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On the Origins of World War 2
John B.Tyler

Editor’s Note: This is the second of three articles dealing with
the origins, nature and effects of World War 2 and the role of
communists in relation to it. The first article, entitled “‘On the
Character of World War 2,” appeared in the October, 1976, issue
(Vol. 1, No. 1).

The world situation today is moving inexorably and at an in-
creasingly rapid pace in the direction of a new world war, as the
two superpowers, the U.S. and the USSR, square off to become
the unchallenged king of the imperialist dungheap. As pointed
out in the previous article in this series, dealing correctly with
such a war is a task of great importance and opportunity for com-
munists the world over.

The same holds true for the period leading up to such a war.
First, the proletariat can by its actions create serious difficulties
for the bourgeoisie in its drive to war. Second, since short of the
overthrow of the bourgeoisie, the proletariat cannot prevent it
from plunging into war to defend its interests, the ability of the
working class to advance toward its revolutionary goal during a
war depends greatly on the exposures, education and struggle
carried out and led by communists and the correctness of policy
they develop in the prewar period.

Just as in the case of war itself, communists should, in under-
taking these tasks, take advantage of the historical experience
already gained by the working class through bitter struggle and
sacrifice. There is rich experience to be gained in tracing the
origins of the Second World War.

The 1930s were a period in which the rivalry of different im-
perialist powers drove them headlong towards war and world
war, as the leading imperialist powers formed blocs on the basis
of their share and position in the division of the world. An im-
portant new factor since the First World War was the presence on
the world scene of the proletariat in power—the Soviet Union.
The USSR was completely different from the various imperialist
Great Powers. Not governed by the laws of capitalism, it was not
driven to seize and hold a colonial empire and had no interest in
waging war against any other country, except in self defense. At
the same time, with a sixth of the world’s land area, a large pop-
ulation, and vast and growing economic and military capabilities,
the Soviet Union was a force the imperialist states had to reckon
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with.

In a very different situation were the Communist Parties in
countries where the working class did not yet hold state power.
They had their own necessity to consider, and in exercising and
expanding their freedom in the situations in which they found
themselves had different constraints than the communists in the
Soviet Union. There are many lessons, both positive and nega-
tive, for Marxist-Leninists in today’s world to learn from study-
ing how the Communist Parties of the 1930s analyzed the inter-
national situation and the question of war, and how they devel-
oped policies around which to mobilize the masses.

1t must be remembered, of course, that revolution is not made
by analogy, and what Marxist-Leninists seek in history is not
somo magic formula instantly applicable to the present situation.
Rather, thoy seck to evaluate and assimilate what is correct in the
theory that has been crystallized out of the practice by commu-
sty who have gone before and to learn themselves how to use
the welence of dialectical and historical materialism to understand
n complex siluation and lead the working class in making revolu-
tion and ultimately achieving communism.

There are a number of obvious similarities between the world
situation in the 1930s and that of today. It is most dangerous,
however, to recognize only the similarities. Understanding the
differences—the fact that two imperialist superpowers, one with
a socialist cover, are the only nations capable of vying for the posi-
tion of number one exploiter of the world’s people; the existence
of the numerous politically independent countries of the Third
World with varying degrees of contradiction with imperialism; the
working class base of the Soviet Union’s fifth column, the revi-
sionist CPs of the world; the differences between the role in the
world of the People’s Republic of China and that played by the
Soviet Union in the 1930s; and so on—this is just as key in using
the past to serve the present. Concrete analysis of concrete con-
ditions must be our watchword.

IMPERIALISM AND “PEACE” AFTER WORLD WAR I

When the Red Army won complete victory in the Civil War in
the Soviet Union and drove the last invading troops of foreign
nations—more than a dozen in all—from its boundaries, the world
found itself at peace. Coming out of the first imperialist world
war, it was an imperialist peace.

Attempts were made, especially by the U.S. President Wood-
row Wilson, to portray it as a just peace, a peace that would last
because it was based on the highest moral principles like the right
of nations to determine their own destiny. In reality, however,
appeals to the post-war peace conference by representatives of
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the peoples of China, India, Africa, Ireland, Indochina and other
areas suffering under colonial or semi-colonial domination were
ignored.

What actually took place was the bickering of the victors over
which spoils would fall to whom. As for the losers, the Austro-
Hungarian Empire was dismantled entirely. A number of new
nations were set up in Eastern Europe, in which the various Great
Powers moved to establish some degree of dominance—France in
Czechoslovakia and Yugoslavia, Britain in Hungary, and Italy in
Austria, to cite a few examples. Most of the Ottoman Empire’s
Mideast possessions were split between France and Britain. Ger-
many was divested of its African colonies entirely, with the lion’s
share falling to Britain. The country itself was left prostrate by
the victorious Allies, stripped of valuable territory like the indus-
trial Saarland, permitted only a token military establishment and
ordered to pay “reparations” which would have bankrupted the
country for generations.

This is not to say that all the “‘peace” talk by the rulers of the
various imperialist nations, victorious and defeated, large and
small, was just a pack of lies designed solely to dupe the masses.
This was certainly one of the most overriding purposes, for by
the war’s end almost every country had seen growing rebellion
in the armed forces and the general population against its hard-
ships and its senselessness, from the viewpoint of any but the im-
perialists.

But the questions of peace and theories for the abolition of
war did preoccupy the rulers of the various countries which had
taken part in the war. The victorious powers enjoyed the interna-
tional status quo and their newly expanded and consolidated
empires. The vanquished were as yet in no position to challenge
them. What is more, World War 1 had been the most destruc-
tive in history, and while the masses had borne the weight of the
fighting and suffered the most, the bourgeoisie in most countries
had lost a lot. Millions had died either in uniform or as civilians—
workers and peasants, whose labor was the source of their wealth,
and others who helped keep their system running. Of course,
some deaths among the masses were to be expected, but even from
the viewpoint of the rich too many had died this time. Billions
of dollars had been spent, productive capacity crippled, whole
economies left in shambles. New and dreadful weapons had been
used, like aerial bombing and poison gas. Fed by a burning hatred
of war, currents of revolution ran stronger and deeper through
the masses, typified by the creation of Communist Parties which
rejected the treacherous tradition of the Social Democrats who
had backed their own rulers in the war. And, of course, there
was the Soviet Union, where the working class had seized the
opportunity provided by the war to wrest state power from the
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ruling class and which stood as a beacon to revolutionary work-
ers everywhere.

Only Japan and the United States, both far removed from the
center of the conflict, had really come out ahead. The former
did little actual fighting, but established itself as a Great Power,
especially in the Western Pacific. The U.S. ruling class was the
biggest victor. Sitting out the first three years of war, it seized
the opportunity to do business with combatant nations to the
extent that by the war’s end the U.S. had changed from a debtor
nation to the world’s biggest creditor, with France and Britain,
to whom it had previously been deep in the hole, now the U.S.’s
main debtors. As a result the center of international finance
capital shifted decisively from the City in London to Wall Street
in New York.

Worried capitalists the world over sincerely and genuinely
wanted peace at that time, but only their kind of peace, a robber’s
peace. The Versailles Treaty, the terms of which were mentioned
above, officially ended the war (although peace pacts with lesser
of the Central Powers like Hungary and Turkey were not wound
up until 1925) and at the same time by the crushing terms it im-
posed on Germany, the arbitrary boundaries it drew in Europe,
and its affirmation of colonialism it laid a firm foundation for
anew one,

The terms of the treaty also established the League of Nations
to act as arbitrator of international conflicts and to take action
against violators of peace. Hailed then and today as the first real
international organization of independent states devoted to peace,
it was a league of victorious imperialists designed to keep them-
selves on top—on top of their colonial holdings to which it reaf-
firmed their ‘“legal rights” and on top of their defeated enemies
like Germany, which was not even permitted to join the League
until 1926. And since there was no way the League could keep
the rich on top of the Soviet Union, it at least acted as somewhat
of a quarantine to keep this frightening new power isolated as a
pariah on the outside of the international political arena.

