same article ‘“more sinister, more dangerous” than the 1
U.S. It is “the most dangerous’ of the two superpowers. Then,
quickly switching from ““the” to “a” they say the RCP doesn’t re-
cognize the Soviet Union as ‘“‘e main danger” (italics ours) to ‘““the
people of the world in all continents, in all corners of the world.”
Here WVO is trying its hand at a little smuggling. They know
full well that the RCP, like all genuine Marxist-Leninists, consis-
tently identifies the USSR as one of the two main enemies of the
world’s people. But what WVO is trying to say in the phrase cited
above is not “a’” but “the main danger.” How is the Soviet Union
the main danger to the people of such U.S. dominated Third World
countries as Iran, such imperialist junior partners of the U.S. as
Canada and how the hell is it the main danger to the American
people? This ““in all corners of the world” business is nothing but
the same social-chauvinist line of U.S. “revolutionaries” covering
for the U.S. bourgeoisie that the October League is notorious for.*

* The WVO also takes the RCP to task for ridiculing those self-proclaimed revolu-
tionaries in this country who try to mobilize the masses to *’fight appeasement” of the
USSR and the ““appeasers’” in the U.S. ruling class. WVO says indignantly that the real
guestion is “exposing appeasement’’ and that Bob Avakian, Chairman of the RCP’s Cen-
tral Committee, made up the idea of *‘fighting appeasement’’ out of pure wickedness.
“There is no such thing as ‘fight appeasement.’ Appeasement itself is a dangerous line,
which feeds the other imperialist’s appetite, provoking its wild ambitions.” (also in
Workers Viewpoint newspaper, January 1977, p. 33, italics in original)

This is metaphysical and idealist on several counts. One, the OL, among others, does
regularly call for the masses to ‘‘oppose’’ or “’fight appeasement,” instead of, like WVO,
just implying it. Two, of course’ erroneous lines can be fought against and not merely
exposed because lines are not merely words but take concrete forms in the actions of
those who hold them. Three, as pointed out in *The Real Dynamics of the Arms Race”
(Revolution, April 1977), the poticies put forward by the U.S. ruling class, including
those who take a so-called “moderate’’ stand toward the Soviets, are “fundamentally
opposed to the policy of appeasement practiced by Britain and France towards Germany
before World War 2. Then the Allied imperialists hoped that unhinging the geopolitical
balance would set the Nazis against the Soviet Union. While today attempting to set
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In spite of all WVO’s fancy footwork on this question, the fact
is they still uphold the essence of the OL’s “international main
blow,” as well as insisting on the “main blow” formula as a stra-
tegic rule for the U.S.

The target of this ‘““main blow,” the ‘“social props” are never too
precisely identified—*“labor misleaders,” “reformists,” “liberals,”
“misleaders”—but WVO assures us that “the plain truth is that we
still have to spend more time exposing and fighting the misleaders
than we will spend on the bourgeoisie itself!” (Workers Viewpoint
journal, Vol. 2, No. 1, p. 39)

The end result of applying this approach as the general line guid-
ing revolutionary work in this country can only be, as pointed out
in the Revolution article, lumping together as enemies the bourgeoi-
sie’s lackeys and vacillating social forces, while letting the ruling
class itself off virtually scot-free—~without even winning the masses
away from the leadership of various reformists and thoroughly
exposing opportunists and misleaders, since they will be able to
pose as the real and consistent opponents of the monopoly capi-
talists!

WVO’S TRANSITIONAL PROGRAM

Along with this “main blow,” WVO appears to have come up with
some more ideas on the ‘“forms of transition,” for their “second
stage.” In fact, they appear to have arrived, hopefully independent-
ly and not through study, at a primitive approxjmation of the notor-
ious “transitional program” propounded by the counterrevolutionary
traitor Leon Trotsky in the 1930s for his “Fourth International.”

Trotsky held that between the minimum program of the masses’
immediate demands and the maximum program of the seizure of
state power it was necessary to propound a series of transitional de-
mands. These demands would be ones that would sound just and
reasonable to the masses but be essentially impossible to win under
capitalism. If the bourgeoisie was so weak it could be forced to grant
them, why you’d practically be at socialism. If not, the masses
who’d been suckered into fighting for them would see how lousy
capitalism is anyway and decide to overthrow it.

Here we have once again the petty-bourgeoisie’s characteristic
contempt for the masses. Their struggles and demands aren’t good
enough, can’t be built as revolutionary, can’t contribute to the strug-
gle to overthrow the bourgeoisie. Instead, they have to be sucker-

the Soviet Union against China is a part of U.S. foreign policy, the U.S. imperialists re-
cognize that Europe is the grand prize the New Czars seek and nothing can substitute
for NATO military might in preventing them from achieving their aim.” (p. 18)

Al of this “‘concern’’ by socalled communists in the U.S. about appeasement by the
U.S. ruling class amounts to nothing more than a call for our own bourgeoisie to be more
vigorous in pursuit of its imperialist aims.
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baited into revolution with a set of demands specially designed to re-
sult in losing struggles!

WVO with their contempt for the masses’ experience and strug-
gles, their fondness for theory for its own sake and the working
out of ideas in isolation from the actual class struggle, is now tread-
ing this same path. In each issue of their paper they come up with
a more elaborate set of demands for the workers in whatever indus-
try they are commenting on. g

One of their major focuses is on the shorter work week (which ap- &
pears in Trotsky’s transitional program as “the sliding scale of hours
and wages”). This drew the maximum attention from WVO during
the contract strike by auto workers against Ford last fall. It is nec-
essary to examine the context in which this was done. The issue of
the shorter work week was raised during negotiations by the top ]
labor traitorsof the UAW as a cynical smokescreen to kide their sell- §
out maneuvers and a diversionary tactic to focus the attention of
the workers away from the fight against layoffs and speedup, attacks
which the companies had made with vicious intensity in the time
since the previous contract.

Rather than analyzing the issues of the strike and putting forward }
a program that would help the auto workers to advance their inter-
ests and those of the whole class, WVO devoted most of its propa-
ganda to touting the virtues of the shorter work week.

Their four page Auto Bulletin No. 4 is devoted entirely to the de-
mand for the “six hour day, no cut in pay” and it is explained
that this demand if it is raised only for the auto workers stunts
the growth of class struggle and that the auto workers must raise
the demand “the six hour day for the whole working class.”” This
leads into a denunciation of the OL for raising the “vague” demand
for a “shorter work week with no cut in pay,” and not including
the whole class. The CPUSA and others are criticized because they
raise the demand of 30 for 40 “within the context of bourgeois
legality—through negotiations, by appealing to the bureaucrats, the
government and the company.” ‘

Along comes Auto Bulletin No. 5. Now the main focus is on the
slogan *“30 for 40” (meaning a thirty hour work week with a pay-
check as large as that formerly paid for forty hours of work).
WVO’s new criticism is that this promotes the conservative, bour-
geois motto ““A fair day’s work for a fair day’s pay.” (Under some
circumstances at least, it could do that, but WVO’s treatment of
this, true to form, is a perversion of Marxism.) They explain, “Dur- |
ing 40 hours of work we are producing much more than the 40
hours of pay that is given us. What we should ask for is all the
fruits of our labor, including the surplus that the capitalists have
robbed from us.” ‘

This sounds logical and Marxist, although perhaps a trifle confus-
ing to those ‘“‘advanced elements” who haven’t yet run into the con-
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cept of surplus value. But the logic is bourgeois and the formulation
is an anarcho-syndicalist one. Even under socialism, the workers
will not receive in pay the value that they produce. If WVO?’s glori-
ous idea were carried out, workers in nonproductive jobs, for exam-
ple in the sphere of distributign, would receive nothing. No funds
would be available to operate the proletarian state apparatus. With
no money to invest, production would stagnate instead of surging
forward, free of the chains of capitalism. As different workers pro-
duce different amounts of value, vast differences in pay would exist.
This is bourgeois right run amuck.

Furthermore, to draw a strong line of demarcation between them-
selves and those who call for “30 for 40” the WVO dropped the
part of their slogan which called for “no cut in pay.” In its
tender concern that the workers not get any wrong ideas, the Work-
ers Viewpoint Organization appears willing to submit on their be-
half to a 25% wage cut!

And this is not the end of the story. The Aug.-Sept. WVO paper
carried a sum-up article on the Ford strike which included some
sections of the leaflets, like the “fruits of our labor’’ passage. WVO
adds that the demand “Fight for the six hour day for the whole
working class” is a propaganda slogan because actually fighting for
it will “divert” the workers in many industries from the issues they
really face. For auto workers, however, they say the six hour day
is an action slogan because it can be won there under present con-
ditions. Leaving aside the incorrectness of this judgement, what
happened to the “stunting” of the class struggle that was supposed
to occur if this was made just a fight in auto? What WVO is reveal-
ing is that the words “for the whole class” afe formalistic window
dressing designed to impose on (rather than develop in) the workers
a strong class consciousness.

Furthermore, WVO has continued to throw the shorter work
week around in other industries, most recently in the construction
industry, where their pompous advice to the workers includes the
suggestion they demand “‘a shorter work day.” (Workers View-
point newspaper, February 1977, p. 9) No explanation accompa-
nies this slogan so we are left in the dark as to what exactly is the
critical difference between this and the October League’s “vague”
and ‘“‘reformist” auto strike slogan of *‘a shorter work week.”

WVO has been all over the map on the question of the shorter
work week, but the motion was all in their minds. For them the
auto strike provided an opportunity to preach to the ignorant and
to work out in their own minds, with no relation to the actual strug-
gle, the ideas which they were preaching.

In the real world, the shorter work week demand in the auto
strike, whether in Woodcock’s version or any of the “new improv-
ed leftist” forms, was a red herring. The hacks peddled it to the
workers and, through the media, the public, as a magical cure for
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layoffs and unemployment in the industry, in order to prevent
struggle around these sharp issues and to cover their own sellout
and disguise the actual causes of layoffs and unemployment. De-
nouncing it as an attack on the workers was a necessary step in
building the actual struggle of the auto workers, working to for-
mulate clear demands around the attacks they faced and develop-
ing organized resistance to the sellout the capitalists and their labor
lieutenants had prepared. Among the results of this correct ap-
proach to the auto strike were significant advances in class conscious-
ness among many workers and the greater consolidation of a new
national rank and file organization in the industry.

MORE APRIORISM

Another example of WVO’s idealist imposition of demands on the
struggle crops up in the construction workers article. Along with a
considerable number of other suggested slogans appears “Uphold the
right of self-determination of the Afro-American nation in the Black
Belt South, up to and including secession.” (Workers Viewpoint
newspaper, February 1977, p. 30)*

Discriminatory practices and white chatvinism are deeply rooted
in the construction industry and unions, and have inevitably aided
the capitalists in their attacks on construction workers, especially
in recent years. Communists must analyze and explain these issues
and build struggle around them, but the Workers Viewpoint approach
won’t help at all. First, the demand they raise is in itself incorrect,
and secondly, it has nothing to do with the actual struggles con-

* Until recently the WVO, as an organization made up largely of Chinese-American petty-
bourgeois elements, was narrow nationalist principally ““on behalf of” Chinese-Americans.
In fact they even engaged in “nation-building,” or at least “’national minority building,”
by insisting on the existence of a single *’Asian’’ national minority in the U.S. This flew
in the face of the reality that there are several distinct and significant national minorities
in this country which originally came from Asia, including Chinese, Filipinos and Japanese,
with different languages, histories and cuttures.

As for the Black national question, WVO for several years boasted of its “partial posi-
tion,” which it emphasized did not include a line on the Black Belt nation. In the last
year or 50 WV O has recruited a number of former RWL members, almost all Black,'and
the group has “broadened"” its approach by conciliating to narrow nationalism among
Blacks aiso. One symptom of this was the sudden appearance in the Workers Viewpoint
newspaper of the Black Belt nation as a line of demarcation for all communists and re-
volutionaries. (This issue of The Communist contains “Living Socialism and Dead Dogma-
tism,” a criticism of sterile adherence to the fine that the key to Black liberation is the
right of self-determination in the Black Belt,)

This is also a good time to note WVQ's pose as the biggest defenders of criticism and
self-criticism: “‘Whether one practices it or not—or whether one practices it boldly or
not—this constitutes the line of demarcation between sham and genuine, staunch and
vacillating communists today.” Yet another “line of demarcation.”” (Workers Viewpoint
Journal, Vol. 2, No. 2, pp. 37-38) How come, then, WVO has thus far published not a
peep on why their line changed, what the thinking is behind their new position and why
it took them so long to arrive at it?
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struction workers are engaged in and face—including the struggle
agdinst discrimination.

Once again the actual struggle of the workers is not good enough
for WVO; it can’t be the basis for their developing class conscious-
ness and revolutionary unity in connection with&he work of com-
munists. No, they must accept special demands formulated for them
by WVO or their struggle can’t develop.

One more absurd instance of this kind of thinking cropped up in
the article on the rubber strike, cited previously. The article carries
the subtitle “Turn Economic Strike into Political Strike Against
Capitalism.” The article carries the same exhortation—but it never
explains the difference between an economic and a political strike.
And as for what the focus of this “political strike” should be, no
particular issue is raised. Instead WVO proceeds to recommend to
the workers “the armed overthrow of the monopoly capitalist class.
(Workers Viewpoint newspaper, August 1976, p. 13) So the rubber
strike should have become a strike for the insurrection? This is not
“theory,” it is fantasy!

Thus, the Workers Viewpoint Organization is twice a
fraud in their claim to uphold revolutionary practice as
well as revolutionary theory. In their “first stage” of
“winning the advanced,” they seek to pull the advanced away from
the struggle into their study groups and “party forming” spasms.
What can already be seen of their “second stage” shows the same
contempt for the struggle of the working class and the masses.

It is this struggle, {he class struggle which irrepressibly flares up
in spite of everything the ruling class can do, that provides the ba-
sis for grasping, applying and developing revolutionary theory and
is the training ground on which the working class learns how to
unite with and lead its allies in overthrowing the parasite class and
how to build a new world. Communist practice means nothing if
it does not mean entering wholeheartedly into this struggle in order
to develop its full potential as revolutionary class struggle.

The Communist Manifesto itself delivers a stinging rebuke to
dogmatists of WVQO’s stripe, stating that genuine communists

»»

“. .. have no interests separate and apart from those of the
proletariat as a whole.

“They do not set up any sectarian principles of their own,
by which to shape and mould the proletarian movement....

“The theoretical conclusions of the communists are in no
way based on ideas or principles that have been invented, or
discovered, by this or that would-be universal reformer.

“They merely express, in general terms, actual relations
springing from an existing class struggle, from a historical
movement going on under our very eyes.” (Foreign Languages
Press, Peking, pp. 47-48)



106

Appendix

Editor’s Note: This leaflet, passed out at gates and pl:cket lines dur-
ing the 76 Ford strike, is a fine example of WVO’s line and prac-
tice. We reprint it for the education (and amusemen‘t)' of our read
ers. All errors, political and otherwise, are in the original.

WORKERS' VIEWPOINT ORGANIZATION AUTO BULLETIN NO.5
Auto workers on the move against capitalism!

The strike of the Ford workers is in its third week now. The capitalists are_starting
to hurt and their faithful lackeys the trade union misleaders are itching for their chance
to sell us out and show their loyalty to the monopoly capitalist class. In. th'e next fe_w
days, all kinds of schemes and clauses will be thrown out onto the negotiating table in
the mad scramble to get us back on the line.

At this time, Communists and all advanced workers must grasp the general character
of the strike as well as its particular features in order to lead the auto workers forvyard.
A Chairman Mao teaches us, "‘in capitalist society, contradictions find expression in
acute antagonisms and conflicts in sharp class struggle; they cannot4 be 'r'esolved by the
capitalist system itself and can only be resolved by socialist revolution. Whe:ther one
stands for resolving the contradictions between the bourgeoisie ar'xd the working (':lass
by socialist revolution or through the capitalist system is a basic line 9f demarcation be-
tween genuine communists who fight for the interests of the proletariat versus the §ham
communists, the trade union misleaders (TUM's), (lackeys of the monopoly capitalist
within the ranks of the workers) as well as opportunists of all shades.

EXPOSE THE REVISIONIST AND OPPORTUNIST SELL-OUT SCHEME FOR 30
FOR 40 (32 FOR 40)—FIGHT FOR THE SIX HOUR DAY!

Because of the auto workers’ militant resistance against speed-up and forced over-
time, misleaders of all shades have been forced to put forward demands around this is-
sue. Woodcock put forth the bourgeois scheme of 32 for 40—40 hours pay for 32
hours work. The revisionist “C"PUSA echoed this cry with 30 for 40. The‘October
League stumbles around even deeper in the fog with the vaguest slogan for “‘a shorter
work week'". o

All these are treacherous siogans because they serve the monopoly ca_p|tal|sts by cov-
ering up the criminal nature of the wage labor system. It gives the working cla_ss an illu-
sion that what we are getting for “40” is a "'fair wage”. Yet we know that c.iun‘ng 40
hours of work, we are producing much more than the 40 hours of pay that is given to
us. What we should ask for is all the fruits of our labor, including the surplus value that
the capitalists have robbed from us. This is what Marx taught us: "Insteat_i of t_he con-
servative motto, ‘a fair day's wages for a fair day’s work!’ They ought to inscribe on
their banner the revolutionary watchwords: ‘Abolition of the wage system!” .

The schemes of these right opportunists are put forward unde_r the cover of '‘creat-
ing jobs”, therefore "'serving the needs of the working class.” This only expos.es furf(her
the bankruptcy of the schemes. Unemployment is inevitable as long as there is cap|ta_l-
ism. Even the bourgeoisie admits this. In Fortune magazine, Jack Gould, an economist
at the University of Chicago Business School, states that some unemOloyment helps to
make the system efficient. ““To try to run the economy at zero unemployme:?t would
be like an automobile dealer trying to run his operation with zero inventory.” he says.

So who are the misleaders trying to fool? No gains for the working class come in the
back door—we can fight for full employment only by mobilizing the whole working
class to militantly demand no layoffs and to struggle and unite with the struggle of the
smployed and unemployed against the whole monopoly capitalist class and the state.

On the other hand, the Revolutionary “Communist” Party (RCP) opposes_thg whole
Issue 88 a “‘shaft’’. With their shortsighted outlook of fighting for only what is “imme-

e
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diate and possible” (pragmatism) they liquidate the historic struggle of the working
class for a normal working day.

Only the demand for the six hour day represents the genuine stand with the working
class. As Comrade Engels wrote, . . . capital regards the laborer as nothing else than
labor power . . . The capitalist sees only the continuously available surplus-population
and wears it out . . . Capital is reckless of the health or length of life of the laborer, un-
less under compuision from society . . . Establishment of a normal working day—the re-
sult of centuries of struggle between capitalist and laborer.”

NO LAYOFFS, NO SPEED-UP, NO FORCED OVERTIME

The working class has historically fought militantly against unemployment. SUB
funds are a good example of concessions wrested away from the bourgeoisie by the
struggle of our class. What is the real significance of these concessions? Comrade Le-
nin, writing about a new factory law, stated, "‘the significance of the new law lies in the
fact that it necessarily and inevitably gives a fresh impetus to the Russian working
class movement. We have seen how the law tries wherever possible to leave loopholes
for the emplovyers, to leave the most important points vague and indefinite. Everywhere
there is bound to be conflict between the employers and the workers over the applica-
tion of this law; and this conflict will embrace a far larger area, for the law applies to the
whole of Russia. The workers will be able to wage the struggle consciously and firmly,
to insist on their demands. “So, we cannot stop fighting! These forced concessions
means we must push our struggle to an even higher level.

Unemplioyment is also part and parcel of the exploitation of the capitalist system.
Under capitalism, automation and improvements in technology in industries such-as
auto will not improve the wellbeing of the workers. Increased mechanization will only
displace more workers onto the streets since one man now will be able to perform
three men’s jobs. Speedups and overtime are additional methods that the capitalists
use to drive workers out of jobs. Furthermore, the capitalists want to keep a pool of
permanently unemployed workers in the market to keep down the price of iabor.