Still sensing their efforts had not resolved the questions of
peace, the Great Powers took on military affairs up front in the
first great international disarmament parlay which resulted in the
Washington Naval Treaty of 1922. Supposedly the first step to-
ward a general network of arrangements limiting military might,
this agreement had at its heart the “5:5:3 ratio” which determined
that the U.S. and Great Britain would have naval parity in capital
ships (that is, excluding destroyers, submarines, light cruisers,
etc.) and Japan would be permitted a fleet 60% the size of theirs.
Additionally, Italy and France could each have one 35% that of
the U.S. or Britain. Germany, of course, was forbidden to build
large warships at all.
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This was significant for a number of reasons. It underlined the
shift of power in the imperialist world. Previously British naval
policy had always been to maintain a fleet larger than those
of the two next strongest seagoing powers combined. Political
economic and military reality had now put this out of the ques-
tion. The pact also underlined the increasingly dominant role of
Japan in Asia, for its fleet, while smaller than the others, was
exclusively a Pacific fleet, while the U.S. and Britain needed world-
wide navies to guard their more far-flung empires. The Washing-
ton Naval Treaty also set the pattern for imperialist arms
limitation talks from that time on: it did not really limit much
of anything, but rather juggled the interests of different imper-
ialist powers to prevent a costly and as yet unnecessary arms race,
was full of loopholes, served as window dressing for the masses
who hated imperialist war, and was followed by a decade of gen-
erally unsuccessful negotiations to get followup agreements cov-
ering other fields of military and armament issues like land armies,
air power and chemical warfare.

Throughout the *20s, the capitalists made repeated attempts to
reinforce the “‘structure of peace’ they had built. The most im-
portant of these was the Locarno Pact signed at the end of 1925.
This was actually a series of treaties among France, Belgium, Bri-
tain, Italy and Germany with Poland and Czechoslovakia playing
a secondary role. Its purpose was to insure the borders of Europe,
particularly those Germany shared with the states on its western
borders, with a system of guarantees-against aggression whereby
everybody was required to pile on the violator. As part of the
deal Germany was to be admitted to the League. This agreement
was, like its predecessors, aimed in part at the Soviet Union, As
a signer of the Locarno Agreement and a League member, Ger-
many could be dragged into an Anglo-French attack on the USSR.
Britain was also foreshadowing its strategy in the ’30s, pushing
for war between Germany and the USSR, by its refusal to pro-
vide full guarantees for Germany’s eastern boundaries.

Thus by 1925, the efforts of the various imperialist powers had
produced in the name of peace, among others, a peace treaty, an
international organization, an arms limitation agreement and a
broad anti-aggression pact. These show both how greatly concern-
ed with the question of peace the rulers of these countries acted
and how totally that concern was based on their particular class
interests and in particular the maintenance of their imperialist
empires. But no matter how real the objections to war the lords
of capital may have at any given time, it can’t stop the operation
of the laws of their system or change the fact that their class in-
terests sooner or later will require, will demand, war.

Even during the period of relative stabilization of the world
capitalist system which took place during the 1920’s, contradic-
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tions between the various imperialist states were growing sharper.
For example France and Britain clashed repeatedly on the diplo-
matic front with the main bone of contention being Germany.
The French bourgeoisie was out to bleed and crush Germany, a
traditional enemy and rival for dominance in continental Europe,
while the British aimed at giving the German ruling class some
leeway to rebuild to provide a counterweight to France and deny
it continental hegemony. Japanese and U.S. imperialists each
viewed themselves as the rightful overlord of East Asia which
naturally led to rivalry.

One of the sharpest contradictions was between the two mqst
powerful imperialists in the world, the United States anq Britain.
There was a strong trend in the U.S. bourgeoisie toward isola-
tionism, reflecting among other things a rejection of close ties
with European capitalist rivals, the U.S.’s geographical distance
from the main hotbeds of war and contention, and the fact that
U.S. imperialism was focused in Latin America and the Pacific.
The relative political stability of the world permitted US capital
to expand its economic interests even in Europe, especially Ger-
many, and elsewhere while still staying out of the League and
involving itself little in world politics. Despite their wartime
alliance, “common heritage,” and economic ties, the U.S. and
Britain actually considered each other potential military adver-
saries, a point made graphically by the contingency plan drawn
up in the 1920’s by the U.S. armed forces for the invasion of the
British Dominion of Canada, which was exposed in the bourge-
ois press recently. '

Contradictions like this, between the big imperialist gainers
from the First World War, were not the ones that would give birth
to the next one. While such powers certainly clashed with e'flch
other over preserving their far-reaching colonial and economic
empires, they were not driven with the same immediacy to expand
as were the “have-not” imperialists who had been cut out of the
postwar division of the world, or received only table scraps. _Eqr
such “have-nots,” survival as imperialists mandated the acquisition
of an empire and, running headlong into the “have’s” staked-out
claims, this clash of interests was far more likely to give rise to
war. On September 19, 1931 came the first eruption. It was a
qualitative step in the process of development toward the Second
World War.

THE WORLD SITUATION DEVELOPS TOWARD WAR

On that day, troops of the Imperial Japanese Army stationed
on Chinese territory as guards on the South Manchurian Railroad
claimed to have discovered attempted sabotage and opened an of-
fensive. Within four days, Japan had occupied the key city of
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Shenyang (Mukden) and thousands of square miles of Manchuria.
Japan’s diplomats responded to other imperialist powers with in-
terests in China and to discussion of sanctions against Japan in the
League of Nations by assuring all and sundry that no occupation
of territory was intended. With this smokescreen of polite denials,
the Japanese “police action” continued to expand as Chiang Kai-
Shek’s central Kuomintang (KMT) government carried out an
openly capitulationist policy of refusing to fight the invaders. By
Spring of 1932 all of Manchuria had been seized from the warlord
government which had run the province under nominal KMT rule
and thousands of civilians killed in the first massive use of bomb-
ing raids in war. The Japanese imperialists proceeded to set up a
puppet regime, the “independent Republic of Manchukuo,” with
the last heir of the Manchu dynasty, Henry Pu Yi, as “president.”

Japan, despite its alliance with the victors of World War 1, was
definitely a newcomer to the imperialist banquet table. Ruling a
small island nation with limited resources, its capitalists, to com-
pete on a world scale, were driven to carve out an empire, Until
this invasion they controlled only Korea and Taiwan. North China
was the logical starting place. Almost all the other real estate in
the area, except for the Soviet Union which posed its own hazards,
was held outright by various imperialist powers. But China had
been staked out as an open zone, nominally independent but in-
stead subject to half a dozen imperialist powers, among them
Japan. The Japanese ruling class decided to stake an exclusive
claim and took Manchuria as its first step.

It was a gamble that paid off well—for a while. The League of
Nations was proved to be a joke. It did not even pass a decisive
resolution on the question until early 1933, at which point Japan
quit in protest. Despite a sudden interest in cooperating with the
League by the U.S. ruling class, whose ox the invasion had gored,
no effective sanctions were ever taken. One reason for the lack
of strong British and U.S. response was the hope that the seizure
would bring Japan into armed conflict with the Soviet Union.

The occupation of Manchuria opened a new chapter in post-
World War 1 history. The division of the world no longer ade-
quately reflected the relative strengths of the different imperial-
ist powers, and a new redivision was under way by the only meth-
od possible—war. And all the various paper, diplomatic and or-
ganizational expressions of the desire of many imperialists for
“peace” had proved totally ineffective to stop it.

This trend toward realignment and war continued to develop
as the capitalist world was wracked by a crushing depression,
which began in the U.S. and spread world-wide all the faster,
spurred on by a tariff war which crippled international commerce.
In Germany the shaky economic recovery of the late ’20s, which
had been fueled by massive loans and investments by U.S. banks
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and monopolies, collapsed. Unemployment reached mammoth
proportions and the growth of revolutionary sentiment among

the masses kept pace. Facing a brutal crisis and the threat of prole-
tarian revolution, and having been represented by a series of inef-
fective social-democratic and right-wing governments, key sections
of the German bourgeoisie moved to get rid of bourgeois democ-
racy. They united on backing the largest of the nationalis.t al_nd
fascist groups in the country, the demagogic National Socialist
German Workers Party, the Nazis, which some capitalists had bgen
bankrolling since the beginning of the *20s. This group had a l_01g
following among-the peasantry and the urban petty bourgeoisie

in particular, with its nationalist and pseudo-revolutiongr‘y postur-
ing and attacks on the capitalists and their economic crisis. Head
Nazi Adolph Hitler was appointed German chancellor on January
30, 1933, and within a month the Nazis had taken effective con-
trol of the German government and set out to destroy the Com-
munist Party, the trade unions and then all of the traditional par-
liamentary parties of the bourgeoisie. All this met quiet, and sur-
prisingly often public, approval from the capitalists of other na-
tions.

But with the proletariat overwhelmingly broken and leaderless,
the new German government turned its attention to the interna-
tional situation. The policy of the Nazi Party was the policy of
an expanding “have not” country with a vengeance. Hitler’s writ-
ings before taking power were not mere racist rantings. He had
summed up that Germany could gain a place in the sun qnly by
force of arms, only by wresting an empire to plunder. His pro-
gram called first for uniting all German peoples in a single greater
Germany which would become the dominant power on the con-
tinent, then conquer large sections of Eastern Europe and the .
Soviet Union, regain its old African and Pacific colonies and seize
more.

Evidence that the German ruling class would be following this
strategy was not slow in coming. At one of the first international
meetings the new German government took part in, the World
Economic Conference in London, its delegation submitted a mem-
orandum demanding large sections of the White Russian and
Ukranian Republics of the USSR for German occupation and
called for the attending powers to make a joint general declara-
tion of war on the Soviet Union to get them!

Nor were the Nazis just talking. The German bourgeoisie’s
first target for expansion became Austria, a German-speaking
country. By 1934 it was ruled by a fascist government hea.ded
by Dollfuss, who was affiliated with the Heimwehr, an Italian-
backed fascist paramilitary outfit. A rival group, the German-
backed Austrian Nazis, assassinated Dollfuss on July 25 and the
German government was prepared to complete the putsch by an-
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nexing Austria. Hitler’s ““brother” fascist leader, Benito Musso-
lini of Italy, had no intention of lightly sacrificing the Italian
bourgeoisie’s predominance in Austria and mobilized the Italian
army at the Brenner Pass on the Austrian border. The German
hourgeoisie backed off. This incident showed not only Ger-
many’s expansionist plans, but introduced to the world one of
the fascists’ most valuable tactics, the fifth column—organized
groups of fascists inside independent countries whose first loyal-
Lties lay with their foreign mentors.

The main effect of this setback was to underline to the Ger-
man capitalists their need to smash the constraints of the Ver-
sailles treaty and build up a modern military machine. The Nazis
had taken up this task as soon as they controlled the government.
In 1933-4 31%, in 1934-5 45% and 1935-6 fully 60% of German
state expenditures went to armaments. All society was geared
toward the coming war—as an official educational periodical
cditorialized, “Logarithms find their most beautiful application
in the science of ballistics [artillery fire—J.B.T.]. In geography
the world war can come into its own limitless rights. History
is full to overflowing with instances of war politics... Physics
problems can best be explained by the aid of a motor or a tank.”!
In March of 1935, Hitler formalized these developments by an-
nouncing that Germany no longer considered itself bound by the
Versailles Treaty and was introducing conscription to raise a large
scale army. The handwriting was on the wall—a new world war
was on the way.

THE EARLY YEARS OF SOVIET FOREIGN POLICY

From its formation, the Soviet Union as the world’s first soci-
alist state incurred the lasting hatred and active hostility of the
imperialist giants, for whom it stood as a towering symbol of
their eventual doom at the hands of their own workers. With the
[ailure of their armed intervention in the Russian Civil War, they
moved to isolate and boycott the new proletarian state.

From the beginning, the leaders of the Communist Party of the
Soviet Union (Bolshevik) summed up that the imperialists’ “peace”
could only lead to a new war. Their response was two-sided.

On the one hand, they took advantage of the contradictions in
the imperialist camp. They broke the blockade by establishing in
April 1922 friendly relations with Germany which the victorious
powers were also attempting to isolate, although for different rea-
sons. This was possible because the Soviets, in keeping with their
principled opposition to, the Versailles Treaty, renounced all repa-
rations and other claims coming from the Czarist and bourgeois
government’s participation in the imperialist war. In return the
German government broke the imperialist front by renouncing all
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debts owed by the Czarist government and claims for German
property nationalized in the Russian revolution. Close political
and economic ties between the two countries continued through
the 1920s. o

This was a good example of what the Soviet Union was striving
for in the field of international relations, agreements based on
equality and mutual benefit. After this opening wedge, country
after country could no longer maintain the fiction that the USSR
did not exist—especially in the face of the mounting demands of
the working class of those countries for recognizing the USSR.

By the end of the 1920s the United States was the only Great '
Power which did not maintain diplomatic relations with the Soviet
Union.

Even as the Soviet leadership used contradictions in the impe-
rialist camp to break the blockade and win diplomatic recognition,
they took all other possible steps to avoid getting into war a.qd to
delay the outbreak of war on a world scale. As the world’s ﬁlrst
and only socialist country it had an obligation to try to avoid ?.'F—
tack or being drawn into a war which might destroy it—'and fa;hng
that, to enter the war on conditions most favorable to its survival.
By defending its own existence, the USSR assured the working
class of the continued existence of a fortress upholding its inter-
ests and a beacon showing the possibility of, and the road for-
ward to, socialism and communism. Even postponing the onset
of war could permit the USSR to strengthen itself politically, eco-
nomically and militarily against the day it might be caught up in
a new world war.

This was in itself a contribution to the task of working for the
victory of revolution, socialism and communism on a world scale.
But the internationalist duties of the proletariat in power do not
stop at self-preservation. They also include giving political and
material aid to the struggling working class and oppressed nations
in countries still under imperialist rule. However, steps Whi_ch
could prevent a particular war or put off the outbrea}{ of vy1de-
spread interimperialist war, which the laws of capitalism dlctat_ed
would sooner or later take place, were themselves in the material
interests of the working people of the world. A delay in the out-
break of war meant far more than delaying the onset of the hor-
ror and hardship war would hold for those forced to fight in it
and the masses as a whole. It meant giving the working class time,
precious time, to develop its revolutionary struggle, consciouspess
and organization. Even if the working class were unable to.selze
power in one or more new countries in this tirne_, and in domg_ E1o)
perhaps change the entire relationship of forces in the world,~1t
could use the time gained to strengthen its forces so as to be in '
the best possible position at the outbreak of war, to turn imperial-
ist war into civil war and make revolution.
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'The desire for peace between countries by the Soviet Union and
the international proletariat thus came from a motivation diamet-
ricully opposed to those imperialists who desired it to maintain the
stntus quo—the desire for revolutionary change in the world!

'T'o carry out its tasks, the USSR developed the Red Army and
n popular militia to make the point to would-be predators that the
Soviet Union was no stray lamb ready to be devoured. But at the
snme time, the Soviet Union’s earliest diplomatic offensive aimed
at seceuring friendly relations with all her neighbors, like Iran, Af-
ghanistan and Turkey. All these agreements were on the basis of
equality and included guarantees that neither party would carry
on aggression against the other or permit any third country to use
ity territory as a base for an attack on the other. Such bilateral
Lreaties of friendship remained the general pattern of Soviet diplo-
macy until the early 1930s. It was openly intended to counter
the Locarno Pact and the League, combinations of imperialist
powers, with a program aimed at abolishing the system of political
alliances and groups which helped fuel the development of war.

Although not a member of the League of Nations, both because
the capitalist Great Powers wished to exclude it and because it
could not agree to support the Versailles Treaty on which the
lL.eague was based, the USSR did take part in several international
peace and disarmament conferences. It answered the various mea-
ly-mouthed and self-serving schemes offered up by imperialist dip-
lomats with its own proposal-—complete disarmament under inter-
national inspection with the cooperation of legislative bodies and
trade unions in insuring implementation. This proposal for the
disbanding of armed forces, destruction of weaponry and supplies,

dismantling of fortresses and bases and prohibition of military
Lraining was a bombshell. While the imperialist powers indignantly
refused to consider it or even a partial plan calling for proportion-
al reduction, the masses of people around the world greeted it with
¥enuine enthusiasm. This proposal not only stripped away the lies
of the bourgeois media about ‘‘the menace of Soviet aggression,”
but helped expose the capitalist system itself as the real source of
war in the world.

Later, when concrete situations arose which threatened to drag
the USSR into war, Stalin and the other Soviet leaders took all
possible steps to prevent it. After Japan’s seizure of Manchuria,
Lhe Chinese Eastern Railway through the area, which had been
huilt by the Czarist government and run as a joint Chinese-Soviet
enlerprise by treaty since 1925, was the scene of repeated Japanese
provocations. Rather than be drawn into armed clashes, the Soviet
government entered patient negotiations with Japan and finally
agreed to sell its interest in the line to them. At the same time,
they made it clear that any moves against the soil of the Soviet
Union or its close ally, the Mongolian People’s Republic, would be
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met with the full force of Soviet might.

With the rise in the first half of the 1930s of Japan and Germa-
ny (and to a lesser extent Italy) as aggressive powers out to redi-
vide the world and directly threatening the USSR, Soviet policy
had to be adapted to meet the changed situation. Those contra-
dictions in the imperialist world which were most likely to give
rise to a new war were coming to the fore. Furthermore, the imp-
erialist rivals of these up and coming bandits had high hopes that
the latter could be steered into war with the Soviet Union. Let’s
let the Communists and the fascists fight it out, they crowed, the
more damage they do to each other, the better off it leaves us.