We must stand firmly in fighting against these attacks; we must fight for NO LAY-
OFFS, NO SPEED-UPS, NO FORCED OVERTIME in the concrete struggle. But we
must understand that these demands cannot be won consistently for the entire working

class. So we must fight for them in the context of overthrowing the entire monopoly
capitalist system!

FIGHT FOR ONE YEAR CONTRACTS—OPPOSE COLA—FIGHT FOR HIGHER
ACROSS THE BOARD INCREASES!!!

The auto monopolies and the UAW misleaders trumpet the fact that auto workers
get the best deal: the uncapped COLA, which is supposedly allowing us to keep up with
rampant inflation year after year. These are straight-out lies!

COLA was devised by General Motors president, Charles E. Wilson in 1940! To stop
the waves of strikes at that time and to restore production, GM offered the COLA for-
mules. Yet the truth is, even the best COLA only covers for yearly inflation at a rate of
6%.

Inflation is a means used by the capitalists to exploit and rob the working class. The
1873 contract brought the auto workers only a miniscule wage increase of 3% a year,
which is far below the constantiy rising rate of inflation. The COLA doesn’t come close
to making up for the difference! But even the bourgeoisie is forced to admit that real
wages have gone down at least since 1973! We must demand one-year contracts and not
be fooled by all the fancy COLA formulas that the bourgeoisie use to try to cool us off.
We must utilize the strike weapon and fight for straight wage increases every year as our
real wage is eaten up by inflation and taxes.

BUILD THE IRON UNITY OF THE WORKING CLASS! BUILD THE US. PROLETA-
RIAN PAR TY OF THE BOLSHEVIK TYPE—~IMMEDIATE AND ALL-AROUND
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PREPARATION FOR THE DICTATORSHIP OF THE PROLETARIAT!I!

Comrade workers! The situation is truly excellent. In the face of the irresistable up-
surge in the working class and all oppressed peoples, the hypocritical shell of bourgeois
democracy and all forms of opportunism and collaborationism are being unmasked. The
bourgeoisie and all reactionaries are trembling and scrambling in desperation to preserve
their rotten and parasitic system of exploitation. There is only one way out. We must
grasp tightly our historical mission as the only consistently revolutionary class. We must
begin the immediate and all-around preparation for the dictatorship of the proletariat.

The Workers' Viewpoint Organization is the only organization that has consistently
based ourselves on the universal truths of Marxism-Leninism-Mao Tse tung Thought, and
applied it to the concrete conditions of the U.S. revolution. We are the direct product
of the irresistable upsurge of the U.S. working class. We represent this irresistable trend
based on the overall most correct line in the context of providing leadership to the best
elements in the Communist Movement and the working class movement. We are the on

ly organization that can serve as the foundation for the new Party of the Bolshevik type.

Only such a Party which bases itself on the correctness of ideological and political line
and on the iron discipline that is forged in the thick of class struggle can lead the work-
ing class in its fight for the final aim of socialism,

NO LAYOFFS, NO SPEED-UP, NO FORCED OVERTIME!!

EXPOSE THE REVISIONIST AND OPPORTUNIST SELL-OUT SCHEME FOR 30 for
40 (32 for 40)— FIGHT FOR THE SIX HOUR DAY FOR THE WHOLE WORKING
CLASS!H!

FIGHT FOR ONE YEAR CONTRACTS—OPPOSE COLA—FIGHT FOR HIGHER
ACROSS THE BOARD INCREASES!!!

BUILD THE IRON UNITY OF THE WORKING CLASS!!!
FORWARD TO THE PROLETARIAN PARTY OF THE BOLSHEVIK TYPE—~IMME—
DIATE AND ALL-AROUND PREPARATION FOR THE DICTATORSHIP OF THE
PROLETARIAT!!

COMING: Auto Bulletin No. 6—~THE DICTATORSHIP OF THE PROLETARIAT
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Living Socialism and
Dead Dogmatism

The Proletarian Line and the Struggle
Against Opportunism on the National
Question in the U.S.

The following article was originally published by the Revolu-
tionary Union (RU), in June 1974, as part of Red Papers 6: Build
the Leadership of the Proletariat and its Party. This article was
written in response to a paper by four former members of the RU
in Detroit who joined forces with the Black Workers Congress
(BWC) and the Puerto Rican Revolutionary Workers Organization
(PRRWO) in attacking the RU as “national chauvinist.”” The paper
by these former RU members was an important part of the BWC/
PRRWO arsenal—BWC adopted this paper as its own and circulated
it as broadly as it could. One of the main thrusts of their attack
was the line that the right of secession for the Black people in the
“Black Belt” south is the heart of the Black people’s struggle for
liberation and that in refusing to take this position the RU was
joining forces with the U.S. ruling class in its oppression of the
Black people.

The article that follows thoroughly refutes this “Black Belt is
key” position, as well as other erroneous lines—especially around
the national question and its relation to the class struggle in the
U.S.—put forward by BWC, PRRWO and a handful of people who
left the RU after failing to make any headway in splitting the RU
by rallying forces within it to their opportunist stand. It shows
how these lines themselves lead away from building the struggle
of Black people against their actual oppression and linking it
with the revolutionary movement of the working class.

The article is marked by the context in which it was written—
which explains its polemical style, the references to a number of
other documents by the RU (including Red Papers 4 and 5) and
the considerable attention given to BWC and PRRWO. But it still
stands as an important analysis of the Black national question and
the relation of the Black people’s struggle to the overall revolu-
tionary struggle in this country, which is a crucial question for
the U.S. working class in leading the masses of people in making
socialist revolution.

The polemics of which this article formed a part played a very
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important role in the development of the correct line and pro-
gramme for the Party of the working class in this country. Since
the writing of this article, that Party, the RCP, has been formed,
with the RU playing the leading role in that process. On the other
hand, the BWC and PRRWO, which for a time had worked in close
alliance with the RU, have since splintered into a number of groups,
most of these groups and many of the individuals—though not all—
who once formed part of BWC and PRRWO have completely de-
generated into opportunism and, insofar as they play any role in
the revolutionary movement today, act as counter-revolutionary
elements. At the same time some other opportunist outfits which
today exert somewhat more influence—such as the October League
(OL) and more recently Workers Viewpoint Organization (WVO )—
have attempted to raise this “Black Belt is key’ banner as an im-
portant part of their general opposition to the correct line.

For all these reasons we are re-publishing this article from the
RU’s Red Papers 6 (the footnotes appearing in the article have
been added from the original). Study of this article, together with
the section of the RCP Programme on the Black national question,
will, we believe, contribute to a deeper understanding of the correct
line on this crucial question and aid in carrying out this line as a
decisive part of building the revolutionary movement of the work-
ing class and its allies toward its revolutionary goal.

The paper by the clique of Detroit defectors tries to give the im-
pression that these four were part of a large group the split from
the RU. This is as phony as the line of the paper itself. It announ-
ces that it is written “in opposition to the [RU’s] consolidation of
{he revisionist line on the Black National Question,” and proclaims
ity intention to ‘“refute the RU line and lay bare its revisionist con-
tent.” This, of course, is not the first time that the RU line on the
national question has been attacked as a “‘revisionist . . . racist . . .
chauvinist . . . liquidation of the national question.” And, as is the
case with the Detroit paper, this attack has frequently been based
on the argument that the key to the struggle for Black liberation
and socialist revolution in the U.S. is the “Black Belt”’ south—
Konerally speaking, the crescent-shaped area running from a part of
Virginia down through parts of the deep south and into eastern
'Poxas, the old plantation area which got the name “Black Belt” be-
caune of the rich quality (and color) of the soil.

In the final analysis the Detroit paper rests on the erroneous
polnt that the heart of the Black liberation struggle is the “land
yuestion” in the “Black Belt.”” As part of trying to put this over,
the nuthors of this paper mix up the use of the term “land,” using
it to mean farmland—referring to the agrarian question—and to
mean torrilory—referring to the fact that the “Black Belt” is the
hintorie homeland of Black people in the U.S. These authors try
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to combine their two uses of “land’’ into one concept, thereby
creating confusion. But whichever way you look at it, the Detroit
paper is fundamentally wrong.

The Black liberation struggle is not essentially an agrarian ques-
tion today—*“land to the tiller” (40 acres and a mule, or 400 acres
and a tractor) is not the fundamental demand of the Black people’s
struggle. Nor is it essentially a territorial question—*‘liberating the
Black Belt” (today a majority white area) in order to exercise poli-
tical control and the right of self-determination (political secession)
there is not the highest expression of the Black people’s struggle
for liberation. Instead, while Black people have the right to self-
determination, the Black liberation struggle is in essence a prole-
tarian question—a fight both as a people and as part of the single
multi-national working class to end national oppression and its
source—capitalist rule—and build socialism, under the rule of the
united working class, throughout the U.S.

From its beginning, the RU has formulated and developed its line
on the national guestion in opposition to tendencies to liquidate
it on the one hand, or to separate it from and raise it above the
class struggle and interests of the proletariat, on the other hand.
The Detroit paper is a clear example of the “above class struggle”
tendency. While putting on the mantle of being the great upholder
and defender of the Plack lineration struggle against the “RU ligui-
dationists,” the Detroit paper, like all similar arguments, in reality
undercuts the Black liberation struggle by pointing away from its
real revolutionary thrust vcuay.

In Red Papers 4 and particularly in Red Papers 5 we analyzed
and refuted in detail this “land to the tiller” and “self-determina-
tion is the major thrust” line. We showed how clinging to this line
today not only represents a complete rupture from the basic Marx-
ist method of “concrete analysis of concrete conditions,” but also
“guts the heart out of the Black liberation struggle,” because, “in-
stead of emphasizing the driving force that the Black liberation
struggle provides for the revolutionary struggle of the entire work-
ing class—the struggle for the dictatorship of the proletariat and
socialism throughout the country—these groups [who hold the
‘Black Belt is key’ line] roll back the wheel of history to the time
when the Black people were concentrated as peasants in the Black
Belt and did not occupy such a powerful, strategic position in so-
ciety as a whole.” (Red Papers 5, p. 26)

The Detroit authors clearly recognize that in order to promote
their petty bourgeois and reactionary longing for the past, they
must base themselves on the “absolute necessity of thoroughly re-
futing RP 5.” Their “refutation,” as we will show, consists of life-
less dogma, cheap demagoguery, appeals to petty bourgeois moral-
ism and a complete disregard for the communist stand of “seeking
truth from facts.”
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But the Detroit paper does represent a more up-dated and clever
attempt to put over this fundamentally incorrect and opportunist
position than the arguments for the same “Black Belt is key” line
that we dealt with in RP 5. And, unfortunately, the position of
this Detroit paper has been embraced recently by the Black Work-
ers Congress (BWC) and the Puerto Rican Revolutionary Workers
Organization (PRRWO), in their attempt to find one “theoretical”
justification after another for their tendency to degenerate into
dogmatism and bourgeois nationalism.

With the development of the U.S. mass movement and the com-
munist movement over the past period, the task of uniting all who
can be united around a Marxist-Leninist line and programme to
form the new Communist Party has become the central task of com-
munists in the U.S. today. Because of this, and because a correct
line on the national question is such a crucial part of this, it is ne-
cessary to take up and defeat the Detroit paper and the fundamen-
tally reactionary line it represents on the national question.

And it is important not only to defeat this line in and of itself,
but to show how this line, and all who put it forward, act, in the
end, as an aid and a cover for the revisionists, and actually obstruct
the building of the new Party which makes a complete rupture with
the revisionism of the “Communist Party,” USA, not only organi-
zationally, but ideologically and politically.

THE DEVELOPMENT AND THE PERIODS OF THE NATIONAL
QUESTION

The Detroit paper is almost as long as it is wrong. To answer it
in every detail would take a book in itself because, as Lenin said,
“i{ requires roughly ten pages of print to untangle and popularly
explain ten lines of confusion.” Fortunately, we do not have to
answer all of its arguments in detail because many of them have
ulrondy been answered not only in RP 4 and 5, but in the articles
In this Red Papers dealing with the documents of the BWC. There
ure, however, several main points raised in the Detroit paper which
we do have to go into at more length.

The first revolves around the attack on the RU analysis that in
the U.8. today, the national question has entered a new period, a
third poriod, in which it is once more a “‘particular and internal
state quostion,” but on an “entirely new basis,” under ‘“new and
unlque conditions,” in which “land to the tiller” and self-deter-
mination are not the “essential thrust” of the struggles of the op-
pressed nationalities, including the Black nation.

This s nothing but revisionism—American exceptionalism—say
the Delroil authors, because there can only be two periods of the
natlonal quostion, the first when it was part of the bourgeois-demo-
uratle revolution, and the second when it has become part of the
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proletarian revolution. We are in the stage of proletarian revolution,
so how can the national question have entered a third period?

This is the position of our Detroit authors, and, they add, since
there can be no third period, the RU is actually “trying to put the
Black national question back in the first period, when the bourgeoi-
sie played the dominant role.” Therefore, in sum, according to our
authors, the RU poses national struggle against the class struggle,
treats the Black liberation movement as a bourgeois movement, as
an obstacle to the development of the class struggle, and liquidates
the revolutionary role of the Black liberation movement.

Well, it must be admitted that our Detroit authors are capable
of a logical exercise. But the problem is that they base themselves
on bourgeois logic, which demands that arguments be consistent,
fit together, but not that they bear any relation to the actual de-
velopment of reality. For example, take the following: there are
no antagonistic classes under socialism, therefore anyone who says
that there are antagonistic classes in a socialist country is really
saying that it is not a socialist country at all, but a capitalist one.
There is nothing inconsistent about this statement, nothing wrong
with it from the point of view of bourgeois logic; the only problem
is that is first assumption—that there are no antagonistic classes un-
der socialism—is incorrect, as the communist movement has learned,
and therefore its conclusion is also incorrect (though consistent
with its first assumption).

The method of bourgeois logic is opposed to the proletarian
outlook and method that bases itself on materialism—on the actual
conditions of life and society—and on dialectics—seeing how things
develop through the struggle of opposing forces and continually ad-
vance from one stage to a qualitatively higher one.

Let’s see how this applies to the question of periods of develop-
ment of the national question. We have already analyzed this in
‘«Marxism vs. Bundism.”! but let’s briefly review it here. It is true
that, as a result of WW1 and the Russian revolution, the national
question entered a new period. This meant that, taking its general
character, it was transformed from a guestion limited mainly to
Europe, into a guestion of world importance, a guestion especially
of the colonies struggling against imperialism. As such it became,
on a world scale, an ally of the working classes in the developed
countries in the struggle for socialism. It was in this sense that,
again taking its general character, the national question on a world

1"Marxism vs. Bundism’’ was one of the series of articles written by the RU in the
polemics against the leadership of the BWC and PRRWO. This article dealt especially
with the tendency of “adapting socialism to nationalism” —a phrase Stalin used to de-
scriba the Bund in Czarist Russia, which claimed to be the Marxist organization represent-
ing Jowlsh workers and promoted separatism. “Marxism vs. Bundism'’ was written speci-
fiaally In response to a paper by the jeadership of BWC which put forward a similar

“Bundist” line,
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scale became a part of th : iali
ge(igis-democratirc) o lfti(e; Ig).roletanan»soc1al1st and not of the bour-
u.t it is also true that, taking its general ch i
question, especially in the coIorglial agnd semi-cigiigzll"ct:&?;%gnizl
part oi;' the‘ bourgeois-democratic struggle against imperialism a;1d
feu@ahsm in those countries. It is, however, not a bourgeois-demo
cratic question gf the old type—leading to capitalist rule—but of a )
new type—the first stage of the revolution which, under the leader-
shlp o.f the proletariat and its Party, leads to prol,etarian rule and to
(sioclahsm as its secqnd stage. This first stage, the stage of new
Tﬁmocratlc revolution, is §till the stage of struggle in most of the
.1rd World today. As things have developed in the real world
this s?age generally characterizes the second period of the natic;nal
&u:}sltgc;r;d—ghe new 'diimocratic epoch in the colonies—as opposed
ourgeois-dem i i
ch%racterized t}%e first pel?i((:)?.t 1¢ epoch In Rurope that generally
oes the national question in the U.S., and the B i
quesfclon in particular, fit into either of tilese two géﬁ?l{'a? ;El?ir(l)?lls‘?
No, it does not. It is neither part of a bourgeois-democratic strué-
gle of an old type, nor of a new type. It is in essence a part of the
1mmed}at‘e, single stage struggle for proletarian rule and socialism
Ar}d this is exaqtly why we have said that it is in a new period, a .
third period. L1k_e the struggle in the second period, the Black’ li-
beration struggle is part of the proletarian struggle fZ)r socialism, on
? n:vnczzl(;i s;:z}le. But unlike the second period, it is also directly a;zd
‘rylf(tg ;a [j g )aiga;;{of the struggle for socialism, within the coun-
f, by insisting that the Black national question is i
period, our D_etljoit authors only wanted 3) stress thaltf1 i?;: ;(:1:';)2(1%
the Wprld socxghst and not part of any world capitalist revolution
and Vl.f glong with this they made a correct analysis of the actual ’
conditions and character of the Black liberation struggle in the U.S
loday, then we would have no substantial disagreement with therix .
And we wouldn’t quarrel over the definition of periods simply for.
ita own sake, or argue over formulations in the abstract—that is th
bu!gn:ess of Ic)ilogmatists, not Marxist-Leninists. °
ut our Detroit dogmatists mean more than this. 3
that the Black national question is still essentially a ch;}llEéergiZa-(Iilem-
ocratic yuestion—a 'question of agrarian revolution linked with the
rght of self-determination as its essential thrust—and in this way it
In an ally of the U.S. proletariat in the struggle for socialism lelis
ls whore we fundamentally disagree, and this is what makes the
question of periods assume vital importance for the actual develop-
E@ﬂt ol the revo.lutlonary movement in this country—for building
m;“Bl&(;'bcv tliirli{;lxl'?tlor_xﬂstzﬁggle in a revolutionary way and linking it
) with the i iali
e ot 3/] ruriond aciflerall proletarian struggle for socialism
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To oppose revolution in the name of revolution, our Detroit
authors quote at length from Lenin and Stalin on the national ques-
tion and its character in different periods. But in their use of these
quotations they violate the very principle that they quote from
Stalin: their paper, like those Stalin polemicizes most sharply
against, “quotes outside of space and time, without reference to
the living historical situation, and thereby violates the nfost elemen-
tary requirements of dialectics, and ignores the fact that what is
right for one historical situation may prove to be wrong in another
historical situation.” (See “The National Question Once Again,”
Stalin, Vol. 7, p. 227)

Let’s look further, for example, at our Detroit dogmatists’ use of
quotes from the articles by Stalin on the national guestion in Yu-
goslavia, written in 1925, In the first of these two articles, Sta-
lin writes that “In the first stage, the national question was regard-
ed as part of the general question of the bourgeois-democratic re-
volution, that is to say as part of the question of the dictatorship
of the proletariat and the peasantry. In the second stage, when
the national question assumed wider scope and became a question
of the colonies, when it became transformed from an intra-state
question into a world question, it came to be regarded as part of
the general question of the proletarian revolution, as part of the
question of the dictatorship of the proletariat.” (Stalin, “Concern-
ing the National Question in Yugoslavia,” Vol 7, p. 71, our em-
phasis) It is very significant that in quoting this passage the De-
troit paper leaves out the part emphasized above.

Why? Because it is not possible to strictly apply what Stalin says
there to the Chinese revolution, for example—and, of course, our
Detroit authors have to pose as upholders of Mao Tsetung Thought.
Stalin says that the difference between the two periods was that,
in the first period the national question was part of the dictator-
ship of the proletariat and the peasantry, while in the second per-
iod it is part of the dictatorship of the proletariat. But in China,
the national democratic (new democratic) revolution led to the
dictatorship not only of the workers and peasants, but of broader
strata as well, under the leadership of the proletariat and its Com-
munist Party. Sticking strictly to Stalin’s analysis above would
force you to say that the national liberation struggle in China was
actually a part of the first period of the national guestion.

Will our dead dogmatists from Detroit please explain how Sta-
lin’s formulation above applies in all its main points to China, be-
fore 1949, or to Indochina today? They cannot. Or will they tell
us that the Chinese national liberation struggle was part of the
first period of the national question, the period when the national
question was limited essentially to Europe and had not yet develop-
ed into the broader question of the struggle of the colonies against
imperialism? They cannot do that either, without obviously and
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openly making fools of themselves. This is no doubt why they
omitted the part of Stalin’s statement in question, and gave us three
dots instead of any concrete Marxist analysis.