Collective Security

Soviet efforts to maintain security and peace were intensified.
This meant a change in policy. The previous Soviet approach of
signing bilateral treaties with individual countries was no longer
effective in the changing situation. From the end of 1933 the
leaders of the USSR began a drive for “collective security.” Col-
lective security meant the establishment of a network of regional
agreements against aggression which would guarantee a common
front in defense of any country attacked by an aggressor. The
Soviet Union argued that “peace is indivisible”—any act of aggres-
sion not blocked would inevitably lead to more of the same and
any small local war could trigger a chain reaction leading to a new
world war.

The most important early result of this collective security policy
was the pacts of mutual support against aggression which were ne-
gotiated with France and Czechoslovakia in 1934 and signed in
1935. These were planned as part of an “Eastern Locarno Pact,”
a network of international agreements to include Germany, Po-
land and other Eastern European powers which would guarantee
the borders of Eastern Europe and commit the participants to
come to the aid of any nation attacked. France’s inclusion was to
create a link with the original Locarno pact aimed at securing
Western European boundaries. Thus, Germany (and the other
European powers as well) would be constrained from attacking
neighboring states and the “outlet to the East” built into the ori-
ginal Locarno pact plugged. Germany refused as did Poland and
other Eastern European countries, with the tacit backing of the
British bourgeoisie.

This shows some of the great difficulties the proletariat in power |

faces in carrying out the tasks of preserving its independence and
power and working to forestall the outbreak of war to aid the

working class and masses in capitalist countries. In doing this the
Soviets had to pay particular attention to Germany, which posed
the greatest direct threat to the USSR and the activities of which
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were the most likely to trigger a new imperialist war. While gear-
ing the economy and military work toward preparations for the
inevitable war, the leaders of the CPSU(B) realized that only by
isolating and constraining Germany to the maximum could any
kind of restraint be placed on its expansionist drives. To do this
would require a certain degree of common action with all of Ger-
many’s major imperialist rivals, especially those in Europe.

Here the strength and weakness, the freedom and necessity, the
opportunities and dangers in the international arena facing the
working class in power are clearly revealed. Since its first Five
Year Plan, begun in 1929 and finished a year ahead of schedule
in 1932, had made the USSR a modern industrial country at the
same time as the Great Depression sent production plummeting
throughout the capitalist world, the Soviet Union was unquestion-
ably a Great Power—although not an imperialist one. As such, it
could enter the arena of international politics with enough muscle
to start motion around its plans.

Yet its efforts by their very nature had to be in the realm of ne-
gotiations and diplomacy, where bourgeoisies made and broke
“sacred agreements’’ with monotonous regularity. Various capital-
ist powers, unable to overcome the anarchy of their own system
even when the survival of their nation was at stake, shifted their
policy to advance the most immediate and narrow interests or oc-
casionally to try and implement the most idealist schemes. The
Soviet Union, fully aware of difficulties, correctly chose to enter
the League of Nations in 1934, summing up that the new situa-
tion required an effort to make the League as much of a force
for peace as possible by struggling to apply its antiwar and anti-
aggression clauses. Even the Soviet Union’s best efforts would
finally prove insufficient to give the League any substantial value
in the fight to restrict aggression and delay the onset of war.

And the steps the Soviet Union did take toward implementing
collective security involved big concessions. With the failure to
establish an all-around ‘““Eastern Locarno Pact,” the Soviet Union
was left with reciprocal agreements committing it to come to the
aid of France and Czechoslovakia in the event of aggression against
vither of them. While these were aimed at and important in put-
ling the damper on the German bourgeoisie and winning them was
a genuine if limited victory, they also put the Soviet Union in a
position where honoring its obligations could conceivably have
drawn it into an interimperialist war.

Likewise, part of the agreement with France required a state-
ment from the Soviet Foreign Ministry that ‘“Stalin understands
and fully approves the national defence policy carried out by
I'rance in order to maintain its armed forces at a level that will en-
sure its security.” While the Soviet Union in the ’20s had by its
criticism of the Versailles Treaty implicitly endorsed Germany’s




16 ORIGINS

right to rearm, this statement said the danger posed by one imp-
erialist power to another and to the Soviet Union was so great as
to justify overall support by a socialist state for the military poli-
cy of an imperialist power. .
Lenin had addressed this problem in May, 1918, when he wrote
of a proposal by the Allies that the Soviets reenter the war against
Germany, ““Although we do not in general reject military agree-
ments with one of the imperialist coalitions against the other in

those cases in which such an agreement could, without undermining j

the basis of Soviet power, strengthen its position and paralyze the
attacks of any imperialist power, we cannot at the present moment
enter into a military agreement with the Anglo-French coalition.””?
Such a course contains many pitfalls and is not to be entered upon
lightly. It places the socialist state in a position of mutual depen-
dence on an ally which by its very nature as a monopoly capitalist
class is unreliable, treacherous, aggressive and, in the final analysis,
implacably hostile to the proletarian dictatorship and everything

it represents. The first article in this series gave some examples

of how this phenomenon worked during World War 2 itself—the
refusal of the Allied powers to honor their pledge to open a second
front in Northern Europe until 1944, the firebombing of Dresden
and the A-bomb attack on Hiroshima as maneuvers aimed at the
Soviet Union, and so on. In the absence of the compelling necessi-
ty of an ongoing war, the dangers posed by such an alliance are of
course far more serious. At this time, these dangers included not
only treachery by the imperialist power the agreement was con-
cluded with and the possibility of the socialist country getting
dragged into an interimperialist war, but also the danger that op-
portunist or wavering elements in CPs around the world would use
the agreement as an excuse to sacrifice the class struggle, which did
in fact happen. At the same time, the dangers of isolation and be-
ing made the victim of an attack by one or more imperialist Great
Powers demanded that an important part of Soviet strategy be

making use of contradictions in the enemy camp and making neces-

sary concessions to do so, without sacrificing basic interests.

THE COMMUNIST PARTIES AND THE WAR DANGER TO 1935 i

The changing world situation did not only affect the Soviet
Union, but had important implications for the working class in
capitalist and colonial countries alike around the world. From its
formation in 1919, the Communist International (Comintern or
CI), the worldwide organization which gave leadership to its mem-
bers, the individual Communist Parties, analyzed that World War 1
would be “the war to end all wars’’ only if capitalism itself was
overthrown on a world scale. Otherwise the laws of the system
would surely give rise to a new interimperialist war.
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At the same time through the 1920s and the early years of the
depression, international contradictions and the development
towards war were not so sharp or complex as to require big ad-
justments in the line and strategy of the various Parties. In the
enpilalist countries, the question of war and war preparations
came up principally as one issue around which communists direct-
w lire at their own bourgeoisie and demonstrated the need to
overthrow the capitalist system.

‘The CPs conducted exposure and when possible led mass strug-
ple against the military and arms policies of the capitalists. At the
sume time, they paid particular attention to fighting pacifism, a
strong tendency among the intelligentsia and sections of the work-
ing class under the leadership of social democracy. The social dem-
ocrats expressed a prissy horror of war which was due in large part
Lo their shameful collapse into a chorus of national chauvinist sup-
port for “our side” during World War 1, and their consequent loss
ol influence among disgusted, revolutionary-minded workers, who
Lurned to genuine communism in large numbers,

In Austria, for example, the leaders of the numerous and power-
ful social-democrats even justifed refusal to fight fascism before it
wus entrenched and moved to crush the workers movement and
the social-democratic party itself: ‘“There is no reason for us to
leel ashamed of this mistake! We made it because we wanted to
spare the country and the working class the disaster of a bloody
civil war,” 3 thus consigning the proletariat to certain defeat.