Stalin was referring above to the situation in Russia, in particular,
as well as to the general development of the national question. In
Russia, the revolution had two stages, a bourgeois-democratic stage
followed by the socialist stage. But this was not as fully the case
in Russia as in China—and the colonies and semi-colonies generally.
The progressive role of the “liberal” bourgeoisie in Russia was much
more limited than the progressive role of the patriotic national bour-
geoisie in the Third World countries. And it is true that, as soon
as the Czar was overthrown in February 1917, the Russian bour-
geoisie as a whole became completely and antagonistically opposed
to the proletariat in its revolutionary struggle.

Still, because Russia was the most backward of all the countries
that had reached the stage of imperialism and had feudal and mon-
archical survivals intermixed with capitalism, the revolution there
did pass through a bourgeois-democratic stage, aimed not immediate-
ly at socialism but at overthrowing the Czar. On the other hand, be-
cause the proletariat of Russia was very concentrated in large-scale
enterprises, and because it had the leadership of a communist party,
it was able to achieve the class consciousness and the political
authority to carry the struggle forward to socialist revolution,
right after the overthrow of the Czar.

Russia was a kind of bridge, politically and economically, as well
as geographically, between Europe and the East. In a sense, the
Russian revolution stood halfway between the capitalist countries
and the colonial and semi-colonial countries. That is, the Russian
working class, in its fight for socialism, could not move immediate-
ly to socialism—as is the task in the developed capitalist countries—
nor could it go through as full or as long a period of bourgeois-de-
mocratic struggle, maintaining as broad an alliance, including sec-
tions of the national bourgeoisie, for as long a period—as is the task
in the colonial and semi-colonial countries.

In Russia the task of the proletariat was first to unite with the
whole peasantry as its main ally in overthrowing the Czar, and then
to unite with the poor peasantry as its main ally in overthrowing
capitalism and building socialism. This is what Stalin means in the
passage cited above where he says that in the first period it was a
question of the dictatorship of the proletariat and the peasantry,
while in the second period it became, in essence, the question of
the dictatorship of the proletariat.

But, with the further development of the national question, with
the growing role of the anti-colonial and anti-imperialist movements,
the general character of the national question changed somewhat,
became essentially a bourgeois-democratic question, but of a new
type, an ally of the proletariat worldwide, and the first step to-
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ward socialism within the colonial and semi-colonial countries
themselves. Once again, this is what has come to characterize the
general development of the national question in the second period.

Stalin is no less a great Marxist-Leninist if, in 1925, when writing
mainly about the national yuestion in Yugoslavia—which was a
somewhat different situation than the colonial and semi-colonial
countries—he did not foresee all these developments in the national
question. (Stalin, in writings shortly afterward on the struggle in
China, did stress that it was still in a bourgeois-democratic stage,
but it remained for Mao Tsetung to fully develop the theory of re-
volution in China, and the colonial and semi-colonial countries
generally.) Our Detroit authors, however, who fancy themselves
great Marxist-Leninists, cannot be excused, nor even regarded as
simply ignorant, if they refuse to learn from the development of
the revolutionary struggle, including the national liberation move-
ments, over the past 40-50 years.

Instead, our Detroit authors rely on the method Stalin sharply
ridiculed—the tendency to “doze at the fireside and munch ready-
made solutions.” But reality, and Marxism-Leninism, which is the
scientific summation of reality in the process of constant change
and transformation, is not so simple as repeating quotations.

To emphasize this point—and it can’t be emphasized too strong-
ly, especially when dealing with dogmatists—let’s look at a few
more examples. Lenin, during the same time as he stressed that,
in general, the national question had become part of the world so-
cialist revolution, also insisted that in speaking of the national

yuestion it was necessary to distinguish three types of countries, or, '
in essence, three historical situations. He laid if out like this: “First |

type: the advanced countries of Western Europe (and America),
where the national movement is a thing of the past. Second type:
Eastern Europe, where it is a thing of the present. Third type:
semi-colonies and colonies, where it is largely a thing of the future.
(‘A Caricature of Marxism,” Lenin, Vol. 23, p. 38, emphasis and
words in parentheses, Lenin’s) »

When Lenin says that in Western Europe and America the na-
tional movement is a thing of the past, he is not talking about par-
ticular national questions in these countries, or areas—such as the

Black people in the U.S., or the question of Ireland. He means that, |

as a general rule, the period of rising capitalism, when the bourgeoi-
sie of the newly emerging nations played a progressive role in op-
posing feudalism and developing modern capitalist relations and a
modern (capitalist) state—this period was already a thing of the past
in Western Europe and the U.S. At the same time, however, be-
cause modern (capitalist) nations developed later in Eastern Europe,
and faced the domination of more powerful and developed bour-
geois and landlord classes of the oppressor nations, the progressive
role of national movements there was not over. And this was still
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more the case in the colonies, where modern nations and progres-
sive national movements had only begun to develop.

And, when inter-imperialist contradictions among the advanced
gapltalist countries exploded into WW1, the national movements,
in parts of Eastern Europe, and still more so in the colonies, became
a part of the general revolutionary socialist movement, headed by
!:he proletariat of the advanced countries and aimed at overthrow-
ing imperialism. The success of the proletarian revolution in Russia
and its influence in forming and strengthening communist parties
throughout the world, further strengthened the revolutionary role
of the national movements, especially in the colonies, and linked
them more closely with the world struggle for socialism.

On a world scale, the alliance between the proletariat of the ad-
yanced countries and the liberation struggles of the colonies became
in essence an extension of the worker-peasant alliance. This was so
because, as Stalin pointed out, the masses of people in the colonies
were peasants and the national struggle was ‘“in essence a peasant
question,” the struggle of the peasant masses against imperialism.

From this was can see that WW1 and the Russian revolution
ushered in a new era in the world—the era of proletarian revolution
—and the national question, taking its general character, became a
part of that era, and was no longer a part of the era of capitalist
world revolution, of rising capitalism. But, as Lenin also stressed
@n the article cited above, ‘“‘An era is called an era precisely because
it encompasses the sum total of variegated phenomena and wars,
typical and untypical, big and small, some peculiar to advanced
countries, others to backward countries. To brush aside these con-
crete questions by resorting to general phrases about the ‘era’ is to
gléu;g )the very concept ‘era.’ ” (Lenin, same article, Vol. 23, pp.

’I_‘his is a perfect description of the “abuse’ of our Detroit oppor-
tunists, who insist that because WW1 was the “beginning of the era
of prqletarian revolution,” therefore the character of the national
guesthp is always and everywhere the same, and to say otherwise
is “revisionism,” “‘social-chauvinism,” “American exceptionalism,”
etc: But as much as our dogmatists may want to ignore it, the era’l
of imperialism and proletarian revolution has proved to be a very
long era, longer than Lenin anticipated at the time of WW1. In the
course of this era, many important changes have taken place, and
Lh.e analysis and policies of communists must change in accordance
with this.

For example, in one of the articles our Detroit dogmatists are
most _fond of quoting—and in which Lenin notes that the national
question has entered a new period—he also says that “revolutionary
movgments of all kinds—including national movements—are more
poss1blc, more practicable, more stubborn, more conscious and
more difficult to defeat in Europe than they are in the colonies.”
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(““The Discussion on Self-Determination Summed Up,” Lenin, Vol.
22, p. 338, emphasis Lenin’s)

This statement was correct when Lenin wrote it in 1916, but is
it true today? No, it is not, nor could you insist on applying it to-
day without in fact liquidating the tremendous revolutionary role
of the national liberation movements in the colonies.

As a resuit of WW 1 and the Russian revolution, the colonial
areas of the world were transformed from the reserves of the bour-
geoisie into the reserves of the proletariat. But, beyond that, as a
result of WW2, and the events that followed it, especially the Chin-
ese revolution, the Third World, as it is called today, has been trans-
formed into the storm center of the international revolutionary
movement. (This, too, will change at some point, the storm center
will at some point shift back to the advanced capitalist countries,
but that has not been the case since WW2).

Lenin, of course, could not foresee all this, exactly because, as
he said at the time of WW1, the national movements in the colonies
were then mainly a thing of the future. But, again, looking at the
general character of the national movements, centered mainly in
the colonies, since the time of WW1, the second period of the na-
tional question is basically defined by the fact that the struggle
is a bourgeois-democratic revolution of a new type, part of the
world socialist revolution, and the first stage leading to socialist re-

volution within the colonial and semi-colonial countries themselves.

The Black national question in the U.S. today, however, while
certainly a part of the world socialist revolution, is not in the per-
iod of new democratic revolution, but of proletarian-socialist revo-
lution. It is in a new, or third, period.

Summing this up, it might be argued that actually there have
been four periods of the national question: the three “types” cited
from Lenin (above) and the situation in the U.S. today. Again,
our purpose is not to quarrel over definitions, in the abstract or for
their own sake. But we feel that actually the national question in
Eastern Europe—Lenin’s second type—was both a part of the first
period—the period of rising capitalism-—and then became a part of
the second period—the period when bourgeois-Cemocratic national
movements became a part of the world struggle for socialism. This
is another reflection of the fact that parts of Eastern Europe, and
Russia, in particular, acted as a bridge between the advanced capi-
talist countries and the colonies and semi-colonies.

For these reasons, summing up the general development of the
national question, it is essentially correct to outline three general
historical situations: bourgeois-democratic of an old type, bour-
geois-democratic of a new type, and proletarian-socialist. This is
the basis for understanding the actual conditions and the real revo-
lutionary thrust of the Black liberation struggle, and other national
movements in the U.S. today.
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In saying that the Black national question today has entered a
new, third, period, we don’t mean to imply that it has developed,
nice and neat, through the two previous periods—like a dance step,
one, two, three. What we mean, what a real revolutionary line on
the question must be based on, is that the Black liberation struggle
today is not essentially the same as the old bourgeois-democratic
national movements in Europe, nor is it essentially the same as the
bourgeois-democratic national struggles of a new type in the colonies,
but is in essence a proletarian-socialist question, a direct component
part of the struggle of the single multi-national proletariat for so-
cialism throughout the country.

And this is why we say that it is a “particular and internal state
question,” but of a new type, on a far higher and more developed
level—more closely and directly linked with socialist revolution—
than in the first period in Europe. But wait a minute, scream our
dogmatists, “in the epoch of proletarian revolution the national
question cannot be seen as a particular and internal problem,” they
insist. If by this they simply meant that it is fundamentally in-
correct to regard the national question today as only, or mainly, a
question of a few advanced capitalist countries, and not to see
that it is mainly a question of the colonies, then no one—at least
no genuine Marxist—would disagree. But they mean more than
that, they mean that it is impermissible to analyze the concrete
conditions of the national question in any given country, or to
treat that national question in any one country as essentially dif-
ferent than in other countries.

But contrary to the pronouncements of our Little League Lenins,
there are situations in which real Leninists treat the national ques-
tion as a ‘“‘particular and internal state question,” even today, ‘‘in
the era of proletarian revolution” and even, in certain cases, when
speaking of the Third World.

This, for example, is exactly how our Chinese comrades treated
the question of East Pakistan (‘‘Bangladesh”). That is, they treat-
ed the question not as part of the general struggle of the colonial
countries against imperialism, but insisted instead that “Many coun-
tries in the world have nationality problems, which need to be
solved properly and reasonably in conformity with the desire and
interests of the people, but these are the internal affairs of the re-
spective countries, which can be solved only by their own govern-
ments and peoples, and in which no foreign country has the right
to interfere.” (See “‘Statement of the Government of the People’s
Republic of China, December 16, 1971,” in Peking Review, No.

51, December 17, 1971)

Of course, the chief concern of the Chinese in this case was,
quite correctly, the fact that the Soviet social-imperialists, through
the government of India, were instigating and backing a reactionary
sccessionist movement, aimed not at liberating the people of East
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Pakistan, but at carving up Pakistan, bringing a part of it under So-
viet domination and gaining another base area for the encirclement
of China. And the Chinese stuck to their principled stand, despite
the attacks from the Troskyites and revisionists that the Chinese
were violating the right of self-determination of “Bangladesh” and
opposing a struggle for national liberation.

“Bangladesh’ was itself an example of a reactionary national
movement that strengthened and did not weaken imperialism and
reaction in the area overall, and this is why the Chinese opposed
it.? But the Chinese statement quoted above refers not only to
Pakistan, but to “Many countries in the world” whose “‘national-
ity problems” are the internal affairs of those particular countries.
We would like to ask our dogmatists from Detroit—are the Chinese
revisionists and chauvinists for saying this, are they deliberately
distorting the fact that today, the national question is part of the
‘“era of proletarian revolution” and ‘‘a general and international
problem?”

We don’t know what our dogmatists authors might say, but we
believe that the Chinese are upholding Marxism, making a concrete
analysis of concrete conditions, and determining their stand on the
basis of the actual situation, which is different in different coun-
tries and different parts of the world, as well as in different periods.
Would the Chinese say, for example, that Angola, Mozambique and
Guinea-Bissau are the “internal affair’” of Portugal, did they say
that Algeria, before it achieved independence, was the “internal
affair’’ of France, and so on? Of course not—this was and is the
stand of the colonialists and imperialists and their revisionist agents,
and the Chinese thoroughly oppose this and resolutely support such
national liberation struggles, Everything, as Stalin said, depends
on condition, time and place.

The Chinese did and do say for example, that the national ques-
tion within China itself, that is the question of the minority na-
tionalities in China, is solely its internal affair and particular to the |

2 In late 1971-early 1972, the Indian government, in league with reactionary forces
in East Pakistan and backed by the Soviet social-imperialists, stirred up a phony “nation-
al liberation movement”’ to separate East Pakistan from the rest of Pakistan. Indian
troops with Soviet arms invaded this area and succeeded in creating the separate state of
Bangladesh, under Soviet-indian domination. At the time of these events there were
many in the U.S. revolutionary movement who were misled by the propaganda of the
Trotskyites, revisionists and other bourgeois agents who propagated the line of support
for the so-called “national liberation movement’’ and attacked China’s principled stand
of opposing Soviet-indian aggression. After a short period of time, however, the great
majority of those who had been temporarily confused saw that in the real world the
people of Bangladesh-—-who had suffered oppression under the Pakistani government—
had not been liberated at all but placed under the Indian-Soviet boot. Since then, there
have been significant developments that have changed the situation in Bangladesh, but
that does not change the nature of the 1971-72 events or lessen the importance of sum-
ming them up, because the same method it used in the Bangladesh affair is being em-
ployed by the Soviet social-imperialists in many parts of the world today.
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Chinese revolution. Because of this correct stand, and because in
the course of the Chinese revolution, separate republics were not
set up in the territories of the minority nationalities, the revision-
ints have actually accused the Chinese of violating the Leninist
principle of self-determination.

Henry Winston, chairman of the “CP”’USA writes that “The
Chinese Communist Party denied this right to many non-Chinese
nations within China’s territory, offering instead formal regional
unutonomy to some of the non-Chinese national minorities. This
left the Han majority as the controlling force in all areas and over
ull nations and nationalities within the unitary state.” (From Strat-
cgy for a Black Agenda, Chapter 6, “Maoist Violation of the Right
of Self-Determination,” p. 109)

It is very interesting that in attacking the Chinese, besides using
outright lies about Han domination, Winston uses the very same
arguments, and even the very same quotation from Lenin’s article
“Discussion on Self-Determination Summed Up”’—on the difference
between a reformist and revolutionary solution to the national
question, the difference between mere autonomy and the right of
self-determination—that our Detroit authors use in attacking the
RU’s line. All that this shows is that the worst opportunists, and
cven outright agents of imperialism, can use the letter of Marxism
u.gainst the spirit of Marxism by quoting “outside of space and
time,” and ““ignoring the fact that what is right for one historical
situation may prove to be wrong in another historical situation.”

In fact, regional autonomy has proved to be the correct solution
in regard to the minority nationalities in China for several reasons.
First, most of these nationalities lived in conditions even more back-
ward than the majority (Han) Chinese, and generally had not reach-
od the stage of capitalism upon which a modern nation-state could
be formed. And given this, and the actual situation of China, es-
pecially since the mid-50s, with the restoration of capitalism in the
USSR, any tendency to separate these nationalities and their terri-
tories from China would only mean that they would be more vul-
nerable to aggression from surrounding imperialist and reactionary
powers, and that they would almost certainly be forcibly removed
from a socialist state and put under the domination of a reaction-
ury state.

Still, it could conceivably be argued that in China today there
ure nationalities with separate territories in the border regions.
which do technically constitute nations. And, on that basis, some
dogmatists may want to join with the revisionists in opportunisti-
cally attacking the Chinese as violators of the right to self-determin-
ulion, because, in building socialism in China, they adopted the
“unitary state” form and not the Soviet form of separate repub-
lics! These dogmatists and revisionists would not want, of course,
to acknowledge that, in the Russian revolution itself, the proletar-
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iat did not make self-determination an ‘“‘absolute’ and in certain
cases “violated” the right of self-determination—that is, subordin-
ated it to the consolidation of power by the working class, as Sta-
lin himself said, writing about Poland, for example.

But beyond that, the fact is that in China, the basic question of
national liberation and self-determination was the liberation of
the Chinese people as a whole, including its minority nationalities,
from imperialism. It was this struggle that was a part of the world
proletarian-socialist revolution, a part of the general and interna-
tional national liberation struggle, especially of the colonies. The
Chinese correctly dealt with the question of the minority nation-
alities within China as a “particular and internal state question,”
within the general development of the revolution and the construc-
tion of socialism in China. And this correct stand has led to the
elimination of national oppression within China, and to the esta-
blishment of genuine equality between nationalities—without the
step of establishing separate republics.

This does not mean that the Soviet model was wrong in Russia.
It only shows once again that one is bound to land in unity with
the opportunists if he can only “regard the national question not
as part of the general question of the social and political develop-
ment of society, subordinated to this general question, but as some-
thing self-contained and constant, whose direction and character
remain basically unchanged throughout the course of history.”
(Stalin, “The National Question and Leninism,” Vol. 11, p. 365)

This, of course, is the downfall of our Detroit authors and their
fellow dogmatists and worshippers of bourgeois nationalism, such
as the BWC and PRRWO. Significantly, in their “Criticism” of RU
National Bulletin 133, the BWC, in unity with PRRWO, quote the
following from a China Reconstructs supplement dealing with the
question of minority nationalities in China: ‘‘Any nationality, as
long as it has a compact community large enough to form an ad-
ministrative unit (autonomous region, chou or county) can esta-
blish an autonomous area with its own organs of self-government
which can exercise autonomy in administering internal affairs.”
(See “Some Basic Facts about China,” China Reconstructs Supple-
ment, January 1974, p. 71.) The BWC follows this quote imme-
diately with the statement, “It is clear that the RU does not under-
stand this question of self-determination.”

The quote from the China Reconstructs supplement, however,
refers not to self-determination, as it was applied in the Soviet

3 National Bulletin 13 was an internal document of the RU which opposed certain
bourgeois nationalist deviations being put forward within the RU at that time. This
Bulletin was given to the leadership of the BWC and PRRWO, because at that time the
RU was trying to maintain close and principled ties with these organizations. The BWC
wrote a ““Criticism’’ of National Bulletin 13, which actually began the polemics between
the organizations.
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Union, and as BWC and other dogmatists insist it must be applied
in the U.S. today. It refers instead to national regional autonomy
and self-government, within the single (‘“‘unitary”’) socialist state.
From this it is clear, once again, that it is the BWC and its dogma-
tist friends who do not understand self-determination and the na-
tional question—from the point of view of the proletariat.

In its degeneration further along the road of dogmatism and bour-
geois nationalism, the BWC conveniently omitted this quote from
China Reconstructs in the section of their pamphlet, The Black
Liberation Struggle, the Black Workers Congress and Proletarian
Revolution, which deals with self-determination and attacks the
RU (though not by name). This was done without any self-criti-
cism or explanation, because no doubt BWC realized that this
quote went against its efforts to make the right of political seces-
sion the heart of the Black liberation struggle. Therefore, from
the point of view of the BWC, it was more opportune just to delete
gglyl%‘eference to the solution of the national question within China
itself.

BLACK LIBERATION AND SOCIALIST REVOLUTION IN
THE U.S.

This brings us back to why we say that the Black national gues-
tion in the U.S. today is a “particular and internal state question”
under “new conditions” and that self-determination (that is, the
right of political secession) and agrarian revolution—*“land to the
tiller”—in the “Black Belt” is not at the heart of the Black libera-
tion struggle. It is an “‘internal state question’ because the Black
nation in the U.S. exists within the state of the U.S. It isnot a
colony.

Even our Detroit dogmatists do not argue with this. They can
not argue with it, because the 1930 Resolution of the Communist
International (Comintern) on the Negro National Question in the
U.S.—which our Detroit authors insist still applies in every major
point today ) says straight out that “It is not correct to consider the
Negro zone of the South as a colony of the United States . . .
[although T it would be none the less false to make a fundamental
distinction between the character of national oppression to which
the colonial peoples are subjected and the yoke of other oppressed
nations.” (We will take up the Comintern Resolutions and the
question of their applicability to the U.S. today a little later.) And
our Detroit authors’ mentor, Harry Haywood,? in his book Negro

4 Harry Haywood was once a member of the Communist Party, USA, during the
time when it was the genuine revolutionary Party of the U.S. working class. He played
a part in formulating the original Comintern line on the Negro National Question in the
U.S., and in 1948 wrote a book, Negro Liberation, putting forward the same line. As
the text of this article points out, ’"Harry Haywood is not to be blamed if, in 1948, he
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Liberation, while calling the “Black Belt” at that time (1948) a
“kind of internal ‘colony,” ” still referred to “Negroes in the United
States (south)” as a “nation within a nation.” (See Negro Libera-
tion, Harry Haywood, 1948, pp. 146, 152)

The Black national question in the U.S. today is a “particular”
question in the sense that it is an integral and component part of
the single stage proletarian revolution in the U.S., and not a strug-
gle separate and apart from the fight for the dictatorship of the
proletariat and socialism throughout the U.S. It is not essentially
the same as the national liberation struggles in the colonies and
semi-colonies. The Black nation is not a part of the Third World,
or a separate country from the U.S., as the BWC tried to say in its
Guardian statement of April 3 (reprinted in this Red Pgpers). And
the statement by Mao, on the character of the revolution in the
colonial and semi-colonial countries—that they will lead to the
establishment of a “state and governmental structure . . . basically
the same, i.e., a new democratic state under the joint dictatorship
of several anti-imperialist classes”—this does not apply to the Black
liberation struggle in the U.S. today. (See “On New Democracy,”
Mao, Selected Works, Vol. 2, p. 351)

In the semi-colonial and colonial countries generally, the strug-
gle for liberation of the nation basically defines the overall charac-
ter of the revolutionary movement in the country as a whole. Li-
beration, independence from imperialism, is a first and necessary
step in order to clear the ground for the next stage of struggle be-
tween the proletariat and the bourgeoisie, the struggle for social-
ism, throughout the entire nation (country). So, as Mao Tsetung
wrote, in these conditions, the class struggle between the proletariat
and the bourgeoisie in that country (the oppressed nation) must be
subordinated to the struggle for national liberation—independence
of the country from imperialism—until the revolution has developed
into its second, socialist stage. (See ‘“Role of the Chinese Commu-
nist Party in the National War,” Mao Tsetung, Selected Works, Vol.
2, p. 196)

This does not apply to the Black national question in the U.S.

It is not necessary to go through a New Democratic stage and call-
ing for this is in essence revisionist. Further, the Black liberation
struggle, while an extremely important revolutionary force in its
own right, and as a component part of the overall struggle of the

did not fully recognize the transformation [of the Black nation] that was only begin-
ning to take place on a mass scale, but today, anyone who calls himself a Marxist but
refuses to recognize this can only be characterized as a real ‘straight up opportunist.” "’
Unfortunately Harry Haywood has continued to cling to his previous position, even
though it is no longer correct; he now does fall into that category of those who call
themselves Marxists but refuse to recognize the transformation that has gone on, and
he has aligned himself with the opportunist and counter-revolutionary October League
(oL).
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working class for socialism, does not basically define the overall
ohuracter of the revolutionary movement in the country as a whole,
but ik n particular part of it. And the overall class struggle cannot
hu subordinated to the struggle for the independence of the Black
nation, but the reverse. Self-determination, the right of political
mercewkion, of the Black nation must be subordinated to the overall
slruggle for the dictatorship of the proletariat throughout the U.S.
I s not, the case, even when speaking only of Black workers, that
"unly by achieving national liberation will it be possible for the pro-
lobariat and other working people to achieve their own liberation.”
father, only through socialist revolution, as the next immediate
mage, can the masses of Black people and other oppressed nation-
alition nchiceve their own liberation.

The BWC, in its pamphlet, Black Liberation, the BWC, end Pro-
letarian Revolution tries to get around this fact by treating the
vlues wbrupgle and the national struggle as ‘““‘separate but equal”
strugglos in the U.S. This leads them to the confused formulation
Lthat in the U.S. today there is one “fundamental contradiction”—
hetweon Lhe working class and the bourgeoisie—but two “basic
contridictions”—“The contradiction between imperialism and the
opprensed Black Nation and national minorities, and the contradic-
tion helween the capitalist class and the working class.” So, ac-
uurr(lmu Lo BWC, “the proletariat and the communists have two
principal tasks, proletarian revolution and national liberation,”
which will lead to the “liberation of the whole working class and
ilw ulliew on the one hand, and the freedom and liberation of Black
penple on the other.”” (See pp. 5, 9, 10)

T'hin is fundamentally incorrect and represents an attempt to
separale the national question from the class question and elevate
H. lo n position equal to (in fact, in practice, above) the class ques-
thon, Ax we said before, this position actually liguidates the strug-
gle hoth for socialism and for Black liberation.

The single multi-national proletariat in the U.S. has one basic or
fiiidamontal task, flowing from the one basic or fundamental con-
tertlietion of this society—the overthrow of the bourgeoisie by
the worlking class, and the establishment of the rule of the working
vl Lo build socialism and advance to communism. To accom-
plinh Lhis historic task, the multi-national proletariat and its Party®
mumt unite under its leadership all those who can be united against
the imperinlist ruling class. In particular, the proletariat must take
up and lend the struggle against all national oppression, in order to
tinlke Lhe workers’ movement with the struggle of the oppressed
nablonalities for liberation, for the smashing of all imperialist op-

B 1 1 orgingl text the words ““Communist Party” appeared here—referring to the
Barnuniet party of the working class in its general sense, not to the revisionist Com-
muniel Fanty of the U.S. To avoid confusion on this, only the word ““Party’’ appears
I the taxt hove,
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pression of them as peoples as well as members of the single multi-
national working class.

This is a reflection of the fact that, in the U.S. today, the Black
national question, and the national question generally, is not only
an “internal state question,” but a particular and direct component
part of the single stage proletarian revolution. Word games and
double talk about “‘one fundamental’ and ‘“two basic” contradic-
tions do not change this and cannot hide the fact that BWC, and
others, are trying to divorce the national struggle from the class
struggle and treat the national struggle as above all a “patriotic”
struggle for “independence of the homeland,” which is an absolute-
ly correct and necessary strategy for the Third World countries, but
absolutely incorrect as a strategy for the national movements in
the U.S. today.

From all this, it is clear why the Black national question is a par-
ticular and an internal state question, but under new conditions,
in a higher form than during the first period of the national ques-
tion. To summarize what we said before on this point: The Black
national struggle, like national movements in today’s world, gener-
ally, is part of the world proletarian-socialist movement and not
part of any bourgeois-capitalist revolution. But, unlike the national
movements in almost all other countries in the world, the Black
liberation struggle, and other national movements in the U.S. are
directly and immediately a component part of the single stage strug-
gle for proletarian revolution and socialism throughout the U.S.

All this is connected with the fact that, in the U.S. today, the
agrarian revolution and the question of self-determination, the
right of political secession, is not at the heart of the Black liberation
struggle. The fact that the RU bases itself on this understanding
is what sends the worshippers of dogma and bourgeois nationalism
into a frenzy. The RU, with this line “plays into the hands of the
Wall Street imperialists and their Dixiecrat allies,” scream the De-
troit dogmatists (these asses can’t even write in the language of the
present penod') And they add, for good measure, that the RU
also follows in the chauvinist “wal e of our nat10na1 liberals” (their
emphasis). Well, since our line has set up such a howl from these
authors, we must be hitting the mark in the struggle against oppor-
tunist lines, and we should therefore pursue the question further
and deeper. _

Since the basis of our dogmatists’ opportunism is the argument
that the Comintern positions on the Negro national question in
the U.S., formulated 45 or so years ago, must still be applied to the
letter today, it is important to analyze why the Comintern resolu-
tions were essentially correct at that time and why, today, they no
longer deal with the essence of the Black national guestion.

At the time of these Comintern resolutions (1928-1930), al-
though the migration of Black people from the south and the

s
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growth of the Black wage workers was a marked tendency, it was
gtill correct, as a general description, that the masses of Black peo-
ple in the U.S. “live in compact masses in the South, most of them
being peasants and agricultural laborers in a state of seml-serfdom,
settled in the ‘Black Belt’ and constituting the majority of the pop-
ulation, whereas the Negroes in the northern states are for the most
part 1ndustr1al workers of the lowest categories who have recently
come to the various industrial centers from the South (having often
fled from there).” (1930 Resolution) At that time, according to
the Comintern, 86 percent of all Black people lived in the South,
and “74 percent live in the rural districts and are dependent almost
exclusively upon agriculture for a livelihood.” (1928 Comintern
Resolution)

On this basis, the Comintern held that Black people constituted
an oppressed nation in the “Black Belt” south, while in the north
they were a national minority, whose conditions and fate were
closely bound un, however, with the struggle of the Negro Nation
in the south for liberation. The Comintern stated very explicitly
why self-determination was the highest expression of the struggle
for Black liberation at that time: “Owing to the peculiar situation
in the Black Belt (the fact that the majority of the resident Negro
population are farmers and agricultural laborers and that the capi-
talist economic as well as political class rule there is not only a spe-
cial kind, but to a great extent still has pre-capitalist and semi-
colonial features), the right of self-determination of the Negroes
as the main slogan of the Communist Party in the Black Belt is ap-
propriate” (1930 Resolution, part in parentheses in original, em-
phasis added). Further, the Comintern stated that, because of
these special features, it would be possible, through revolutionary
struggle, for Black people in the “Black Belt” area of the south to
break away from imperialist domination and establish a state un-
der their own control, even before the overthrow of the imperialist
ruling class throughout the country as a whole.

Do these conditions still hold true today? No, they do not. And
the attempt of our dogmatists to cling to an analysis essentially cor-
rect in the past but no longer essentially correct today, leads them
into distortions and demagoguery and to completely depart from
the Marxist stand and method, and therefore from the real interests
and struggles of the masses of Black people and the whole working
class.

Let’s deal with the different aspects of this, one by one. First
the guestion of population concentration. Our authors state that
“the South is still the home of 52% of the Black population.” Ac-
tually, according to the 1970 census, 53% of the Black population
live in the south, if you include Texas, Florida, Oklahoma, Mary-
land, Delaware, Tennessee and Kentucky—most (and in some cases
all) of whose territories lie outside the “Black Belt” and its surround-
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ing area. Do our Detroit dogmatists want to tell us that this en-
tire area of the south constitutes the historic homeland of the Black
nation, in which it has the right to self<determination? In that
case, it must be pointed out in this total area, Blacks are a very
small minority, only 19%.

But, as our dogmatists should know, the entire area of the south
is not the historic homeland of Black people in this country. A
historic homeland is exactly that—it is historically constituted
and cannot be enlarged, or shrunk, arbitrarily, to fit the whims of
opportunists. Attempting to do so in no way conforms to the needs
of the masses of people, Black, white or any other nationality. As
Mao Tsetung insists “Marxism-Leninism is a science, and science
means honest, solid knowledge, there is no room for playing tricks.
Let us tizen, be honest.”

But our opportunists offer us one trick after another, *“The ma-
jority” of Black people in the south, they claim, are “‘still concen-
trated in and around the Black Belt.” What do they mean “around”
the “Black Belt”? The fact is that the Black population of the
“Black Belt’ and surrounding areas—the total area of the historic
homeland of Black people—is less than half the total Black popu-
lation in the south (and less than a quarter of the Black population
in the country as a whole). In Florida, there are over 1 million
Black people, most of them living outside the area historically de-
fined as the “Black Belt” and surrounding areas. Most of these
Blacks live in cities. In Texas there are 1.5 million Black people;
most are in cities, too, and the great majority are outside the “Black:
Belt” and surrounding area.

Next, our authors say that “There are 113 counties where Blacks
are 50-81% of the population and 250 with a concentration of
30-49%. All of them are in the Deep South. There are only seven
counties outside the South with a Black population of over 20%.”

This has to be examined from several aspects. First off, accord-
ing to the 1970 census, there are 102 (not 113) counties of Black
majority, all in the south, almost all “‘in and around” the Black
Belt’” area. In 1900 by comparison, there were nearly three times
as many counties in the “‘Black Belt” area, which were Black ma-
jority. Further, according to our Detroit authors’ mentor, Harry
Haywood, the territory of the “Black Belt,” the historic homeland
of Black people, includes 470 counties. So in this area, only
slightly more than one-fifth of the counties are Black majority
today.

The fact that there are some 250 counties of 30-49% Black popu-
lation in this general area (down from 290 in the 1940s) shows
that there are still significant concentrations of Black people in the
area—a fact the RU itself has pointed out several times (in RP 5,
and in our reply to Carl Davidson® in the Guardian last year, for

6: Carl Davidson is a former editor of the Guardian, who in response to the publica-
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example). But this does not show that Black people are a majority>
in the area of the “Black Belt.”

In fact, in the five southern states of highest percentage Black
population—Mississippi, Alabama, Georgia, South Carolina and
Louisiana—the total Black percentage is just under 30%. The terri-
tory of these states—which are the ones demanded by the Republic
of New Africa’ —lie mainly within the “Black Belt”” and surround-
ing area, and the total Black population within the 470 counties of
the “Black Belt” territory is also clearly a minority of the popula-
tion there. In other words, today, even if it were possible to con-
ceive of separating the historic territory of Black people before pro-
letarian revolution throughout the rest of the country, this would
be a territory not with a clear Black majority and a significant white
minority, but just the reverse.

Actually, our Detroit authors are finally forced to admit this,
but then they try to liquidate the whole question of population.
First they evade and beg the question—*“Really the main question
that faces us is not the racial composition of the Black Belt, but a
correct analysis of the Black national question today.” Then why,
worthy opportunists, do you bother to list any figures on popula-
tion at all? And do you think that a “correct analysis of the Black
national question” can be made by avoiding a concrete analysis of
the actual conditions of the Black people, including where they live
and under what conditions?® Obviously they do. And, further,

tion of RP 5 by the RU, wrote a confusing series of grticles, which seemed to say that
Black people throughout the U.S. were a national minority—or, at least, that this was
the case in the north and was becoming the case in the south as well. Since then David-
son has joined up with the OL and adopted its opportunist ’Black Belt” line.

7 The Republic of New Africa was formed by nationalist forces, mainly based among
the Black petty bourgeoisie who emerged out of the Black liberation struggle in the
1960s. Its program demanded the establishment of a separate Black state, the Republic
of New Africa, in the five southern states of Mississippi, Alabama, Georgia, South Caro-
lina and Louisiana. It was never a very large or influential group and is practically non-
existent today, partly due to police attacks and harassment but mainly due to the fact
that its line and program did not win support among the Black masses.

8 The authors of the paper criticized in this article, as well as others who uphold the
“Black Belt is key” line, are forced by the objective situation to say that the question of
whether or not Black people make up a majority in the “’Black Belt” has nothing to do
with their right of self-determination there. At the same time, as pointed out in the
text, they insist on taking every word by Stalin on the national question as religious
dogma that must be applied rigidly to all situations, including to the Black national ques-
tion in the U.S. Unfortunately for these forces, Stalin argued, in speaking of the ques-
tion of self-determination in the Soviet Union, that in order for a nationality there to
form a republic with the right to self-determination it must meet three main criteria:

(1) it must be a border republic and not “surrounded on all sides by USSR territory’’;
(2) it must “constitute a more or less compact majority within that republic;” and (3) it
must have a population of at least 1 million people. (See YOn the Draft Constitution of
the USSR, a speech by Stalin, Nov. 25, 1936, found in Stalin’s Problems of Leninism,
pp.562-63 in particular—emphasis added)

We do not believe that these criteria should be lifted from one situation to another
und applied dogmatically, either. But if they are strictly applied then the only conclu-
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sensing no doubt that they are walking on shaky .ground, they fall
back on emotional bombast and abstract moralizing—Black people
have “earned it [the ‘Black Belt’] as no other people have earned a
homeland” (their emphasis). o

Of course, Black people and all oppressed and ez;plmteo. pegple
in the U.S. have “earned” liberation from imperialism a:[}d all its
forms of oppression and exploitation, and they h§ve earped the
right to the full benefits of socialism thrpughout tpe entire U.S.
But, dear dogmatists, the question remains, what is a correct apal-
ysis of the Black national question today—?oday !‘—and what will
lead to liberation for Black people and socialism throughout the
country? Your petty bourgeois moralizing is oply an a’ftempt. to
distract any serious efforts to answer this question on tne basis qf
concrete Marxist analysis, and to build a real struggle for Black li-
beration and socialism. ' ‘

A deeper analysis of the question of populatmn. anc,l, tefntory
shows exactly what we said in ‘“Marxism vs. Bundism —-tna‘t"c, not
only are large numbers of Black people dispersed from the Bla.ck
Belt,” but within the “Black Belt” itself, they are rpuch more dis-
persed (or interspersed) among whites than in previous pgnods.
Today, the majority (56%) of Black people as Wel} as whites m'thg
south as a whole live in metropolitan areas. This is also true within
the “Black Belt” and surrounding areas, the historic homeland of

eople.
Bliii(cl))ne Iéxample, in only two of the five states of. highest Black
concentration (listed above) does the rural popu}atlon outnumber
the urban (Mississippi, 55.5% rural; South Carolina, 52.3%), and
the majority of Black people in these five states (over 55%) live in
urban areas. Compare this to 1940, when all of these states had a
clear and large rural majority—Mississippi, 80%; Squﬁh Carolina,
75.5%; Alabama, 69.8%; Georgia, 65.6%; and Loulslapa, 58.5%.

But beyond that, in the “Black Belt” and surrounding areas, the
Black population is concentrated in ul:ban areas, where Blaqks make
up a minority. For example, in Georglg, there are 22 countles_ of
Black majority. But the Black populathn of Fulton county (in-
cluding Atlanta and part of its surroundn}gs), .Where Blacks make
up only 39% of the total county popu_latlon, is greater t_han th.e ‘
total Black population of all 22 counties of Black majority. _Slml-
larly, the Black population of Jefferson County, Alabama (Birming-
ham and surrounding areas), which is only 32% Black., is g?eater
than the combined Black population of the 10 counties with a

sion is that under present conditions there is no basis even for the r_ight.of self-determina-
tion for Black people—a right we believe they still have, even though it is not at the heart

of their struggle for liberation, as is laid out in this article. This indi.cates the complex
nature of the Black national question in the U.S. today and emphasnze§ the_need to ar-
ply dialectical materialism, in opposition to metaphysical dogma and idealism, to solve
this question.
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Black majority.

In South Carolina, the combined Black population of the two
counties that include the cities of Charleston and Columbia, while
only 31.4% (in each county) is approximately equal to the com-
bined Black population of the 12 counties of Black majority. In
Louisiana, there are three counties of high urban concentration, in
each of which the Black population, while a minority, is greater
than the combined Black population of the 9 majority Black coun-
ties.

Only in Mississippi, which is the most rural and most backward
of the southern states and has the highest number of Black major-
ity counties, does this pattern not as fully hold true. But even there
it is clearly the case that the largest concentrations of Blacks are in
urban areas where they make up a minority. For example, the
Black population of Hinds County /Jackson and surrounding area),
while only 39% of the total, is more than twice as high as the Black
population of any county of Black majority. It is greater than the
combined Black population of the seven counties with the highest
Black majority (more than % the total of 25 Mississippi counties
with a Black majority).