In countries where the communists had been elected to parlia-
menlary seats from proletarian districts, they seized every oppor-
tunity to expose and denounce the ruling classes’ military machine
nnd to vote against war credits. One inspiring instance of this
look place in Uruguay in 1923. The small and recently formed
(!ommunist Party had succeeded in getting one deputy elected
0o Congress. When the Ministry of Defense proposed a law requir-
ing compulsory military service, he led a fight against it. The Par-
ly helped organize ‘““anti-militarist committees” among the masses
and in a powerful wave of struggle the proposal was defeated!*

With revolutionary struggles and uprisings occurring through-

'Oppusition to compulsory military service is, of course, not a Marxist-Leninist princi-
pla, but a question of tactics based on the particular situation. In fact, the overall stand
nf communists toward the question of workers in the bourgeois army is quite different.
As Lonin pointed out in 1916 in *“The War Programme of the Proletarian Revoliution,’”
“Tho women of an oppressed class that is truly revolutionary . . . will say to their sons:
‘You will soon be a man, You will be given a gun. Take it and learn the military art.
I proletarians need this knowledge not to shoot your brothers the workers of other
vountries, as they are doing in the present war, and as you are being told to do by the
traitors to Socialism, but to fight the bourgeoisie of your own country, to put an end
1 uxploitation, poverty and war, not by means of good intentions, but by vanquishing
the hourgeoisie and by disarming it.” ”* (Lenin on War and Peace, Peking, 1966, p. 67)
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out Europe and elsewhere in the early *20s and big strikes in the
’30s, the ruling class also did its part in making clear the nature of
the armed forces as oppressors rather than ‘“protectors” of the
masses. .

A great deal of education and exposure was done around th
Versailles Treaty, to the extent that there was a tendency to place
more blame on the treaty itself than the imperialist system which
spawned it as the cause of a new world war. At the same time
more could have been done to build actual political struggle against
the Treaty, especially in France and Germany. The government of
the former was the leading force in insisting its unjust and oppres-
sive conditions be carried out to the letter, while the masses in the
latter fiercely resented the theft of the Saar and other territories,
military occupation by the victors, the enormous reparations and
the fact that all the blame for the war was placed on Germany.
This could be united with, while paying special attention to target
the German ruling class as the main enemy of the German workers.
The Nazis from the beginning made opposition to the Treaty a cen-
ter of their agitation, using it to whip up national chauvinism.

The emphasis they placed on the issue and the consistency with
which they worked around it helped give their line on the question
deeper influence among the masses than that of the CP.

An important factor in the class struggle in all the countries
which had been involved in World War 1 was veterans. In several
countries, veterans became the hard core of fascist paramilitary
organizations, but there was excellent communist work done
among this group as well. In the U.S., for instance, the Commu-
nist Party united with and helped lead veterans in their struggle
for an early distribution of the cash bonus they had been promis-
ed at the war’s end, a struggle which finally brought the vets into
pitched battle in the Summer of 1932 with the Army they once
served in. This struggle helped drive home to veterans the truth
of what the communists had been saying about how for the rich
soldiers were nothing but cannon fodder, to be cast aside (if they
survived) when their purpose had been served.

As the world situation shifted and the motion towards war be-
came more pronounced, the tasks of the Communist Parties chang-
ed and became more complex and challenging.

The first Party to be faced sharply with new conditions of this
type was the Chinese Communist Party, when the Japanese invad-
ed China and seized Manchuria in 1931. At this time the Chinese
Communist Party was under the leadership of the “left”” dogma-
tist line of Wang Ming. This line had failed all along to integrate
Marxist-Leninist theory with the concrete reality of the Chinese
revolution and was totally unable to grasp the changed situation
and the possibility and necessity of creating a broader united
front aimed against Japanese imperialism. The Chinese Soviet
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Government centered in the red base area of Kiangsi in southern
China declared war on Japan in April of 1932. The declaration
remained a formality for two reasons. On a practical level, the
soviets the CCP had built in the countryside were hundreds of
miles away from the nearest Japanese. More significantly, the line
of the “left”” dogmatists was that ““in order to wage war actively
nyrainst Japanese imperialism, it is necessary first of all to destroy
the reactionary rule of the Kuomintang.”4

During this period, the Red Army under the overall command
of Mao Tsetung and Chu Teh was able to win over large sections
ol the KMT armed forces and on occasion united with KMT gen-
crals who wanted to fight Japan. However, the dogmatist trend
continued to dominate the Party’s work. Mao Tsetung speaking
Lo Edgar Snow (in Red Star Over China) cited the failure to unite
with a short-lived People’s Revolutionary Government set up in
l‘'ukien in 1933 by the KMT 19th Route Army and anti-Chiang
KMT and other bourgeois fcrces. Mao put this as a mistake on a
par with the disastrous attempt to defeat Chiang Kai-shek’s fifth
encirclement campaign with positional warfare instead of mobile
and guerrilla methods of fighting. (This campaign incidentally was
planned by Generals von Falkenhausen and von Seeckt and other
German officers sent by the Hitler government as part of a bid to
win Chiang Kai-shek away from U.S. and British control.)

It was the crushing defeat of the Kiangsi Soviet as a result of
this erroneous policy that led to rectification and the correct line.
Beginning in October, 1934, the Red Army broke through the
*ring of steel” in which it was encircled and began the famous
l.ong March. In January of 1935, an enlarged meeting of the
I'olitburo of the Central Committee of the CCP was held in the
just-captured town of Tsunyi. This meeting established Mao Tse-
Lung as the leader of the Chinese Communist Party, rejected the
*“left” line on military affairs and confirmed Mao’s line of leading
the Red Army to northern China, where they could go into com-
hat against the Japanese invaders, now the main imperialist enemy
of China, and place themselves in the leadership of the masses of
China’s people who wanted to smash the aggressors and liberate
their country.

Around the world, the seizure of Manchuria brought to the
fore the spirit of proletarian internationalism, as the Communist
I'urlics led demonstrations in support of the Chinese people against
Jupanese imperialism and made it, along with support of the Soviet
{Inion, one of the major international issues raised on May Day
overy year.,

In Japan, the Communist Party faced incredible hardships, in-
cluding extensive infiltration by agents and laws banning it,
which resulted in over 25,000 members, a good percentage of the
lolal, being arrested from 1931 to 1933 alone. Nevertheless, it




20 ORIGINS

carried out a heroic struggle against the invasion, fighting it in

the Party’s press and through demonstrations. Communists in the
military published illegal papers like The Soldier’s Friend which ad-
vised men to refuse to go to the front and fight and The High .
Mast, at the Kure naval yard, which called for defense of the So-
viet Union, “Liberation of Korea and Formosa!” and “Indepen-
dence for China!” This agitation and propaganda sparked small
rebellions in the military like the one during a Japanese assault

on Shanghai in 1932, but it did not immediately cause massive un-
rest, especially given Japan’s cheap victories in Manchuria, thanks
to the KMT’s capitulation. Its effects continued to spread how-
ever and it helped set the stage for later developments, like the ral-
lying of many Japanese prisoners of Chinese Communist-led troops
to the banner of revelution and Japanese desertions to Red forces
in the late ’80s and up to the end of the war in 1945.

As in China, problems of “left” dogmatism had very serious
results for the communists of Europe in the early 1930s. Here,
too, sectarianism was a big problem, taking such forms as the ten-
dency to reject work among other classes and strata than the pro-
letariat, sections of the population where fascist organizations
were concentrating their efforts, and the raising of revolutionary
sounding slogans like the French “Soviets Partout!” (Build Soviets
Everywhere!), which were not appropriate to the situation. Asa
result the real opportunities presented by the Great Depression of
the early *30s were not fully grasped—in the 1932 elections the
French CP lost 30% of the votes it had won four years earlier!

A key factor in these left errors was the “main blow” theory,
according to which communists and the proletariat should at all
times direct their fire primarily not at their main enemy, the bour-
geoisie, but at the social democrats who served to prettify and
prop up the bourgeoisie’s rule.

This main blow policy contributed greatly to a misunderstand-
ing and underestimation of what fascism was. In Italy the bour-
geoisie had turned to Mussolini and his fascisti in 1922, and the
Communist Party, after three or four years of toleration in semi-
legality, was crippled and driven deep underground by the govern-
ment’s attacks. Despite this experience, the communists in Gexr-
many did not sufficiently regard the Nazi Party as a deadly threat
to the working class or substantially different from other bourgeois
parties. Rather the CP directed its ‘“‘main blow” at the leadership
and even, at some points, at the members of the Social Democra-
tic Party, which held the allegiance of the majority of German
workers and served to keep them from challenging the rule of cap-
ital. Furthermore, the weak bourgeois democratic governments
of the late ’20s and early ’30s, like that headed by Bruning, were
freely and erroneously categorized as “fascist,” an error repeated
by communists in France, Belgium and other countries.
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In this light, the prospect of the Nazis running the government
was hot viewed by the CP’s leaders with great alarm. While they
opposed the Nazis as well as the Social Democrats in their election
canpaigns, unemployed organizing and so on, they also felt that
nny Nazi government would be a short-lived preliminary to the
working class seizing power—*After Hitler, us!” Even after the
new [ascist government had illegalized the CP, killed or jailed
thousands of its leaders and activists, ripped the trade unions,
wiped out most democratic rights and begun entrenching its reign
of terror, the Communist International, theoretical organ of the
(1, in its May 1933 issue, insisted it was not a defeat and claimed,
“the establishment of an open Fascist Dictatorship, by destroying
all the democratic illusions among the masses and liberating them
from the infiuence of social-democracy, accelerates the rate of
Germany’s development towards proletarian revolution.”