In Mississippi itself—which before 1940 was majority Black, but
today is only 37% Black—the number of counties with a Black ma-

Jority (25) is less than 1/3 the total (82), and even the number of
counties with more than 40% Black population is less than % the
total. Further, the counties of Black majority, while concentrated
around the Delta area and bordered by some counties in Louisiana
and Arkansas which are also Black majority, are overall dispersed
among and surrounded by counties of clear white majority. And
this pattern is even more pronounced throughout the rest of the
“Black Belt” and surrounding areas territory.

From all this it is clear that as a general pattern, even within the
“Black Belt” territory, wherever Blacks are most concentrated they
are most dispersed among whites. The fact that today there are
over 100 counties of Black majority in the general territory of the
“Black Belt” does not even have the same meaning that it would
have 40-50 years ago. It is pure opportunism on the part of our
Detroit authors to play up county population figures, since, as
Harry Haywood stressed in Negro Liberation, “The Black Belt is
arbitrarily broken up by a mass of state or county boundaries, and
administrative, judicial and electoral subdivisions.” (p. 13)

Actually, however, while Haywood’s statement is generally cor-
rect in relation to the period of the highest concentration of Blacks
in the “Black Belt”’—until the period of WW2 and after—it is also
true that, during this period, counties as a measure of population
were much more relevant at that time than they are today. This is
80 because at that time the population of the “Black Belt” was over-
whelmingly rural. Black people were more or less evely distributed
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throughout the area, on small plots of land within the plantation
system, as peasants. This was another important factor anchoring
the Black nation at that time to the territory of the “Black Belt.”

But today, large sections of this same territory are only very
thinly populated, and Black people (as well as whites) are concen-
trated in urban areas in large numbers, as workers, not peasants.
This is another important aspect of the fact that not only has in-
dustry grown tremendously in the south since WW2, but that agri-
culture itself in the south today is essentially capitalist and not semi-
feudal. This, along with the general fact of dispersal of Black peo-
ple from the “Black Belt,” is what marks the Black national gues-
tion today, in the south as well as the north, as fundamentally dif-
ferent from the time of the Comintern Resolutions 45 years ago.
Today, under these conditions, the city—in the south and north—
and not the countryside is the home of the masses of people and
the center of the revolutionary struggle.

One last point on population. While it is true that there are still
large numbers of Black people—several million—in the “Black Belt,”
this has to be viewed in relation to the rest of the country as a
whole. For example, the Black population of Chicago (about 1.1
million) is almost equal to the Black population of the entire state
of Georgia (1.2 million), and is higher percentage wise (Chicago,
32.7%; Georgia, 25.9%). The Black population of New York City
(nearly 1.7 million) is higher than that of any southern state, and
the percent (21.2%) is almost as high as that of North Carolina
(22.4%). Further, while the Black population of the five southern
states with the highest percent of Black population (cited above) is
roughly 4.8 million, the Black population of the five contiguous
states of New York, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, Ohio and Indiana
is greater, 5.3 million—although the percent of Black population
(about 10%) is only 1/3 that of ti.e five southern states mentioned.

These facts would not have the significance they do, if today,
as 40-50 years ago, masses of Black people in the south lived and
worked, in semi-serf conditions, on the plantation system, and if,
on that basis, the economy of the south as a whole not only was
more backward as a region (which it is still today), but was quali-
tatively different from the rest of the country. But when this is
no longer true, when the differences are quantitative and not quali-
tative, when capitalist relations generally exist in agriculture as well
as industry in the south, and when most Black (and white) people
live and work in the cities as proletarians (modern wage workers),
the figures on population cited above do have real significance
and do refiect the fact that today, south and north, the masses of
Black people are directly and immediately involved in the same ba-
sic contradiction and struggle in society—the class struggle between
the multi-national proletariat and the bourgeoisie. And it is this
fact that has transformed the character of the Black national ques-
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tion.

What economic factors, for example, tie the city of Baltimore
and? the Black people within it (Baltimore is on the very north-
eastern tip of the “Black Belt” and surrounding areas territory) to
Houston, Texas (far southwest of the “Black Belt” territory)—
or even to Charleston, South Carolina, Memphis, Atlanta or Bir-
mingham—more than to Philadelphia, New York City, or even Chi-
9ago? There are no economic or political factors that do this today
in the sense of characterizing the “Black Belt” area as a separate
economic and political zone that could be expected, any more than
any o?her part of the country, to break away from imperialist rule,
1tn a different way and at a different time than the rest of the coun-
ry.
.One other fact which is significant is that, since 1970, the out-
migration of Blacks from the south has stopped—and, in fact, has
been reversed, very slightly. But the Black people returning to the
sguth are going to the cities, as we pointed out in RP 5. So the
historical migration pattern of those returning is: rural south to ur-
ban north to urban south. This again, is another reflection of the
fact that the relations of production and basic level of development
of the south is on the same historical level—advanced capitalist—
as the rest of the country, and the differences are quantitative, not
qualitative.

THE AGRARIAN QUESTION, THE PEASANT QUESTION AND
THE CLASS QUESTION TODAY

We will return to the question of population and territory in re-
lation to the question of self-determination, but first we have to
deal with the dogmatism of our Detroit authors around the agrarian
question. They insist that ‘““‘what the Comintern said 40 years ago
still h_olds true. Today this landed property in the hands of white
American exploiters constitutes the most important material basis
pf the entire system of national oppression and serfdom of Negroes
in the Black Belt . . . These (sharecropping, contract labor, chain
gangs, and we add seasonal and agricultural wage workers—ed.) are
the main forms of present Negro slavery in the Black Belt and no
!oreaking of the chains of this slavery is possible without confiscat-
ing all the landed property of white masters. Without this revolu-
tngnar_y measure, without agrarian revolution, the right of self-deter-
mination of the Negro population would be only a utopia . . .” (em-
phasis RU’s, parenthetical comments by “ed.”” are those of Detroit
authors).

Right off the bat, our dogmatists, by clinging to an analysis cor-
rect 45 years ago (but no longer essentially correct today) are for-
ved to fly right in the face of reality. Is it true today that the

W Tho word “and” was added to the original text here for clarity.
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“main forms” of slavery of Black people in the “Black Belt” are
semi-serf forms of oppression—sharecropping, contract labor, chain
gangs, etc.? No, this is obviously not true, not even if we allow

our Detroit “editors” to add agricultural wage workers. The main
form is clearly wage-slavery in industry, and in capitalist agriculture.

Instead of dealing with this, our Detroit authors invent and dis-
tort facts. They say that “Black farmers and agricultural workers
still make up a sizeable percentage of the Southern work force.”

In fact, in 1970, the total southern work force numbered just

under 25 million. There are approximately 175,000 Black farm
laborers in the country, the great majority in the south, and, in
addition, there are about an equal number (185,000) of southemn
“non-white’’ farm operators, almost all of them Black. So, together,
Black farmworkers and farmers total about 360,000—or just under
1.5% of the total southern work force. Is that, worthy dogmatists,
what you consider a ‘“‘sizable percentage”? One thing that can be
said of these dogmatists is that respect for the facts is not one of
their failings.

Our authors are forced to try to play tricks like this, because they
are holding on for dear life to out-dated formulations. To let go
of them would mean that they would have to go out and face the
masses and the real situation as they actually are and not as they,
with their petty bourgeois prejudices, would like them to be.

Stalin wrote, in 1925 in his polemics against Semich (on Yugo-
slavia), that the national question is in essence a peasant guestion,
that the peasants are the main force in the national movement
and “that there is no powerful national movement without the pea-
sant army, nor can there be.” Therefore, because our dogmatists
regard the articles by Stalin—and the Comintern Resolutions—of
that period as the last word on the national question, (except for
the writings of Harry Haywood re-stating these positions) there is
only one choice for them when confronted with the realities of
U.S. society, including the ‘“Black Belt,” today. They have to invent
a “peasant army,” they have to invent facts to make the peasantry
the basis of the Black liberation struggle today. Stalin meant that
only the masses—peasants in that period—could give the national
movement its revolutionary character. But our dogmatists so mech-
anically worship the letter of Marxism that they can’t grasp and ap-
ply the spirit and method of Marxism.

Marx once said that when history does repeat itself, it is first
time a tragedy, second time a farce. This holds true for our dog-
matists in relation, for example, to the Narodniks in Russia at the
end of the 19th century. The Narodniks were petty bourgeois ro-
mantics who argued that capitalism need not develop in Russia,
that “communism” could be built directly on the basis of the feu-
dal “communal’’ agricultural system. They therefore based them-
selves among the peasantry. These Narodniks ended up in isolated
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acts of terrorism, but as Lenin said there was a certain kind of hero-
ism to their actions, however misguided. And, at least, in going to
the peasantry, the Narodniks picked a group that did make up a
majority of Russian society at that time. For these reasons, the
smashing of the Narodniks by the Czar can legitimately be consid-
ered a kind of tragedy.

But our authors insist today on inventing masses of peasants and
moralizing about the national question on that basis. In essence,
they are Narodniks without a peasantry, and this makes their stand
not a tragedy, but a farce!

This, of course, does not mean that there are literally no pea-
sants—small farmers—among the Black people in the U.S. Nor does
it mean that the agrarian question is unimportant, that absolutely
all survivals of the plantation system have been eliminated in south-
ern agriculture or that the agrarian question has been “solved” in
the interests of the people. But it is unmistakably the case that to-
day, semi-serf forms of exploitation are not the main forms of sla-
very that Black people are subjected to in the south (even in the
rural south), and that the basic system of agriculture in the “Black
Belt” itself is not a plantation system of semi-serf exploitation, but
a modern capitalist system of wage-slavery.

Lenin noted that in 1910 there were 1.5 million sharecroppers
in the south of the U.S.A., and 1 million of them were Black. Fur-
ther, he noted, the percentage of sharecroppers, relative to total
farmers, was increasing, not decreasing. This, he said, constituted
the “economic basis” of the oppression of Black people, who were
overwhelmingly concentrated in the south at that time. (See “Capi-
talism and Agriculture in the United States of America,” Lenin,
Vol. 22, pp. 24-27) But these conditions that Lenin noted do not
describe the situation in the south, or the conditions of the Black
masses today.

In the “Black Belt’’ and the whole U.S. today, as the imperialist
crisis deepens, does this come down on Black people mainly in the
form of further squeezing and ruining Black peasants—and along
with this, increased occupation of the “Black Belt” territory by the
“Yankee imperialists”’? No, it comes down mainly in the form
of increased exploitation of Black wage workers and increased op-
pression, marked by police terror, in the ghettos, the Black com-
munities in the south and north. The culture of Black people re-
flects this transformation. Black music, for example, no longer re-
volves around the problems of the peasantry—picking cotton, the
boll weevil, stubborn mules and heartless planters—but around the
problems of workers and the general problems of life in the ghetto.

And the mass upsurge of the Black people’s struggle that develop-
ed into a mighty storm in the late *60s, did not take the form of
seizing land and resisting occupying troops in the rural “Black Belt,”
but urban rebellions and resistance to police violence in the ghettos,
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and struggles and organizations of Black workers., These struggles
were largely spontaneous, but their character also stemmed from
and reflected the concrete material conditions of Black people to-
day, throughout the country.

This mass struggle, hitting at discrimination on the job and
throughout society, police terror and the whole structure of oppres-
sion directed against the Black communities, has been a tremendous
force for the liberation of Black people and against the imperialist
system, exactly because it strikes at the main forms of Black peo-
ple’s oppression today and is so closely linked with the general
working class struggle. Building and leading this struggle, and bring-
ing to the struggling masses the understanding of how this fizht is
inseparably linked with the overall struggle of the working class
for emancipation—this is how the communists can and must pre-
pare the masses to rip out this oppression at its roots as part of the
struggle to overthrow imperialism, build socialism and advance
to communism.

On the other hand, to direct the blow not against the actual ma-
terial oppression of thie Black masses today, but against semi-serf
exploitation and ‘‘semi-colonial features’ in the “Black Belt,”
which no longer constitute the main form and material basis of op-
pression of Black people—this really means not struggling against
the present day enslavement of Black people at all. This is pre-
cisely the case with our dogmatists. It is they who liguidate the
real struggle against national oppression, while covering themselves
with “revolutionary phrases” about the right of political secession
and the use of quotations without regard to condition, time and

lace.
P In practice, the “Black Belt is key’ dogmatists not only fail to
build mass struggle against national oppression, they actually try
to sabotage such struggle. For example, members of the “Com-
munist League” 10 (covering themselves as a so-called ““laborers
caucus’) in the Bay Area recently put out a scab leaflet attacking
a demonstration in which the RU played a leading role, and which
united more than 500 workers and others of all nationalities against
“Operation Zebra” (police terror against Black people). This is the
logical result of the line of these dogmatists who try to drag things
back to the past and direct their fire away from the actual source
and forms of oppression.

In their paper, our Detroit dogmatists offer no evidence that

10 The Communist League (CL} was one of a number of dogmatist sects that arose
after the CP went thoroughly revisionist. |t generally had little influence in the revolu-
tionary movement during the later ‘60s and early '70s, but made a small splash in 1974
when forming a genuine working class Party was on the order of the day and CL formed
itself into the “Communist Labor Party.”” Since then it has become more and more
openly reformist, though clinging to its dogmatism, and has even become more or less
openly pro-Soviet.
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semi-serf exploitation is still the material basis of Black people’s op-
pression, no real refutation of the extensive analysis in RP 5 which
shows that this is no longer the case.

Instead they say that “We feel that an all-sided dislectical inves-
tigation of the social relations in the South will reveal what is un-
deniably true: dying, decaying imperialism cannot carry out such
fundamental changes in the South’s agricultural system.” But since
when are the proletariat and the masses of people supposed to base
their struggle on the “feelings” of opportunist authors who have
already exhibited a complete contempt for facts and for the Marx-
ist method of ‘“‘seeking truth from facts”?

Does this “shadow of the plantation” still exist? Yes, but basi-
cally in an historical sense. First, in the fact that, due to the long
period of widespread survivals of slavery and semi-feudal relations,
the south, even today, while about on the level of development of
advanced European capitalist countries, is still more rural and more
backward than the rest of the U.S. And the poverty of Blacks (and
whites) is still greater here.

And second, that the oppression of Black people today, north
and south—in all its forms—has, as an historical basis, the fact that,
after the reversal of Reconstruction,'? Blacks were forced back
onto the plantation and held in semi-serf (or semi-slave) oppression.
All this has important effects today, just as the period of chattel
slavery had important effects on the oppression of Black people
after Reconstruction. But that is not the same thing as saying that
the semi-serf oppression of Black peasants constitutes the essential
material base today for the oppression of Black people, any more
than literal chattel slavery as such constituted the actual material
basis of oppression in, say, 1900, or 1930. We would be laughed
at by the masses of Black people if we told them that today they
no longer suffer oppression as a people, but we would be just as
much laughed at if we tried to tell them that the form and nature
of that oppression had not basically changed since 1900, 1930, or
even 1950,

The 1930 Comintern Resolution drew exactly this distinction—
between the historical and the present day material basis of op-
pression—in pointing out that the oppression of Black people was
“partly due to the historical past of the American Negroes as im-
ported slaves, but is much more due to the still existing slavery of

11 Reconstruction refers to the brief period after the Civil War, during which Blacks,
and poor whites, won the right to vote, and some other gains, including the right for
Blacks to own property. This was reversed by the bourgeoisie, especially after the econo-
mic crisis of 1873, and was ended in 1877. The masses of Black people, who had never
been granted the “forty acres and a mule” promised to them during the Civil War, were
forced into the semi-serf condition of sharecroppers and stripped of all rights; large num-
bers of poor whites were also forced into sharecropping, and lost many of the rights they
had achieved during Reconstruction.




140

the American Negro,” in the form of “being peasants and agricul-
tural laborers in a state of semi-serfdom.” Similarty tgday, the op-
pression of Black people is due in part to the who_le hlstory of sla-
very, followed by the period of semi-feudal explmtatlpn as pf:a_\sants.
But the present material basis is essentially the caste-like pqsfmon
of Black wage workers within the overall working class, which re-
sults in their concentration at the heart of the industrial proletariat.
The typical Black today is not a sharecropper or small farmer but

a wage worker, forced into the dirtiest, most dangerous, lowest
paying jobs, and always facing the threat of unemployment—Blacks
have twice the unemployment rate of whites. ' )

This is reinforced by a structure of political, economic and social
oppression which affects all classes of Black people, a structure of
white supremacy that is rooted in the development of the cgpltal-
ist system in this country, beginning with slaveryz and remains an
integral part of it in the U.S. today. This is very 1mportant because

‘one thing our dogmatists have stumbled upon remains true! Th(?
programme of the proletariat and its Party in relation .to the nation-
al question must strike at the root of national oppression, a}nd not
at its mere effects, or it will be reformist and not a revolutionary
programme. o

While insisting that the agrarian revolution is still the key to root-
ing out the national oppression of Black people, our Detroit authors
are quick to add, “Obviously we don’t want to see Blacks put back
on the plantation.” Black people are no doubt grateful to you for
this, noble dogmatists, but what do you “want to see’ as the solu.-
tion? Their answer is to repeat the formulation of the 1930 Comin-
tern Resolution (of course), which calls for “confiscating the landed
property of the white planters and capitalists for the benefit of the
Negro farmers.” It is here they claim that “Black farmers and agri-
cultural wage workers still make up a sizeable percentage of the
Southern work force.”

We have already shown that this last statement is completely _
false, and this underscores the problem with clinging to the Comin-
tern formulations of 45 years ago—it will not lead you to strike at
the root of the problem, at what today are the main forms of sla-
very of Black people in the south, as well as the north. The landed
property of the (white) large landowners should certainly be expro-
priated for the benefit of the remaining Black farmers and farm
workers—and the white ones, too, who now actually out-numbgr
Blacks in the south in the category of tenant-farming. And white
tenant farmers and agricultural laborers combined in the sputh out-
number the combined total of Blacks in these two categories, even
though there are more Black agricultural wage workers than vyhlte
in the south today. But, again, confiscation of large landownings
does not strike at the main concrete forms of oppression of Black
(or white) people in the south, not even in the rural south.
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In every southern state, including even Mississippi, the percen-
tage of workers in industry is higher than that in agriculture (in
Mississippi it is now 14% in agriculture, and 20% in industrial pro-
duction). But more than that, in every southern state, the numbers
of Black people living on farms who work as farmers or farm labor-
ers make up a minority of the Black farm-dwelling work force. And
in every southern state, the number of Black non-farm rural dwellers
who work as craftsmen, assembly line workers and other operatives,
truck drivers and non-farm laborers is greater than the number who
work as farmers and farm laborers.

All over the south today, industry is moving into rural areas (and
some is even moving out of urban industrial areas, like Birmingham,
into the rural areas). This is drawing together working people,
Black and white, and increasingly proletarianizing them. The pro-
gramme of the proletariat and its Party in relation to this cannot
be to raise the slogan ““land to the tiller,” but to organize these
workers, to fight for the basic step of unionization, and link this
with the broader fight against the oppression of Black people and
the long-range struggle for socialism throughout the country.

Struggles like the Oneita, South Carolina, strike in 1973 2 show
the great potential for this. In fact, the bourgeoisie and its agents
in the labor bureaucracies have already recognized this and are mov-
ing to ““organize” these workers, in order to head off class con-
scious struggle and to keep these workers under the domination of
the bourgeoisie and the influence of its ideology. This only em-
phasizes the need for communists to base themselves on the strug-
gle of the industrial proletariat in the cities and even the rural areas
as the main force in the south, and not to make their basic strategy

the agrarian revolution.

But what about the fairly large Black rural population in the
south that is on public assistance, doesn’t this increase the impor-
tance of the agrarian question? Our Detroit authors don’t specifi-
cally mention this group, but it is nevertheless important to analyze
this, since what we are after is not simply answering some dogma-
tists, but, in fact, making a correct and all-sided analysis of the
Black national question and, on that basis, developing a correct line
and programme for linking the struggle for Black liberation with
socialist revolution in the U.S.

For instance, in the five southern states of highest Black concen-
tration and in which the “Black Belt” is centered—South Carolina,

12 The Oneita strike was a six-month long battle waged in 1973 by 700 textile
workers against the Oneita Knitting Mills in Andrews and Lane, two small towns in South
Carolina. The strikers, mainly Black, finally won union recognition {and essentially a
union shop, though this is technically illegal in South Carolina and most of the south)

s well as other gains, including a wage increase, sick leave, insurance, a pension plan
and seniority for job promotions. This strike was a key battle in the south and sparked

support and struggle by workers, Black peopie and other forces in other parts of the
south and throughput the country.
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I and forcibly expropriated, but politically won over and gra-
Y absorbed into collective life by the victorious, ruling pro-
88, But this will be made far easier by the overwhelming so-
Mtion of agricultural production that has already been develop-
A She Minal stages of capitalism.” And those who have already
A pushed off the land and held in conditions of underemploy-

M and unomployment will also be brought fully into the produc-
LBPgoes, mainly in industry but to some degree in agriculture,
Ao the political task of ruling the state and building socialism.
an, what is correct in one historical situation may be wrong
Bether, What is correct under conditions of feudal domination

Georgia, Alabama, Mississippi and Louisiana—there are about ' ;
90,000 rural Black families on public assistance, or between 20i
of the total rural Black families. Taking the mean figure for Bl&
rural family size (about five) and adding in about 25,000 single §
dividuals on public assistance, there are roughly 475,000 rural
people in these states on public assistance—again, between 20-28
of the rural Black population and just under 10% of the total Bl
population of these five states. Some of these families are head#
by workers in agriculture, and more by workers in other catego¥
marked by very low wages. Others are “welfare” families, with §
members working, and a sizeable minority are old people no lowy .
working. Taking in all categories, a large number are people wh{ Ny under conditions of capitalist domination. Our dogmatists
in the past few decades have been displaced from farming by m v A b@tmlt leap at this as proof that the RU line is “chauvinist to
anization and capitalist monopoly in agriculture. k 'J', ™." 'The RU takes a concrete manifestation of national op-

Is it correct, then, to define this group as essentially ‘landless @n- tho driving of Black people off the land and their disper-
peasants”? No, on the whole, this is incorrect. Such an analysif gem thoir homeland—and treats this as a “progressive thing,”
would be generally correct if agriculture were still largely on a | jit advance, scream our authors. But, this only betrays our
capitalist level, and the next necessary step were to divide the la§ IMblatn’ Lotal inability to grasp even the basic principles of dia-
in small plots among the tillers, in order to lay the basis for futuig B matorialism and reveals, again, their stand of petty bour-
collectivization. If agriculture were still highly labor-intensive i Morallzing and longing for the past.
had to involve large numbers of working people and there was alé ¥ boumie, the development of capitalism in agriculture in the
most no real modern industry in the rural areas, then such an i ‘ varried out on the basis of oppression and violence against
sis would basically apply. Such was the case, for example, in Cli { ph- and also white—peasants. This is true of all capitalist
and Mao did define sections of the rural population who were ¢ Bepment und especially of “primitive accumulation,” the
ced to do domestic and other labor for the landlords as “landle& B #nd definitely forcible separation of the peasants from the
peasants.” '8 I Oommunists do not side with the bourgeoisie in doing this;

But in the south today, as we showed in RP 5 (see pages 23 B Ophowe L. But once it has been done, neither do we call for a
agriculture is highly mechanized, capital-intensive and not semid M Lo the past, to more primitive methods of farming based on
dal and labor-intensive. It no longer revolves around a plantatid vidual ownership, nor do we make a “return to the land” our
system, based on tenant-farming and share-cropping, but aroutiGas Y .
capitalist methods and relations, based on exploitation of wage! M strewsed exactly this point in using an analogy to expose
porers who do not own the land (even nominally). In fact, it W§ BB Wtoplan und reactionary stand of the petty bourgeois forces
the very replacement of feudalism by capitalism in agriculture §§ i fenpondad to imperialist war with: a call for disarmament. “The
displaced these people from the land. This, of course, has no¥ fAem of the bourgeoisie,” he wrote in 1916, ““is to promote
minated the contradiction between those who own and those*y i, to drive women and children into the factories, to torture
work the land, nor has it eliminated the national oppression @ i Shere, to corrupt them, to condemn them to extreme poverty.
Black people. But it has transformed both into essentially prof ot ‘demand’ such a development. We do not ‘support’ it;
tarian questions. ?’ t it, But how do we fight? We know that trusts and the em-

As we said in RP 5, referring to the south as well as the rest'§

ment of women in industry are progressive. We do not want
the country, “The land question remains important, but moxe? back Lo the handicraft system, to premonopolistic capitalism,
in any other country it, too, has become a proletarian question]

mentic drudgery for women. Forward through the trusts,
is now possible in the U.S., with the seizure of power by the p#

b and beyond them to Socialism!” (From Lenin on War and
letariat to move directly to farm collectivization, and very quig B8, Throo Articles, p. 64, emphasis in original)

to socialization (direct state ownership), without first taking Wi * gine, poor confused Lenin actually saying that imperialism
Lenin described as the ‘progressive but undoubtedly capitalisty B Brought about a progressive change! If only he had lived long
(bourgeois-democratic) step of dividing the land among the peR PUh Lo read our Detroit dogmatists’ paper, he would certainly
santry. The remaining small farmers will, of course, not be im O undertood the error of his ways.

i
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But, in fact, in opposition to the metaphysical method of our op-
portunist authors, genuine Marxist-Leninists, basing themselves on
the method of dialectical materialism, understand that the develop-
ment of capitalism, even monopoly capitalism, is progressive in that
it prepares the material conditions for socialism by developing the
productive forces, including the working class. But on the other
hand, it rests on relations of production that prevent the liberation
of the productive forces and their development to a qualitatively
higher level. This is what defines the essentially reactionary charac-
ter of capitalism, especially in its imperialist stage. And this is why
a political revolution is required, the overthrow of the bourgeoisie
and the establishment of the dictatorship of the proletariat, in order
to liberate the productive forces and advance society to the stage
of socialism and eventually communism.

The same principle holds true in the sphere of the national ques-
tion. This is why Lenin could write that “This is undoubtedly pro-
gressive. Capitalism is replacing the ignorant, conservative, settled
muzhik [peasant] of the Great-Russian and Ukrainian backwoods
with a mobile proletarian whose conditions of life break down spe-
cifically national narrowmindedness, both Great-Russian and Uk-
rainian . . . [besides national oppression under capitalism] is capi-
talism’s world-historical tendency to break dowii national barriers,
obliterate national distinctions, and to assimilate nations—a ten-
dency which manifests itself more and more powerfully with every
passing decade, and is one of the greatest driving forces transform-
ing capitalism into socialism.” (*‘Critical Remarks on the National
Question,” Vol. 20, pp. 31, 28, emphasis Lenin’s, words in
brackets ours)

These very tendencies which Lenin called progressive, have oper-
ated in the U.S., in relation to the Black national question in parti-
cular, over the past period, especially since WW2. The bourgeoisie
on the basis of its own needs—for markets, and profit—has mechan-
ized agriculture and increased the industrialization of the south. In
place of the peasant of the backwoods this has created millions of
proletarians, including among Black people. It has integrated the
south, including the “Black Belt,” much more fully into the over-
all economic and political system of the whole country.

But of course, the bourgeoisie has done this always in accordance
with its own interests and needs, and, while tending to economi-
cally assimilate nations, it has not and cannot eliminate national op-
pression or establish equality, and in that sense cannot assimilate
Black people. This is what makes the contradiction between the
ruling class and the masses of Black people as explosive, and the
Black liberation struggle as powerful and as closely linked with the
class struggle for socialism, as it is today. Only the overthrow of
the bourgeoisie and the building of socialism can eliminate national
oppression. This struggle for proletarian revolution, and the libera-
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tion of Black people, has been greatly strengthened by the very
world-historical tendencies that Lenin spoke of. In this sense it has
aertainly been an advance, no matter how much our petty bour-
peoln motaphysicians may whine about it and cling to the past like
# haby to his blanket.

(Characteristically, they fail to grasp that, in terms of moving
from the realm of necessity to the realm of freedom, the fact that
agriculture in the U.S. today produces huge quantities of commodi-
tlen with only a very small number of laborers, is a tremendous ad-
vahae, It will be a tremendous advantage for the U.S. proletariat,
and the proletariat of the world, when socialism is established in
the U8, and the productive forces are liberated. As Marx pointed
oul, the greater the reduction of the number of workers (or man-
hours) that must be tied up in producing the basic necessities of
life and central to that, the more that workers in agriculture can
rrmiu('a heyond their own basic necessities—the further mankind
» moving away from the realm of necessity, from mere animal-like
existonco,

Of course, to make a qualitative leap from the realm of necessity
to the realm of freedom requires proletarian revolution and the ad-
vahoe to communism, where mankind can produce “consciously
and voluntarily,” as Mao put it. But we will not get to this stage
If we base ourselves not on a dialectical and materialist analysis of
the vonditlons we now face under capitalism, the conditions out
of which socialism will arise, but instead base ourselves on the “feel-
Ingae" of reactionary petty bourgeois utopians and moralizers who
wint Lo turn back the wheel of history.

That our Detroit authors want to do exactly this is revealed in
thelr staloment that the RU’s characterization of the “Black Na-
tional Question then as a peasant question (when it was in essence
# vlawn question) and now as a proletarian question (and it is still
I ewnence a class question) is straight up opportunism,” (emphasis,
and purentheses in original; “then” refers to pre-WW2). We would
like to point out to these Narodniks without a peasantry that in
Negro Liberation, Harry Haywood, whom they regard as anything
but a “strmght up opportunist,” wrote that the Black national
guention was in essence a peasant question (see p. 154). And at
lount ho was consistent, for he went on to explain the implications
of this,

“Tho landless soil tillers of the South, Negro and white,” (Hay-
wood wrote) “are historically on the side of thie industrial prole-
turlat, But their basic aim is to be rid of landlordism and the semi-
foudal conditions that keep them in bondage and poverty. While
soclalist agriculture could solve this problem most thoroughly, the
musmes of sharecroppers, as yet in the stage of aspiring to individual
land holdings in the face of feudal monopoly of the land, could
hardly he mobilized to fight for a purely socialist solution.” (Negro
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Liberation, p. 126 )

Is this true today, when, in the south, there are not ‘“‘masses of
sharecroppers’’ but less than 100,000 (more white than Black) and
there is not a feudal but a capitalist monopoly of land? No, it is
not true, and this is why it is absolutely correct to say that the
Black national question today is not in essence a peasant but a pro-
letarian question, and can be linked directly and immediately with
a single stage (what Haywood calls a “‘purely”) socialist revolution.
And this is why the Black national question today has entered a
third period in which it is in essence neither bourgeois democratic
of the old type, nor bourgeois democratic of the new type, but is
proletarian-socialist in essence. Harry Haywood is not to be blamed
if, in 1948, he did not fully recognize the transformation that was
only beginning to take place on a mass scale, but today, anyone
who calls himself a Marxist but refuses to recognize this can only
be characterized as a real “‘straight up opportunist.”

Since they have no evidence—but only their “feelings’’—that the
agriculture of the deep south has not been transformed from feudal
to capitalist in essence, our opportunist authors have another argu-
ment. This transformation could not have taken place, they say,
because the Comintern Resolutions of 45 years ago say that indus-
trialization of the south would not eliminate the semi-feudal agri-
culture, which was then the basis of national oppression of Black
people. This is truly brilliant! Will these Rip Van Winkles please
wake up and explain why U.S. society cannot change in 45 years
but must be the same today as in 1930? And where in your books,
dusty dogmatists, does it say that there must be feudalism all
throughout the stage of capitalism, even in the “epoch of imperial-
ism”?

In 1930, at a time when the masses of Black people were suffer-
ing virtual slavery on the plantations of the “Black Belt’’ south, to
take the stand that there is no need to struggle against this since
industrialization of the south will solve the problem in due time—
this was obviously a chauvinist, counter-revolutionary stand. The
Comintern, of course, was absolutely correct in repudiating this po-
sition of the “Lovestoneites” '® in the U.S. communist movement

13 *Lovestonites” refers to a small group, headed by Jay Lovestone, within the
CP, USA which put forward a revisionist line, taking the particular form of ’American
exceptionalism,” which seizes on certain particularities of the development of capitalism
in the U.S. to argue that U.S. capitalism is fundamentally different from and superior
to capitalism in other countries and in essence is exempt from the fundamental laws of
capitalism and cannot be analyzed and finally abolished in accordance with the universal
principles of Marxism-Leninism. Not only did this line claim that U.S. capitalism could
avoid a revolutionary crisis and that the U.S. working class would not develop a revolu-
tionary movement to overthrow capitalism, but it specifically denied the revolutionary
character of the Black people’s struggle and said that industrialization in the south would
put an end to the oppression of Black people. Lovestone and his followers were expelled
from the CP in 1929 and for about ten years after that formed a small group, claiming
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of that time, and in insisting that only through revolutionary strug-
gle against the oppression of Black people in the “Black Belt” and
the support of the entire working class for this struggle, could the
plantation system and the whole system of imperialism be over-
thrown,

But despite the heroic mass struggles of the working class and
Bluck people, often led by the then-revolutionary CPUSA, arev-
olutionary situation did not develop in the U.S. in the 1930s. So-
¢lalist revolution did not come, but WW2 did. Through it the po-
sitlon of U.S. imperialism was temporarily strengthened, and it has
baen able to prolong its vulture-like existence for 30 years since
the end of that war.

During this period, according to the basic laws of capitalism, it
hus had to try to expand and capture new markets, compete with
other capitalists, make increasing use of the state as a “regulator”
of the economy, conduct several wars of aggression and fzke other
stops to preserve its rule within the U.S. and its domination world-
wide. One result of this is that it has been forced to mechanize
agriculture in the south and promote industrialization there, stimu-
lated by defense spending in many cases—which is a major reason
that military bases have been constructed and maintained in the
south (it was not done, as the “Communist League” says, to keep
the “Black Belt” a “colony”).

8pocifically, in relation to agriculture, the changes that have ta-
ken place in cotton production illustrate very clearly the transfor-
matlon from feudal to capitalist exploitation. Cotton was the back-
bone of the plantation system, both before and after the Civil War.

Up until WW1, no fundamental changes took place in the methods
of votton production. The plantation system was still firmly en-
tronched und was still the most profitable form of exploitation for
the planters and northern finance capitalists who controlled it. In
1021, however, cotton was hit hard by the boll weevil plague. And
along with this there was the general problem that the primitive
methods of the plantation system constantly led to erosion and de-
pletion of the soil. During the ’20s, some of this land was transfer-
red from cotton and other crops to livestock. But the general pat-
tern of King Cotton, raised by semi-slave Blacks, along with poor
whites, remained.

The depression of the *30s sent the price of cotton sinking. This
ulong with losses in the international market, ruined many poor ’
farmors, and even some richer ones. At the same time, the general

economic crunch prevented investment in machinery to pick up
votton production.

2

to be Marxists but opposing Marxism and the CP. Lovestone eventually gave up all pre-
innsa of Merxism and openly joined with the agents of U.S. capitalism, becoming a right
hand man of George Meany and head of the AFL-CIO’s arm for aiding U.S. imperialist
punetration and intervention in other countries, '
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With the upturmn of the economy due to WW2 (even before Pearl
Harbor), however, tractors started to be introduced to cottfm pro-
duction in the south in large numbers for the first time. Still, cot-
ton production was not really mechanized until the 1950s with the
introduction of chemical herbicides and most importantly, mechan-
ized pickers, which solved the problems of wee@ing and picking.

As a key indicator of the changes taking place, in 1950 only 1% of
cotton in the south was picked by machine, but by 1962 the f{gure
was over half—55%—and during the next decade, machine picking
has become the overwhelming method.

To take full advantage of this machinery it was necessary to break
up the pattern of small sharecropping farms and reorganize produc-
tion on a larger scale, using hired wage labor in place of tenant-
farming. In other words, it was necessary to make the transfo.rma-
tion from feudal to capitalist exploitation. A reflection of this
was the fact that, while in 1945 there were almost 500,000 Black
cotton farmers, by 1959, the number had already fallen to onl_y
about 180,000. But the number of Black hired wage laborers in
southern agriculture, including cotton, went up in the ’.50s. _

There were several factors causing the planters and finance capi-
talists to make these changes. For one thing, irrigated cotton farm-

ing had been developed on a wide scale in the western states (Cali-
fornia, Arizona and others). Another factor was the development
on a wide scale of synthetic fibers, such as rayon and nylon, as cot-
ton substitutes. Further there has been the fact that on the world
market such things as soybeans, as well as cattle and dairy products,
have become more profitable. The results of all this hgve been that

cotton production has been made more capital-intensive (mecl.lan-
ized) in order to be more competitive with other cotton-growing
areas (in the U.S. and internationally), and at the same time former
cotton-growing areas have been more diversiﬁed—mtq soybeans,
cattle raising, etc. All of this has undermined the basis of the old
plantation system (and the same kind of process has bas1c’::111y taken
place with peanuts, tobacco and other “planta‘tlon crops.”’)

This shows, not that imperialism is progressive—as our dogma-
tists try to have us say—but only that it is analzchistm, and that, from
the point of view of maximum profit—the basic law of monopoly
capital—the plantation system is no longer the best means of ex-
ploitation. ' .

Along with these changes in the economic basez there have been
changes in the political superstructure in the south. One _exasmple
is that, while as late as 1960 only 29.1% of Black people in the
south were registered to vote, by 1970 the figure was up tp 62%.
And, in 1971, there were over 700 Black elected officials in the 11
states of the old Confederacy.

These changes were clearly concessions to the mass struggle of
Black people, supported by other progressive forees. They certain-
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ly don’t mean that-equality has been achieved, national oppression
has been eliminated. Nevertheless, these figures are a reflection in
the superstructure of the fact that the economic basis of oppres-
sion of Black people in the south itself has changed from essentially
feudal to essentially capitalist exploitation.

The Comintern did not foresee all this in 1930, of course, any
more than it foresaw at that time the actual character of WW2, or
the worldwide anti-fascist united front, or the Chinese revolution
and other socialist revolutions that followed this war. Neither, of
course, did the Comintern foresee the restoration of capitalism in
the Soviet Union. But its purpose in 1930 was not to foresee all
this—*“Marxists are not fortune tellers.” Its purpose was to help
formulate correct policies for the revolutionary movements in the
different countries according to the conditions prevailing in those
countries at that time. It was this function that the Comintern Re-
solollltions of 1928 and 1930 on the Negro Question in the U.S. ser-
ved.

) To analyze today the new conditions of the Black national yues-
tion is not to violate but to uphold the principles of Marxism-Lenin-
ism upon which the Comintern was based. It is not “American ex-
ceptionalism’ any more than it was “Chinese exceptionalsim” for
Mao to say that the Chinese revolution could not follow the Soviet
model, or to note that, after imperialist penetration of China the
feudal system of agriculture was modified (though not in that case
fully transformed).

Capitalism, especially in the epoch of imperialism, cannot do
without colonies. The imperialists never willingly give up colonies,
and to say that they do is revisionism. But the imperialists, besides
being forced by revolutionary struggle to give up colonies, also can
and have changed tne form of their domination in the Third World—
for example, from outright colonialism to more concealed neo-
colonialism. Similarly, the U.S. imperialists cannot do without na-
tional oppression within the U.S., and this will not be eliminated
until the imperialists are overthrown. But the U.S. imperialists can
and have changed the form of their national oppression within the
U.S., in the ways we have described.

The charge of “American exceptionalism,” coming from our dog-
matists, is actually an encouragement, because it indicates that we
are making a concrete analysis of concrete conditions, which is pure
poison to all dogmatists. Analyzing the actual conditions in the
U.S. today, according to the basic principles of Marxism-Leninism,
is not American exceptionalism. Arguing that these basic princi-
ples do not apply to this country is American exceptionalism.