This error was primarily characterized by a totally inadequate
understanding of the internal character and the role of fascism and
the difference between bourgeois democracy and open terrorist
hourgeois rule, a subject which lies outside the scope of this arti-
cle. Along with this error, however, came a failure to understand
the relationship between fascism and the international situation.
'The political difficulties which led the “have-not” imperialists of
Italy and Germay to opt for the fascist form of bourgeois dicta-
Lorship were largely the result of their persistent economic crises.
"These were caused not only by the general crumbling of the world
capitalist system but particularly by the lack of foreign empires
to plunder for raw materials and profits and to export their crises
to. The solution they adopted to try and deal with their internal
problems, fascism, was better suited, as well, than bourgeois
democracy for a power preparing to elbow its way to the empire
it had been denied and needed for its survival and growth. The
crushing of mass movements and organizations which would op-
pose war preparations and aggression, the thunderous chorus of
national chauvinist propaganda from the government-controlled
media to mold public opinion, the state’s ability to reorganize
Lo some extent capitalist production and build a powerful military
machine quickly, the militarization and discipline imposed on the
masses in society as a whole, factors like these made fascism a use-
ful form of rule in a period of war preparations and planning.

By the second half of 1933 the extent of the diasaster which
had befallen the German working class and its Party, which had
heen the largest in Europe, excluding the USSR of course, was be-
ginning to sink in. It fell to the Communist Party of France to
tiuke the most important of the first steps in what was to become
u change in strategy for Parties around the world. On February 6,
1934, French fascists spearheaded by the Croix de Feu (cross of
lirc) and similar organizations led a massive demonstration in an
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attempt to topple the government and create the cogdit{ons fora
fascist putsch to seize power. They were also operqtmg in the '
government through far-right politicians sympathetic to the Croix

e Feu and its ilk. _ .
‘ The Communist leadership summed up that there was not_ a
revolutionary situation, that the Party was not then in a position
to lead the working class to power and, learning from ‘_che experi-
ence of Germany, that it was important to block the rlse‘to power
of the fascists. The Party itself held militant demonstrations on
the 9th in which the government gunned down 10 Workgrs? but,
far more important, it joined with the lea}ders Qf the Soc1‘ahst Par-
ty and the main trade union federations in cal.lmg a m’asswe gener-
al strike on February 12, expressing the wqumg clags de‘germma-
tion to stop any further moves toward fasc1sm cold in their tracks.
This was the first major act of cooperation between the commu-
nists and social democrats in over five years and }t had an electric
effect on the French working class and a.paralyzmg one on the
bourgeoisie. The Communist Party continued to push .for united
action with the social democrats, simultar};lo%sly .cinéymg 3?(1111:

le over how to proceed from that point forward.

muV%f}iltlsltigggdanger of fascism real and immedia‘qe and the social N
democrats holding the leadership of a large section of the Frgafl:
working class and masses, it was clearly necessary 139 break wi

the Party’s previous policy aiming the “mgm blow gt t]z,len}.

But while united action could interfere with the fasmst‘s. dr1v<il
for power, perhaps wrest some gains fyom the bourgeoisie, an ;
give the CP a better opportunity to win over brgader sections o
the class, it did not change the fact that the. soc1a} democratic
leaders, with a very few exceptions, were stlll.soc1a1 props qf bour-
geois rule and intent on betraying the revolutionary aspirations

letariat. .

o %let%ri(s) emphatically put on the agenda a number Qf obylously
critical questions about the nature aqd danger of fascism, 1t§ re-
lation to bourgeois democracy, how it could be fought and in
unity with what forces.

THE SEVENTH WORLD CONGRESS OF
THE COMMUNIST INTERNATIONAL

e were the questions addressed at t_he Seventh quld Con-
grergil ?)sf the Comm?mist Internationql, which took plgce in J12118y "
and August of 1935. The first Comintern Congress since 19ld ; tl
had to deal with a number of significant changeg n t_hg wot S'Slt 1}11
ation since that time: the international economic crisis th_e ix
World Congress of 1928 had predicted,_the v;ctory of fa}sms'nJE 11?
Germany and the establishment of se_>m1-fasmst bourgeois dlc tator-
ships in several European countries like Hungary and Romania,
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and the increasing danger of war to shatter the existing imperialist
division of the world and of world war as the inevitable result of
such efforts.

'I'ne Congress had to address itself to the rectification of many
of the “left” errors of dogmatism, sectarianism and idealism its
member Parties had made during the previous period.

What the Congress arrived at was the policy generally known as
the United Front Against Fascism, which was put forward in a
lengthy speech by Georgi Dimitrov, a Comintern leader from
Bulgaria and hero of the Reichstag Fire trial. The principal focus
ol the speech, and the policy, was on the tasks of the Communist
Parties within their respective countries, but since it was inextrica-
bly tied both at the Congress and in practice later to questions of
line on and tactics appropriate to the question of war, a short
summary is necessary here,

Dimitrov argued that fascism was a danger of great severity and
Immediacy in most capitalist states. He discussed the class strug-
Kle in terms of the danger of and struggle against fascism in coun-
bries such as the United States and Britain, where the bourgeoisie
nctually felt little need to resort to the fascist form of dictatorship.
Ile also put forward the definition of fascism adopted by the Com-

intern earlier, at the 13th Plenum of the Executive Committee in
lnte 1933, “the open terrorist dictatorship of the most reactionary,
most chauvinistic and most imperialist elements of finance capital.”
While this definition correctly identifies fascist rule as a particular-
ly savage form of bourgeois dictatorship, it leaves open the possi-
bility that there exist some identifiable less (or “least”) reaction-
ary, chauvinistic and imperialist sections of monopoly capital who
e be united with against the “most reactionary” ones.

The way proposed by Dimitrov and adopted by the Congress
for fighting fascism, whether already in power or as a movement
seoking power, was the creation of a united front of the working
¢luss to serve as the core of a broader popular front. The purpose
of these fronts was to unite all possible classes and forces in the
flght to defend democratic rights and “democracy,” and the live-
lthood of the masses. The proposed “united front of the working
vluws”’ was not a strategic united front in the sense of a strategic
renlignment of class forces for the purpose of making revolution.

It was seen as an alliance between the leadership of working class-
hawod parties, of trade union centers and other workers’ organiza-
Hony to make possible unity of action among their members.

'The people’s front* was a broader (and generally more infor-

mal) alliance of various strata and the political parties and other

"The tarms "people’s front’”” and “popular front’’ were used interchangably and to a

rent nxtont “united front” was also applied to this broader tactical alliance during the
Gonyross and the following period.
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organizations representing them. Here Dimitrov opened the door—
although not all the way—to the participation of the bourgeoisie ’
in this front, pointing out that in organizations whose member-
ship is a majority peasants or urban petty bourgeois, “‘control is
in the hands of . . . the agents of big capital.” But nevertheless,
to win the masses adhering to them, ‘“under certain circumstances
we can and must try to draw these parties and organizations or
certain sections of them to the side of the anti-fascist People’s
Front, despite their bourgeois leadership.”®

This broad tactical alliance could even take the form of a “gov-
ernment of the popular front” in which Communists could par-
ticipate in the electoral coalition to form it and even as members
of the cabinet. Such a government would have to have a program
of “struggle against fascism and reaction.”®

This approach to the question of fighting fascism, by its ten-
dency to overestimate the danger of fascism in many countries,
ignoring the laws of uneven development, and to treat it as differ-
ent from bourgeois rule in general, by its tendency to elevate tac-
tics to the level of strategy, left dangerous openings for class col-
laboration and revisionism. In one sense it represented a flip from
the ““main blow” against social-democracy line it was trying to cor-
rect to one of directing the main blow strictly against fascism, in-
stead of the bourgeoisie in general. In conuntries where fascism had
not been put in power (and especially where there was not an im-
minent danger), this would likely result in letting the capitalists as
a class and their system off the hook.