One example makes this very clear. U.S. imperialism was an
“exception” in WW2: it emerged from the war in a strengthened
position, while the other imperialist powers (victors and vanquished
alike) emerged greatly weakened. To recognize this is not Ameri-
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can exceptionalism. But arguing that because of these develop-
ments, imperialism, at least U.S. imperialism, has changed its basic
nature and eliminated its basic contradiction, and therefore, thiere
will no longer be any class struggle in the U.S.; that proletarian re-
volution and the dictatorship of the proletariat are no longer re-
quired and socialism will come (some day) through a series of re-
forms in the imperialist system—this is indeed American exception-
alism, revisionism. And, along with this, to argue that national op-
pression in the U.S. today can be eliminated or “solved” in some
other way than through proletarian revolution and the dictatorship
of the proletariat—this, too, is American exceptionalism, revisionism.

But where, except in the demagogic distortions of our dogma-
tists, did the RU ever say any of this? In fact, it is our dogmatist
authors who in essence take the stand of actually separating the na-
tional question in this country from the question of the dictator-
ship of the proletariat and raise as the basic solution to the question,
bourgeois-democratic agrarian revolution and the bourgeois-demo-
cratic right of self-determination in the “Black Relt.”

THE QUESTION OF SELF-DETERMINATION, ONCE AGAIN

From the standpoint of objective, concrete analysis it is clear
that the formulations of the Comintern 45 years ago and the rea-
sons it gave for why the right of self-determination in the “Black
Belt” must be the main slogan in relation to the Black national ques-
tion, no longer apply. But, our dogmatists, while failing to offer any
analysis that shows that semi-feudal oppression with “semi-colonial
features” (as the Comintern put it) is still the actual material basis
of Black people’s oppression, finally fall back on petty bourgeois
moralizing.

They argue: the “Black Belt” was stolen from Black people by
the bourgeoisie in alliance with the planters after the reversal of
Reconstruction, and therefore this is the material basis of oppres-
sion today, and only with the return of the ‘“‘Black Belt” to Black
people can the oppression of Black people be eliminated. Again,
this is bourgeois logic, not materialist dialectics.

The “Black Belt” was stolen from Black people with the rever-
sal of Reconstruction, in the sense that they were deprived of own-
ership of land and of democratic rights—in short, they were exclu-
ded from the bourgeois-democratic revolution at that time. And
on that basis, Black people developed as an oppressed nation in the
territory of the plantation area, the “Black Belt.” ‘

But that does not mean that today, with the transformation of
the Black nation, the present material basis of oppression of Black
people is imperialist control of the “Black Belt,” or that the basic
solution to this oppression must be to return the “Black Belt” to
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“Black Belt.” Black people were stolen from Africa to be made
slaves in America, but returning to Africa is not the solution to
Black people’s oppression today in the U.S. The territory of most
of the southwest of the U.S. was stolen from Mexico. Does that
mean that the solution to the oppression of the Mexican-American
people in the U.S. today requires the return of that territory to
Mexico? No, it does not, because society develops, conditions
change, and the national guestion must be viewed as a part of this
overall development and not separate from it, as Stalin stressed.

The same applies to the Black national question. The method
of Marxists is to begin“with the concrete material conditions, to
examine them in their historical context and their dialectical de-
velopment, and to build on what is rising and developing. The
method of the dogmatists is to begin with the past, to impose it
on the present and insist on returning to the past in the name of
the future.

Our dogmatists argue that Black people have been forcibly dis-
persed from the “Black Belt” and that to use this as a “pretext”
to rule out the right to self-determination is to unite with imperial-
ist oppression. We have already dealt with this argument, in rela-
tion to the agrarian question, and while we don’t think that the
right of self-determination has been eliminated, the bourgeois lo-
gic of our dogmatists cannot be used to justify the line that right
of self-determination in the “Black Belt” is the essence of the Black
liberation struggle.

Self-determination is a democratic question and it is impossible
to think of self-determination on the basis of the rule of a minor-
ity, which violates the principles of consistent democracy. The
Comintern resolutions stressed this fact at a time when it was poss-
ible to construct, in the general territory of the “Black Belt,” a
state that was based on a Black majority, but with a “fairly signifi-
cant white minority.” Today, in order to do this, it would be ne-
cessary for millions of Black people to return to the “Black Belt”
territory, which is now made up of a clear white majority with a
significant Black minority. And it should be pointed out that the
whites in that area, in their overwhelming majority, also have roots
there and have been exploited there for generations, going back be-
fore the Civil War.

The RU does not think it is correct to absolutely rule out the
possibility of a reconstitution of Black people in the “Black Belt,”
or even the extablishment of a separate state there, on the condi-

“tion, of course, that it was voluntary and not forced. If anything,

in the past (for example, in RP5)'the RU had the tendency to
downplay the complications that would be involved in this and, in
particular, the fact that millions of white, as well as Black, working
people have historical roots in the “Black Belt” territory. Still, we
were correct in saying that this does not rule out the right of self-
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determination for Black people.

We recognize that, within the Black liberation movement, the
line of reconstituting Black people in the south to achieve self-
determination there is put forward by certain forces—for example
by the Republic of New Africa (and more recently, by the Black
Workers Congress, as was pointed out in “Marxism vs. Bundism”).
But such a step would only really be possible after the overthrow
of imperialism, which will undoubtedly require a fairly protracted
period of civil war. No one can predict how all this will go down,
but exactly for this reason, no one, at least no Marxist, should in-
sist on such a step, which might very well prove to be impossible,
or contradictory to the interests of the proletariat, during such a

?

civil war, and even after, during the period of socialist construction.

Do our dogmatists actually want to argue that reconstituting
Black people in the “Black Belt” as a majority in order to decide
the question of political secession is an absolute necessity and must
be carried out? Or do they want to say that self-determination
should be carried out on the basis of rule by a minority? If they
do, that only shows that they have abstracted the national struggle
from and raised it above the class struggle, and thereby tailed after
the bourgeois nationalists. If they don’t, will they please explain
how self-determination in the ‘“Black Belt” can be the revolution-
ary basis of the Black liberation struggle? All this is why, while up-
holding the right of self-determination, it is perfectly consistent
with the principles of Marxism for communists, including white
communists, to struggle politically for the position that under pre-
sent and foreseeable conditions the step of returning Black people
to the “Black Belt” and actually forming a separate state there
would, in fact, be a step backward. (Sometimes the proletariat has
to take a step backward in order to then take two steps forward,
but (’ich)at doesn’t mean that communists should edvocate steps back-
ward.

The fact is that the proletariat, upon coming to power in this
country, will inherit a very complicated situation, especially in re-
lation to the national question. Exactly what forms the solution
this question will take, in relation not only to Black people, but
Chicanos, Indians, Asian and other oppressed peoples, cannot be
predicted now. Exactly what forms of self-government will be es-
tablished for the nationalities within this country which have been
oppressed by the imperialist ruling class cannot now be determined.
But one principle is very clear and must be upheld and fought for:
the white workers, who are members of the oppressor nation, and
are a majority of the working class, must renounce the use of force
against the masses of the oppressed nationalities in settling this
question, so that it can be decided solely on the basis of what ser-
ves the interests of the proletariat and the masses of people, in con-
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solidating and strengthening proletarian rule and building socialism. 1
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To carry out this task, the communists must educate the work-
ers, especially white workers, to the understanding that there is
nothing “sacred” about the present boundaries of the U.S.; they
were formed on the basis of barbaric oppression of the Indians,
Mexican people and Black people, and that the only thing sacred
is the unity of the proletariat and its allies, especially the oppressed
nationalities, and the building of socialism on the basis of true na-
tional equality and voluntary union. This is what upholding the
right to self-determination means under our concrete conditions.

Specifically, in relation to the Black nation, the question of
whether or not to re-constitute Black people in the “Black Belt”
as a majority in order to exercise self-determination is one that
must be settled on the basis of what serves the interests of the mass-
es of Black people and tiie whole proletariat (and fundamentally,
this is the same) in carrying forward socialist revolution. Upholding
the right to self-determination means, again, that white workers
renounce the use of force against the Black masses in solving this
guestion. And, if force proves necessary to suppress counter-revolu-
tionary attempts at separation, the armed Black masses must be
relied on as the main force to carry this out.

Anyone who honestly examines the work, both theoretical and
practical, of the RU can see that we do conduct propaganda and
agitation to educate the masses in a ‘“‘self-determinist spirit’” as
Lenin said. What we don’t do is advocate that Black people returmn
to the “Black Belt” in order to establish themselves as a ruling ma-
jority there. This, to our dogmatists, is failing to really uphold
self-determination and liquidating the national question. But that
only shows how completely they have departed from Marxism-
Leninism and from the actual needs and struggles of the masses of
the working class and the oppressed nationalities.

And this, again, is why our Detroit authors’ use of lengthy quota-
tions from Lenin and Stalin on the right of self-determination re-
presents exactly what Stalin warned against in one of those quota-
tions, when he said that ‘“‘Semich guotes outside of space and time,
without reference to the living historical situation, and thereby
violates the most elementary requirements of dialectics and ignores
the fact that what is right for one historical situation may prove to
be wrong in another historical situation. ”

This, for example, is the case with the use our Detroit dogma-
tists make of Lenin’s article “The Discussion on Self-Determination
Summed Up,” on which they rely heavily in their thesis. In this
article, Lenin emphasizes that the proletariat of the oppressor na-
tion must support “any revolt of the annexed regions,” and in this
way uphold self-determination. This phrase “annexed region’ is
used many times throughout the article, and this points up the dif-

ficulty of trying to mechanically apply this article—and the overall
thrust of Lenin’s writings on self-determination—to the Black na-




tional question today.

Take, for example, Lenin’s insistence in this article on the dif-
ference between a reformist and revolutionary approach to the na-
tional question, upon which our Detroit authors bank much of
their arguments. “A reformist change,” Lenin says, “is one which
leaves intact the foundations of power of the ruling class and is
merely a concession leaving its power unimpaired. A revolutionary
change undermines the foundations of power.” And, say our De-
troit authors, since the RU sees the “essential thrust”’ of the Black
liberation struggle not as “wresting control of the Black Belt from
the imperialists”” but as fighting “against discrimination, the denial
of democratic rights, violent police repression and against exploita-
tion and oppression as members of the working class, suffering
caste-like oppression within the class” (as we put it in “Bulletin
13”}), therefore, they say, the RU’s line is clearly reformist., Again,
another exercise in bourgeois logic.

Does the RU stand for wresting control of the “Black Belt” from |
the imperialists? Yes, of course, but we point out two things here: -
1) This can only be done as part of the overall struggle of the multi- 'T
national proletariat to overthrow monopoly capital throughout the
country; and 2) when this is accomplished, as part of the single
stage proletarian revolution throughout the country, it will bring to
power not the Black nation as a majority in the “Black Belt,” but
the multi-national working class, with whites as a majority and
Blacks as a significant minority in the area. (We base this on a con-
crete analysis of present and foreseeable conditions, recognizing,
of course, that if proletarian revolution is delayed for many decades,
many changes will undoubtedly take place—but then, unlike our
dogmatists, the genuine Marxist-Leninists will also change their
policies and tactics in accordance with this.)

Further, does the RU advocate only “mitigating” the oppression
of Black people (as Lenin says of the reformist programme on the
national question), while leaving the foundations of power of the
oppressors intact? Of course not. We are for smashing absolutely
the foundations of power of the imperialists, who oppress Black peo-
ple, other oppressed nationalities and the whole working class. But, .
again, this means smashing the bourgeois state throughout the coun-
try, and not just eliminating their control of the “Black Belt,”
which, again, cannot be done except as part of the overall prole-
tarian-socialist revolution. Do we uphold the right of self-determina- !
tion? Yes, but under our concrete conditions it is not the “essen- )
tial thrust.”

The point here, and the opportunism of our Deteroit dogmatists, J
can be further illustrated by making a comparison between the J

J
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Black nation in the U.S.—a nation of a “new type”’—and the nation
of Puerto Rico. Puerto Rico is exactly an “annexed region’ in the
way Lenin uses this term. In fact, Lenin cites the annexation of
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Puerto Rico by the U.S. in 1898 as one of the important events
marking the beginning of the “era of imperialism” and the begin-
ning of annexations in the “epoch of imperialism.”

Our Detroit authors try to say that the RU “might” try to
characterize Puerto Rico as a “nation of a new type,” and say that
it, too, is a “particular and internal state problem’ where “right of
self-determination is not at the heart of the question.” This, they
exclaim, “is hardly objective reality!”’ Very good! _

Indeed, this is not objective reality, but neither is the reality of
the Black nation in the U.S.—or even in the “Black Belt” alone—
the same as the objective reality of Puerto Rico. Our dogmatists
“might” confuse this, but the RU doesn’. Are the Puerto Rican
people a clear minority in Puerto Rico? Is Puerto Rico not a colony
of U.S. imperialism—and wouldn’t it remain so, even if it was de-
clared a “state” (after all, the Portuguese colonialists have long
called Angola an “overseas province”)? 1% Are the Puerto Rican
workers on the island part of the same single multi-national working
class as workers in the U.S., in the same way that Black workers in
the U.S. are? These questions answer themselves, and expose the
inability of our Detroit dogmatists to even begin to grasp and apply
the Marxist method, or to comprehend anything but scattered bits
and pieces of “objective reality.”

Self-determination is absolutely at the heart of the struggle of
the Puerto Rican nation. Only through “wresting control” of the
territory of Puerto Rico can the people of that nation win libera-
tion, and only after that is done can they begin to build socialism
there.

Under these conditions, even if there were no struggle in Puerto
Rico for independence (which, of course, there is) it would be the
duty of communists there to build such a movement. If, under
those conditions, the communists restricted themselves to fighting
this or that manifestation of imperialist oppression—for example
police brutality—without linking this to the struggle for liberation
and eventually socialism, they would be reformists and “straight
up opportunists,” just as, in the U.S,, if the communists restrict
themselves to fighting against particular manifestations of national
oppression, without linking this to the struggle to overthrow the
imperialists, this, too, would clearly be reformism and opportun-
ism. But, let us repeat it once again, the overthrow of U.S. impe-
rialism in the U.S. means a single stage proletarian revolution
throughout the country, and not a two-stage and two-part revolu-

14 At the time this article was written Angola was still a colony of Portugal. Since
then, as a result of a long armed struggle, it gained formal independence from Portugal,
but was turned into a battlefield between the U.S. and USSR, each doing the actual
fighting through proxy and mercenary forces. At the present time the Soviet social-
imperialists hold the upper hand, with as many as 20,000 Cuban troops stationed in
Angola, armed with Soviet weapons and carrying out Soviet social-imperialist aims.
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tion—new-democratic in the “Black Belt,”” and proletarian-socialist
in the rest of the country.

This, of course, does not eliminate the national question, or do
away with the struggle against national oppression. iny ‘by mer-
ging the movement of the oppressed nationalities against imperial-
ist oppression of them as peoples, with the overall movemept of the
multi-national working class, can socialist revolution be aghieved.
And, as we said, upon seizing power the proletariat will be faced
with the very complicated question of really establishing equality
between nationalities and working out the forms of self-government
of the various oppressed nationalities.

Since this can only be solved in accordance with the felt needs
and interests of the masses, the use of force by one section of the
class against others, and specifically by white workers against the
masses of oppressed nationalities, must and will be renounced. As
we stressed, no one can predict exactly how this will be worked
out, but Black control of the “Black Belt’’ cannot be insisted on
and is not at the heart of the fight for Black liberation.

What can and must be insisted on is that the ruling proletariat
will adopt special measures to overcome the oppression and inequal-
ity that the capitalist system in this country has enforced on the
minority nationalities. It is the duty of communists, especially
white communists, to mobilize the working class to fight against
his oppression now and to prepare it to completely sma}sk_l national
oppression and overcome all national inequality after seizing power.
This, as we see it, is the correct, proletarian line and approach to
the national question in the concrete conditions of the U.S. today.

The last leg our Detroit dogmatists try to stand on is the argu-
ment that, by saying that the Black national question in the U.S.
has always had unique features, different from other oppressed
nations, we are not only promoting ‘‘American exceptionalism”
in general but aiding the modern-day revisionists in particular. For
example, they say, the RU is falling in with the stand that the “CP”
has taken on this question, since the time of the ’50s when it went
thoroughly revisionist. ®

First off, it must be said that the Black national question in the
U.S. has always had unigue features. For example, Harry Haywood
noted that “The unigueness of the Negro problem in the United
States lies in the fact that the Negro was left out of the country’s
general democratic transformation.” (Negro Liberation, p. 143,
footnote) And the 1930 Comintern Resolution speaks of the
“peculiar nature” and “particularly oppressive” character of the
Black national question at that time, because of the history and

15 This paragraph was not entirely clear as it appeared in RP 6, because ir.1 'fhe print-
ing part of the paragraph was omitted. It has been rewritten here from the original out-
line and notes.
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the survivals of slavery.

But what makes the conditions new and unique today is the very
transformation of the national question which we have dealt with
at length. Genuine Marxist-Leninists must base themselves on a
concrete analysis of these concrete conditions, no matter how much
it may displease the dogmatists, because it is the masses of people
and the struggle for socialism that matters, not the “feelings” of
the dogmatists, or any other opportunists.

As for unity with the revisionist CP line, it is really the dogma-
tists who aid and act as a cover for the CP on this uestion, and
who really have objective unity with the revisionist stand. The CP
notes the basic changes in the conditions of Black people since
WW2, and on this basis does two things. First, they say that the
former position of the Comintern and the CP itself was incorrect
—when, in fact, this did provide the basis for a revolutionary strug-
gle of Black people at the time it was formulated, even though the
question of self-determination did not prove in the practice
of the CP, even in its revolutionary days in the ’30s, to be as much
a focus as the Comintern Resolutions had anticipated.

Second, the CP today (with no regard for consistency) takes the
position that since these changes have taken place, there is no long-
er any basis for a revolutionary movement of Black people against
national oppression, but only a reformist struggle to “defend de-
mocracy”’ and the gains of the “Civil Rights Decade’ from the
“ultra-rightists” in the ruling class. The CP presents the Black peo-
ple’s struggle not as an integral part of the struggle for the dictator-
ship of the proletariat, for the smashing of the imperialist state,
but as a part of the “anti-monopoly coalition” to “curb the power
of the monopolies.” (See for example, Strategy for a Black Agenda,
by Henry Winston, especially the last two chapters.)

And what alternative do our dogmatists offer to this position?
With only a very thin “revolutionary” cover they, too, present the
Black liberation struggle as essentially a democratic question—
“land to the tiller” and right of self-determination in the “Black
Belt.” But more than that, they insist that the only basis for a
“revolutionary” struggle of Black people is to fight for control of

the territory and “landed property’ of the “Black Belt.”

Since this no longer conforms to the actual concrete conditions,
as we have shown, and since it therefore cannot be the actual basis
for the revolutionary struggle of Black people, it offers no alterna-
tive at all in the real world to the revisionist line, and in fact only
strengthens the revisionist CP and aids it in liquidating the national
question. By comparison with our dogmatists, the CP seems at
least to be basing itself on reality—whereas in fact, it is only trying
to reconcile Black people, and the masses of oppressed and exploit-
ed people as a whole, to the present reality of imperialist rule. The
dogmatists unite with them in this, and with a “revolutionary”
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knife cut the proletarian heart out of the Black liberation struggle.
The real alternative to the CP’s revisionist line on the national
question is not to try to drag things back to the past, but to build
on the present struggles of Black people, and to lead them to the
future—socialist revolution. It is to show, in a living way, how the
present position of the Black masses—overwhelmingly workers,
part of the single multi-national proletariat—puts them in a very {
powerful strategic position not only to fight against their nationat
oppression, but to unite with the whole class in this struggle, and
in the overall struggle against all oppression and exploitation and for
proletarian revolution. To show how the caste-like oppression of
Black people within the class, and the oppression and the structure
of white supremacy that has been historically rooted in the develop-
ment of capitalism in this country, can only be thoroughly rooted
out by the complete overthrow of this system. And to show, along
with that, that liberation for Black people and all working people
lies in the liberation of the productive forces through socialist re-
voluition and the advance to communism. This, the revisionists
will never do, and neither will the dogmatists, no matter how much
“propaganda’ they put out calling for socialism but divorcing so-
cialism from the actual conditions and the living struggles of the
masses.

PROLETARIAN IDEOLOGY, PROLETARIAN REVOLUTION
AND THE STRUGGLE AGAINST DEVIATIONS ON THE NA-
TIONAL QUESTION

From all that has been said, it is clear that the Black people’s
struggle is not, in its essential thrust, a movement for independence,
for the right of political secession in the “Black Belt.” It isnot a
“patriotic” struggle in the sense of being a struggle, in essence, for
“liberation of the homeland,” the territory of the “Black Belt”
south. And this is why, as we said in National Bulletin 13, Mao’s
statement that “in wars of national liberation patriotism is applied
internationalism,” cannot be applied to the Black liberation strug-
gle in the same way as it could in China. At the same time, as we
have also stressed, Black communists must, of course, stand and
fight for the liberation of Black people, as well as the whole class.

The Detroit paper’s treatment of the question of revolutionary
nationalism (as well as its confused and self-contradictory analysis
of the role of the Black bourgeoisie) is really just a rehash of the
arguments of the BWC, which we have already answered (espe-
cially in “Marxism vs. Bundism’’), and so there is no need to deal
with most of these arguments again in this paper.

One inconsistency of the Detroit paper, on the role of the Black
bourgeoisie in relation to the guestion of self-determination, is
significant. The Detroit authors argue that the Black bourgeoisie
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will never raise the demand for self-determination. At the same
time, of course, they insist that the Comintern Resolutions still ap-
ply.

But the Comintern Resolution of 1930 says that if the proletariat
“has come into power in the United States, the Communist Negroes
will come out not for but against separation.” Why? Because, un-
der these conditions, ‘“‘the bourgeois counter-revolution, on the
other hand, will then be interested in boosting the separation ten-
dencies in the ranks of the various nationalities in order to utilize
separatist nationalism as a banner for the bourgeois counter-revolu-
tion against the consolidation of the proletarian dictatorship.” Ac-
cording to the logic of our dogmatist authors, this ‘“bourgeois
counter-revolution” would certainly include the Black bourgeoisie,
and it would be exactly the Black bourgeoisie in league with the
imperialists who would then be raising the demand, not just for
self-determination, but for actual separation.

Under today’s conditions, the question of separation would
only be possible when the proletariat has come into power. We do
not think that the Black bourgeoisie is simply a counter-revolution-
ary agent of the imperialists, but is built up, on the one hand, and
held down, on the othier, by the ruling class. Therefore, the Black
bourgeoisie has two aspects—the tendency to ally with the impe-
rialists, and the tendency to ally with the masses in opposing the
imperialists. The Black bourgeoisie, or at least sections of it, should
be considered a possible, though vacillating, ally of the proletariat,
not an absolute enemy.

But at the time of seizure of power by the proletariat, it will be
exactly bourgeois forces among Black people, partly for their own
concern for securing a market, and partly because of the influence
of the imperialists, that are most likely to raise the demand for se-
paration. Even Black bourgeois forces that united in the struggle
to overthrow the imperialists may then raise this demand. And
they will undoubtedly have some influence among the Black masses.
This is a major reason why the right of self-determination must be
upheld, but why, on the other hand, under present and forseeable
circumstances, actual separation would be a step backward.

Finally, having examined that confusion created by the Detroit
paper, it is important to deal with one last distortion raised by our
Detroit authors—the question of white chauvinism, bourgeois na-
tionalism among the oppressed nationalities, and which constitutes
the main danger. The Detroit paper says not only that white chau-
vinism is the main danger, but that it is another sign of the RU’s
white chauvinism that we spend more time combatting bourgeois
nationalism among Blacks than white chauvinism among whites.
Again, all we get from our Detroit authors is bourgeois logic.

In the working class and society as a whole white chauvinism

- (or raclsm) is clearly the main danger, the most dangerous form
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of bourgeois ideology on the national question, because it repre-
sents a unity with the bourgeoisie of the oppressing nation, the
imperialists. The RU, as well as all genuine communists, directs
the main blow against white chauvinism; in particular, our white
comrades emphasize the struggle against white chauvinism, while
our comrades from the oppressed nationalities emphasize the strug-
gle against the bourgeois nationalism of their own nationality.

But several points have to be made here. First, the fact that
white chauvinism is the main danger in society as a whole, does not
automatically make it the main danger in the ranks of the com-
munists. In China before liberation, the main problem among the
masses, overall, was a tendency toward defeatism, toward doubt- '
ing that the landlords, imperialists and bureaucrat capitalists could
actually be overthrown. But, in the Communist Party of China
at various times, adventurism, based on expectations of very quick
victory, became the main danger rather than conservatism. (Adven-
turism, of course, has in common with conservatism that it actually
fails to rely on the masses, but it is nevertheless of a different form
of opportunism than conservatism, or open defeatism.)

The communists, the vanguard, while they must be rooted among
the masses and learn from the masses, do not have the same con-
sciousness as the masses, do not merely reflect the understanding
of the masses. This is a point which our dogmatists ought to under-
stand, since they are forever talking about the role of the *“con-
scious element”’ and the difference between the masses and the
communists—their error, of course, lies in raising this difference to
a principle and divorcing the communists from the masses.

In receut years iu tae U.3. communist movement—and here we
are talking about the anti-revisionist forces—the main political and
ideological deviation on the national question has not been white
chauvinism (even though white chauvinism has remained the main
danger among the masses and has significant influence, of course,
within the communist movement). But the main deviation in the
communist movement has been the tendency to tail after the bour-
geois nationalism of the oppressed nationalities 16 (of course, for

16 The analysis here of the main deviation on the national question refers in particu-
lar to those groups and individuals who stated opposition to the revisionism of the
CP, USA and the rulers of the Soviet Union and who called for a new party in the U.S.
on this basis. Hence the use of the terms “‘communist movement’” and “anti-revisionist
forces”’ no longer apply in the same way, since on the one hand most of these groups
have completely degenerated into opportunism and on the other hand the Party of the
working class, the RCP, has since been formed.

At the time this article was originally published (June, 1974) it was certainly the case
that among what is broadly referred to as the “communist movement’’ the tendency to
tail after the bourgeois nationalism of the oppressed nationalities was definitely the
main deviation on the national question—and this had been the main deviation within
the RU for some time before that as well. And this remains the case with most oppor-
tunist so-called “‘communist’”” groups in the U.S. today—such as the OL, WVO and others.
But this question of main deviation, like every other question, must be treated dialecti-
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whites to tail after bourgeois nationalism also has an aspect of chau-
vinism, and we’ll return to this point shortly). This is so because

in the U.S. in the past period, revolutionary nationalist movements
and forces have sprung up at a time when the level of struggle, con-
sciousness and unity of the working class as a whole has not yet
been very developed. At the same time the roots of the commun-
ist forces in the working class, and their foundation in Marxism-
Leninism also have not been very developed. And the bourgeoisie,
panicked by the revolutionary movements of the oppressed nation-
alities, has put tremendous effort into building up petty bourgeois
and bourgeois forces among these peoples and promoting bourgeois
ideology, especially in the form of bourgeois nationalism.

Under these circumstances, it was inevitable that nationalist
ideology would tend to dominate in these movements—and in the
revolutionary movement generally, which has been tremendously
influenced by the struggles of the Black people and other oppressed
nationalities. But along with this, there has been the tendency in
the revolutionary movement not to struggle against nationalist
ideology and, instead, to equate it with proletarian ideology, or
even raise it above proletarian ideology. This is what must be com-
batted in the communist movement, while uniting with the tremen-
dous revolutionary thrust of the struggles of the masses of oppres-
sed nationalities.

Those who have fallen into dogmatism and bourgeois national-
ism cannot, of course, grasp this or carry it out. For example, the
BWC attacks certain ‘““white chauvinists” (and obviously they are
referring to the RU) who “‘say that Black nationalism and separa-
tism are growing among Black people and this is a bad sign.”” The
BWC adds this comment: “Of course Black nationalism and separa-
tist tendencies exist and will continue to grow within the Black
community as long as Black people are oppressed by U.S. imperial-
ism.” (See The Black Liberation Struggle, The Black Workers Con-
gress and Proletarian Revolution, p. 10)

BWC has missed the point. What concerns the RU, and all genu-
ine communists, is not so much that bourgeois nationalism and se-
paratism is growing among Black people. What concerns us is that
these tendencies are growing among some, and certainly not all,
Black communists, as exemplified by BWC itself. And to the de-
gree that this is the case, this will only further the growth of these
tendencies among the Black masses. This is not the rising trend

cally and not something fixed and unchanging, or something which is the same in all
situations and in every context. As the article points out, the main deviation among the
masses of people on this question is definitely white chauvinism. Further, within the
ranks of the genuine Marxist-Leninists, while the tendency to tail after the bourgeois na-
tionalism of the oppressed nationalities may indeed by the main deviation at times, the
opposite tendency—to tail after white chauvinism and liquidate the national question—
is overall the main danger to combat.
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among Black communists, but it is one which still has a strong
influence, exactly because it has not been systematically struggled
against in the past.

As Stalin wrote in 1934, “The deviation towards nationalism
is the adaption of the internationalist policy of the working class
to the nationalist policy of the bourgeoisie . . . There is a contro-
versy as to which deviation represents the ma]or danger: the de-

viation towards Great-Russian nationalism, or the deviation to-
wards local nationalism? Under present conditions, this is a for-
mal, and therefore, a pointless controversy. It Would be absurd to
attempt to give ready-made recipes suitable for all times and for all
conditions as regards the major and minor danger. Such recipes do
not exist. The major danger is the deviation against which we have
ceased to fight, thereby allowing it to grow into a danger to the
state.”” (Stalin, “Report to the 17th Congress of the CPSU(B)”)

The “present conditions” Stalin refers to, included, of course,
the fact that the working class was in power in the Soviet Union
and had overthrown the imperialist system and its national oppres-
sion in that country (though, of course, it had not yet eliminated
all vestizes of national inequality, all remnants left over from capi-
talist and Czarist oppression). But Stalin’s general guideline: “The
major danger is the deviation against which we have ceased to
fight”—applies to the situation within the communist movement—
whether or not the proletariat is in power. And, in the recent his-
tory of the U.S. communist movement, thie deviation that has not
been fought as much against is the deviation towards the bourgeois
nationalism of the oppressed nationalities. This is shown in the
very fact that within the communist movement itself it has often
been enough to label a statement ““racist” or “chauvinist” in order
to avoid any real analysis or principled struggle.

Does this mean that we must ignore or downplay the struggle
against white chauvinism, at least within the communist move-
ment? No, it absolutely does not mean that. We must intensify
this struggle But, as we have stressed in the struggle against the
“Bundist” line, we must carry this struggle out, in the communist
movement and among the masses, with a correct class stand. As
National Bulletin 13 points out, this has often not been the stand
of RU comrades (and this ﬁolds true, we believe, for other forces
in the communist movement as Well) in combatting white chauvin-
ism among the masses. In fact, this struggle has tended to take on
the form of hostility towards white workers and tailing behind the
spontaneous consciousness and attitudes of Black and otiier minor-
ity workers.

This last aspect is, on the part of whites, a form of white chau-
vinism—a liberal and patronizing attitude. But it would be a serious
error to define the whole tendency in these terms and not to see
that tailing after bourgeois nationalism among Blacks and adopting
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an anti-white worker stand comes from the general anti-working
class baggage of the petty bourgeoisie which still has considerable
influence in the communist movement. And it comes out of the
character of the revolutionary movement in recent years, which has
been heavily influenced by nationalist ideology in the way that we
summarized earlier. It is this “tide” within the communist move-
ment itself that not only the RU, but all genuine communists must
‘““go against,” while continuing and intensifying the struggle against
white chauvinism, in connection with the struggle against all na-
tional oppression.

Our Detroit dogmatists distort all this in their paper, and even
invent statements to attribute to the RU, in order to claim that the
RU doesn’t think it is important to fight white chauvinism, even
among the masses. We have already answered their distortions
around self-determination (and that answers their inventions of
yvhat RU cadre supposedly say on that question), but the following
invention is even more crude. According to these imposters, the
stand of RU cadre is: “We must not focus on the weaknesses of
white workers, on disunity. We must not emphasize racism and na-
tional chauvinism unless it takes on a really blatant—kill the nig-
gers’—form. Instead our job is to point to the unity that is deve-
loping, and bring these examples forward.”

Please, blessed dogmatists, don’t put words into our mouths—
they are bad enough coming out of your own. (And here we
should note that these authors were suspended from the RU not
because they took a dogmatist stand, but because this opportunist
line led them to violate the dlsmphne of the organization, to refuse
to carry out struggle within the organization according to democra-
tic centralism, and, instead, to spread distortions and slander about
the RU line and work, as typified by their paper.) But let’s look at
their invention above.

First, anyone who actually examines the propaganda, agitation
and mass work of the RU knows that we consistently combat ra-
cism and national chauvinism, whether blatant, or less overt. The
whole history of the RU has been marked by this struggle, linked
with the struggle against national oppression.

Was it chauvinism, or struggling against chauvinism and national
oppression when the RU took up the support of the Black Panther
Party and the defense of its leaders when the BPP was playing a
rcvolutlonary role? Was it chauvinism, or the struggle a alnst chau-
vinism when the RU took up the struggle against the PL'7 line of

17 PL refers to Progressive Labor Party, which was formed in the mid-'60s with a line
proclaiming opposition to the revisionism of the CP, USA and the Soviet Union and sup-
port for the revolutionary role of China. PL soon degenerated, however, coming out in
opposition to revolutionary struggle, including the revolutionary struggle of the Black
people in the U.S. In 1971, PL finally attacked China openly. Its influence in the U.S.
revolutionary movement has consistently dwindled since the late '60s, though from time
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attacking all national liberation struggles and claiming that “‘all na-
tionalism is reactionary™? Is it chauvinism, or the struggle against
chauvinism and national oppression that has led the RU to support
struggles for open admissions and “third world studies’ on the cam-
puses, to fight discrimination on the job, police brutality, and other
forms of national oppression? Was it chauvinism, or the fight against
chauvinism and national oppression when the RU played a leading
role recently in organizing struggle against “Operation Zebra” in
the Bay Area? We are not “‘taking credit” for all these struggles,
though we have played an important part. The point is not to
“take credit” but to point out the actual role and history of the
RU in the struggle against national oppression, and the correct way
to struggle against chauvinism and national oppression—all of which
is so thoroughly and shamelessly distorted by our dogmatist de-
fectors.

But let’s look deeper at their statement. Is it wrong to “point
to the unity that is developing and bring these examples forward”’?
No, it is absolutely correct, and this is a very important part of com-
batting chauvinism and raising the class consciousness of white and
minority nationality workers. Our Detroit authors don’t agree
with this, because they think the only way to carry out the strug-
gle against white chauvinism is to adopt an anti-white worker (and
really an anti-Black worker and completely anti-working class)
stance. They aren’t interested in learning from examples of how
unity can be forged in the struggle against the imperialist enemy—
in short, they aren’t interested in building the revolutionary unity
of the class for socialist revolution.

This is shown, for example, in the way they blow the Yokinen
Trial all out of proportion and attribute “magical wonders” to it.
August Yokinen, a Finnish-American worker and member of the
Communist Party, USA, was expelled from the Party in 1931 for
white chauvinism at a trial attended by thousands of people in Har-
lem. (He was re-admitted to the Party six months later on the ba-
sis of actively joining the struggle against the oppression of Black
people and taking up the fight against white chauvinism—this was
the recommendation of the ‘“workers’ jury” that expelled Yokinen.)

From the pamphlet summarizing the trial, it is clear that Yokinen
was guilty of serious chauvinist acts—refusing Blacks admittance to
a dance at the Finnish-American workers’ hall in Harlem, and stat-
ing that he didn’t want them to use the facilities, especially the
baths. He certainly should have been seriously disciplined by the
Party.

But our Detroit authors go out to lunch when they try to say
that without the Yokinen trial the Party would not have taken up

to time it is stili able to play some role as bourgeois agents and wreckers within various
struggles.
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the defense of the Scottsboro Boys. Before this trial, the Party
had plunged into the Gastonia, North Carolina strike,'® around
which it defeated the Lovestone line in the Party and raised the
struggle against the oppression of Black people, including the right
of self-determination (though this was raised in a kind of hokey
way without much relation to the actual struggle). Before the
Yokinen trial the Party had already established the Southern Work-
er, organized unemployed struggles, uniting Black and white work-
ers, and begun building the Sharecroppers’ Union. At the same
time as it had carried out this work in the south, it had actively en-
gaged in struggles in the north against discrimination and other op-
pression of Black people.

In fact, our Detroit authors basically misrepresent the Party’s
work during the ’30s around the Black national question. If our
dogmatists were at least consistent they would condemn rather
than praise the CP during this period, because as it turned out the
Party did not make the question of self-determination tlie main
basis of its work around the Black people’s struggle. It did not, be-
cause, while the question of self-determination was more central
than it is today, and while the Party upheld it as a right, self-deter-
mination did not become a guestion around which masses of peo-
ple, Black or white, could be mobilized in struggle.

It was mainly the work of the Party in building struggle against
lynching, sharecropping exploitation, discrimination and other
forms of national oppression, as well as the general struggle against
class oppression, that drew large numbers of Black people and
workers of all nationalities to the Party’s banner in the ’30s. This
was true before and after the Yokinen trial. In fact, without this
concrete work, the Yokinen trial would have been a complete
farce, simply another Madison-Avenue promotion job—and as it
was, it had a strong aspect of that.

The dangers of one-sidedly promoting the “Yokinen trial model”
can be seen by examining the so-called campaign against white
chauvinism that the CP carried out in the late *40s and early ’50s,
which divorced the struggle against white chauvinism from the mass
struggle against national oppression and went to ridiculous extremes
of “purifying the soul.” This so-called campaign was guided by
Liu Shao-chi’s writings on self-cultivation.’ They were printed

18 The Gastonia strike involved about 5000 textile workers in 1929 outraged over
poverty wages and killing speedup. It was met with brutal repression and, despite heroic
resistance by the workers, was finally broken. But it acted as a spark igniting strikes
among textile workers in particular in many parts of the south.

19 Liu Shao-chi, a revisionist renegade in top leadership of the Chinese Communist
Party, was exposed during the Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution in that country in
the mid and later ‘60s. The bourgeois headquarters he had built upon within the Party
and state apparatus was smashed by this mass upsurge. One of the main bases of Liu
Shao-chi’s revisionism was his theory of “'self<cultivation,” which divorced the question
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and distributed in as many as nine editions throughout the Party
during this campaign. In fact, this campaign was really a cover for
pulling back from any involvement in the mass struggles of the
Black people and the working class as a whole. That is exactly
what self-cultivation is—“fighting bourgeois ideology” and making
yourself a “good communist” in isolation from the needs and
struggles of the masses.

This may be just what is to be done, according to dogmatists,
who make a principle out of ignoring the concrete conditions and
actual needs of the masses, and of divorcing themselves from the
struggles of the masses. But to genuine Marxist-Leninists, the
struggle against white chauvinism, as well as against bourgeois na-
tionalism and all bourgeois ideology, must be linked with the mass
struggle against national and class oppression and with ideological
struggle within the communist movement to achieve a correct line
and programme and to lead the mass movement to socialist revolu-
tion.

As we said at the beginning, the national question, and the Black
national question in particular, is central and decisive to achieving
proletarian revolution and socialism in this country. At this point
in the development of the communist movement, forging clarity
and unity around a correct line on the national question is a crucial
part of uniting all who can be united around a Marxist-Leninist
line and programme to form a genuine vanguard Party. And the
struggle against the dogmatist line represented by the Detroit paper
~which is extremely rightist in essence—is an important step for
the communist movement in breaking with the dead hand of the
past, building a new Party based on Marxism-Leninism, capable of
leading the masses, and merging the national and class struggles to
overthrow imperialism and build a new world, without national op-
pression or exploitation of any kind.

of being a "“good communist’ from the struggle of the working class to overthrow capi-
talism, establish the dictatorship of the proletariat, build socialism and continue the re-
volution to achieve communism. His self-cultivation idea of a good communist was not
méant 1o serve the revolutionary struggle but to serve the seifish interests of a handful
in gaining power and accumulating wealth for themselves—using their positions in the
Communist Party and the socialist state and cultivating a reputation as “good commun-
ists'’ as capital to establish themselves as new exploiters of the masses, a new bourgeoisie
over the masses.
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