Dimitrov in his speech did make it clear that the goal of the Par-
ties was still the seizure of power and the dictatorship of the prole-
tariat. The connection between the united front against fascism
and this goal, however, was not dealt with deeply. Mainly it was
portrayed as a question of the working class and its Party requiring
“preparation” for the seizure of state power, with a strong empha-
sis on the importance of the fight for bourgeois democratic rights
as preparation for the fight for proletarian democracy. The possi-
bility was raised of the popular front governments becoming one |
of the most important forms of transition to the proletarian revo-
lution, of training the masses through their own experience in the
need for revolution. Dimitrov emphasized, however, that such a
government could not bring salvation and only by socialist revolu-
fion could the working class overthrow the class rule of the exploi-
ters. .

Dimitrov’s speech also put forward, without much explication, 1
a recommendation that in the colonial and semicolonial countries |
a strategy of an anti-imperialist united front be adopted. This was’
a most important break with the previous ‘‘left” policies which |
had been mandated for these countries, policies which were char-
acterized, for example, by sectarian attitudes toward the national
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hourgeoisie, the petty-bourgeoisie and even t * i
united l‘ron.t against imperialism was further :c(iedrligz::cril tlilya s 'Ic;};izsh
h;v Wang Mlpg, whose “left”” line had caused so much dama I; n
('hina uptxl it was defeated under the leadership of Mao Tse%cun
Wany Ml_ng was in the midst of an equally dangerous swing t o
nmln}\ly rightist position. Broam
! ‘1?5 could be seen most clearly in the section of hi
g w!Lh [ndia. The Indian Communist Party had ;f)zsif)%z(fc}}cgggl-
|t'u unite other classes and parties around such “left” slogang as
the ostaBllshment of an Indian Workers’ and Peasants’ Soviet Gov-
c:rnm(!nt. Now, Wang Ming proposed, they should limit the plat-
Inrr.nl they proposed to a series of domestic reforms—freein P
! .mlll,lcal prisoners, against ‘‘burdensome taxes’ and wage cﬁts

for lthe establishment of democratic liberties,”7 etc. The abs,ence
In l;hls program of any demand for political independence or the
defeat of the British colonial rulers, unquestionably a mass senti-
ment among the broadest sections of the Indian people, laid the
hnm.s for_ a line of collaborating with British imperialism’ especial-
ly since it was a potential opponent of the up—and-comir,lg impe-
rinlist countries. The Indian CP avoided this error in the mairll)
('\)4viu]rrthe next few years, partly because it was illegal, but Wang

M ;(Ilp.,l)v:l;xsyt'o peddle a similar set of shoddy wares inside the Chi-

' The Congress paid a good deal of attention to the i i
rt‘l,uu_tlor'l. The main speech on the subject was gifrefl gl;e;:ﬁ‘gggal
P'ogliatti (under the alias Ercoli), a Comintern leader who would
lutur‘become the father of the revisionist degeneration of the Com-
mu mst' Party of Italy. He began by analyzing the growing rival
of the 1mper1q11st powers and pointed out how this was endingry
the period of imperialist “peace’ and stability which had followed
Wm.‘ld War 1: “At the present time all that is left of the Versailles
yﬂterp is the postwar frontiers in Europe and the partition of the
e )lf)mes and the colonial mandates. That is to say, nothing re-
mains except that which can be abolished only by 3che direct use
of arms, qnly by means of violence and war.””8 While the speech
correctly identified imperialists who had been cut out of thg divi
sion of the spoils, like Germany’s rulers, as those whose actions ]
were most.hkely to trigger war, it tended to make this an absolute
law and raise aggression as a characteristic which distinguished
Lhc(r)n fro§n l;)ther imperialist powers.

ne of the most significant ways this line cam in Dimi
trov’s _speech where he raised the 3sllogan, “Fasgisr(rel ?: Exﬁﬁé?eg e
chauvinism and predatory war,”® which was later shortened to

L]
The 7th World Congress also paid tribute to the contributions of the Chinese Commu-

nist Party by voting to add M i i i
ey g ao Tsetung to the Executive Committee, the leading body
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“Fascism is war.” 10

Another speaker, Marty of France, put forward the reciprocal
argument, “War necessarily means military dictatorship over the
whole country.”!! This portrayal of the close relationship be-
tween these two social phenomena with common roots in the cri-
sis of capitalism as one of identity was both undialectical and non-
materialist. The experience of World War 1 had showed (as World
War 2 would again) that at least some capitalist countries could
carry on a war without eliminating bourgeois democracy, although
it was sure to be restricted to some extent ‘““in the national inter-
est,” and Italy had had a fascist regime for 13 years, from 1922 to
1935, before it entered into any military adventures. This mistak-
en view on the identity of war and fascism contributed to the
problems which grew in large sections of the international commu-
nist movement in the following years.

Based on the analysis of the growing war danger, Togliatti call-
ed for the united front against fascism to be applied on an interna-
tional level “to concentrate our fire against German fascism, as
the principal instigator of war and the mortal enemy of the Soviet
Union and the proletarian revolution.”'? In other parts of the
published Congress proceedings Japan, Italy and Poland were also
considered part of the target.*

This international front was seen as having at its center the So-
viet Union and closely allied with it the forces of the international
working class and including all other forces, such as bourgeois
pacifists, who supported peace. In this last category were the rul-
ers of those bourgeois states interested in peace because they had
benefited from the post-World War 1 division of the world and
had no immediate interests in seeing it changed.

In keeping with this, the decisions of the Congress proclaimed
that in connection with the preparations of the imperialists for a
new world war, “the concentration of forces against the chief in-
stigators of war at any given moment (at the present time—against
fascist Germany, and against Poland and Japan which are in league
with it) constitutes the most important tactical task of the Com-
munist Parties.” In the same context, “the central slogan of the

Communist Parties must be: struggle for peace.” 13 (emphasis in
original)

This decision and the line behind it, as practice was to show,

*Oddly, the resolutions of the 7th World Congress which basically followed the line of
Togliatti's speech and called the German fascists “‘the chief instigators of war,” cited

as the “main contradiction in the camp of the imperialists . . . the Anglo-American an-
tagonism.” (p. 588) It is true that a bitter, bloody Latin American border war between
British-oacked Paraguay and U.S.-backed Bolivia lasted for three years in the early '30s,
but it was not instigated by the two. Certainly the contradictions which found expres-
sion in the Japanese invasion of China and German rearmament were more significant
in 1935 than the rivalry between British and U.S. imperialism.
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gould not help but lead to the subordination of the class struggle
m.the different countries to speculation on the international situ-
fmon. In essence it became a ‘“‘stages’ theory, wherein peace and
its prgservation were considered so important and necessary to the
working class and its struggle for revolution that that struggle it-
self tends to be negated. (This was similar and closely related to
gilfficulties in implementing the united front against fascism with
¥ts emphasis on the importance of bourgeois democracy and unit-
ing with all forces opposing fascism within a given country.)

.The problem with approaches like this is that, in the final anal-
ysis, proletarian revolution is, and can only be, made country
by country, and there is and can be no single strategy or set of
!;actlcs universally applicable to reaching that goal. Only by unit-
ing the basic theory of Marxism-Leninism, the science of revolu-
tion, with the particular reality of a given country can the prole-
tariat seize power.

There are times when the struggle of the working class and
masses of a given nation against its own bourgeoisie must be tem-
porarily relegated to second place. In most countries World War 2
alter the invasion of the Soviet Union was such a time, because
of the change it made in the character of the war, as summed up in
the preceding article in this series.

The prewar years of the 1930s were not such a time. The lead-
ors of the Soviet Union were correct in working to utilize every
possible contradiction in the imperialist camp, but the working
class in countries where it was not in power was not in a position
Lo do this in the same way, and, of course, its main task was mak-
ing revolution.

As Mao Tsetung was to say about compromises made after
})Vorld War 2 between the Soviet Union and the U.S., Britain and
‘rance:

“*Such compromise does not require the people in the
countries of the capitalist world to follow suit and make
compromises at home. The people in those countries
will continue to wage different struggles in accordance
with their different conditions.”” 14

T'he principle Mao formulates, through referring to different cir-
cumestances, is applicable to the period before the war as well.
Bosides (and again closely related to) the line of ‘“‘concentra-
tlon of forces against the chief instigators of war at any given
moment,” this mistaken tendency to subordinate the class strug-
gle to the international situation also arose in another guise, that
of defending the Soviet Union. Togliatti proposed the Congress
renolulion on war include the statement (which was adopted in
roughly the same form) that in the event of a counterrevolution-
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ary war against the USSR, “the Communists must call upon all
the working people to help by every means and at any price to -
bring about the victory of the Red Army against the imperialist
armies.”” 15

Certainly the outbreak of any war against the Soviet Union call-
ed for immediate analysis and adjustment of a given Party’s policy,
but defense of the USSR was not its ultimate duty. Certainly
the class conscious workers would want and have to make the
greatest sacrifices in this cause and in most cases it would indeed
become the principal task around which other tasks had to be un-
folded. But it would, for instance, have been wrong in a country
with a rapidly developing revolutionary situation to turn away
from that opportunity—even if the bourgeoisie was trading or al-
lied with the USSR. As for non-war situations like the period fol-
lowing the Congress, the internationalist duties of the proletariat
of the capitalist world, like those of the workers in power in the
Soviet Union, included both defending the USSR and working for
revolution in countries still under bourgeois rule. But the latter
was and had to be overall the principal task of those Parties in
capitalist and colonial countries. To reverse the relationship was,
again, to sacrifice the class struggle.

All these points are naturally clearer in hindsight, with the prac-
tice of communists in the late *30s to sum up and help base our
judgement on. At the time of the Seventh World Congress, the
Comintern leaders were certainly aware of some of the dangers

in what they were proposing. Togliatti spoke directly to this point:

“Tor us it is absolutely indisputable that there is a com-
plete identity of aim between the peace policy of the So-
viet Union and the policy of the working class and the
Communist Parties of the capitalist countries . . . We not
only defend the Soviet Union in general. We defend
concretely its whole policy and each of its acts. But this
identity of aim by no means signifies that at every given
moment there must be complete coincidence in all acts
and on all questions between the tactics of the proletar-
iat and Communist Parties that are still struggling for
power and the concrete tactical measures of the Soviet
proletariat and the CPSU(B), which aiready have the
power in their hands in the Soviet Union.”'6

In its resolutions the Congress was emphatic that Parties were
not to give up the struggle against the war preparations of their

own rulers:

“The Communist Parties of all capitalist countries must
fight: against military expenditures (war budgets), for
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the recall pf military forces from the colonies and man-
datgd @erntories, against militarization measures taken by
capitalist governments, especially the militarization of
the youth, women and the unemployed, against emergen-
cy deprees restricting bourgeois-democratic liberties with
the aim of preparing for war; against restricting the rights
Qf yvprkers employed in war industry plants; against sub-
mdlz_mg the war industry and against trading in or trans-
porting arms. The struggle against war preparation mea-
sures can be conducted only in closest connection with
the defense of the economic interests and political rights
of the workers and other employees, the laboring peas-
ants and urban lower middle class.’”!?

. Bu‘g already at the Congress, difficulties in imple i i
directive simultaneously with the one to concenlgra?éegil:énognﬂézr-
many were becoming clear. Togliatti’s speech was given later in
the Congrgss than those of two leaders of the French Party. Both
had enthusiastically cited their Party’s response to Stalin’s s.tate-
mcr}t of “gnderstanding and approval” toward French military
|)911cy, Whl‘Ch response was the reprinting of the Soviet commu-
nigue on b}g posters under the banner headline, “Stalin Is Right.”
Fqghattl in effect had to speak on behalf of the French com- '
munists to make clear to the Congress the position their Party
was—or should have been—taking. In the section of his speech
dealing with the possibility of different tactical measures being

xlnlpptropriate for the working class in and out of power, he said
hat ’ ’

““in addressing themselves to the bourgeoisie

(:'()uld and had to say to them: ‘Gentl%rnen, you 1131}:1?13;
signed a pact, a limited pact, with the working class of
the Soviet Unign which has the power in its hands, but
you have not signed any pact with the working cla,ss of
our country_, with us. We have no guarantee that you
will not utilize your army, which continues to be a class
army, against the working class of our country and
against the colonial peoples, our allies in the struggle
ugamsig imperialism. We have no guarantee at all that
you will not continue to make the poor, and not the
ru.:h, pay all the necessary expenses for the organization
of this army. We cannot control the manner in which
your class government and your reactionary and fascist
(!}(r.n(\.ral Staff will spend the money that you take away
from the poor in order to pay for the organization of
the army. We have not even any guarantee that, when
the decisive moment arrives, you will remain 103;al to the
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pact you are signing today.

« ‘For all these reasons, gentlemen, we can neither vote
for your military budget: nor give up the struggle against
your government. But please note that this does not
mean that we have no interest in the pact which you
have concluded with the Soviet Union or that we are
indifferent to the manner in which you put it into ef-
fect. We know that in your ranks there are people who
are opposed to this pact, that there exists a section of
the bourgeoisie who would like to tear it up. We will
staunchly defend the pact, because it is an instrument
in the struggle for peace and for the defense of the So-
viet Union. We shall vote for the pact in Parliament
and shall expose any attempt to pursue a policy differ-
ent from or in contradiction to the obligations ensuing
from the pact.” '8

This was good as far as it went. It was, at one and the same
time, a position proclaiming support for the Soviet Union’s diplo-
matic efforts to defend itself and forestall the outbreak of war and
a statement that despite this support there would be no “truce”
in the class war in France.

1t did not, on the other hand, go far enough. It did not suffi-
ciently differentiate between the interests of the Soviet Union
and those of the French bourgeoisie in forming a temporary bloc
against the possibility of aggressive action by Germany. The fact
that the French ruling class did not have the same immediate and
desperate drive to expand as did Germany’s did not make it one
iota less imperialist. Its opposition to Germany had no progressive
aspects except as it coincided with the efforts of the Soviet Union
to preserve peace. Not to make this distinction sharply was, in ef-
fect, to tell the masses of French people, or let them believe, that
they had a common interest with their own bourgeoisie against
that bourgeoisie’s most hated rivals, and thus in “national defense.”

Furthermore, Togliatti’s discussion was the most dialectical ex-
planation in the major speeches at the Congress. The French com-
munists, as pointed out above, were already tending to subordi-
nate the class struggle to the international united front against
fascism—and even more so to the domestic. The last section of
this article will trace the manner in which this tendency, in France
and elsewhere, grew more severe, hindering the struggle for revolu-
tion and leaving the proletariat ill-equipped to handle the actual
outbreak of an imperialist war.

There are two other significant points which came up in discus-
sion at the Congress. The Dutch and other communists raised the
question of what policy should be followed in the event of a rela-
tively small and weak state, like the Netherlands, being attacked
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by one of the imperialist Great Powers even if it was itself an im-
perialist and colonialist country. The Congress resolutions sum-
med up that,

“if any weak state is attacked by one or more big impe-
rialist powers which want to destroy its national indepen-
dence and national unity or to dismember it, . . . a war
conducted by the national bourgeoisie of such a country
to repel this attack may assume the character of a war of
liberation, in which the working class and the Commu-
nists of that country must intervene.”'® (emphasis added)

As a general guideline, this is correct. Lenin addressed this prob-
lem a number of times during World War 1, suggesting, for in-
gtance, in “Socialism and War” that, outside the context of the
imperialist war, a struggle by Belgium to regain its liberation from
German occupation would be just,20

_At this time, the possibility of German or Italian invasion of
neighboring capitalist countries was hardly in the realm of fantasy,
as the German-Italian standoff over Austria the year before had
showed. At the same time the Congress’ position would have
been of far more value had it been made clear that it was incorrect
to speculate that the form the future struggle in these countries
quuld take was a national war of resistance to occupation. Insuf-
ficient attention was paid to the significant possibility that the
bulk of the ruling class of such a small nation would capitulate
without much resistance to an overpowering invasion or, even
more probable, that such an invasion would be taking place in the
context of an all-out interimperialist war, like World War 1, which
would create a very different situation.?! Further it was not em-
phasized that any war which broke out between, say, Germany
and Britain without the involvement of the USSR could not be
other than an imperialist war.

While the likelihood of the outbreak of interimperialist war
was thus downplayed, because of the emphasis on the struggle for
peace, and on the difference between the “aggressor’ imperialists
and those with a stake in “peace,” the Congress did overall uphold
the Leninist line on what stand to take in such a war. Were it to
break out, the tasks of communists in all the combatant countries
would be to work for the defeat of their own bourgeoisie while
e_ntering the army to gain military training and be in the best pos-
gible position to “transform the imperialist war into a civil war.”’22

THE WORLD SITUATION AND THE USSR
ON THE EVE OF WORLD WAR 2

In the second half of the decade, there were three major forces
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confronting one another sharply on the world scene. One was
the rising imperialist powers, Germany, Italy and Japan, which
developed closer political ties with one another as all three push-
ed their campaigns to redivide the imperialist world in their favor.
The second was the major “have” imperialist powers, headed by
Britain, which increasingly followed a policy of ‘“‘appeasing” their
expansive rivals, primarily in order to get them involved in war
with the Soviet Union. The USSR itself was the third force,
which simultaneously had to maneuver to avoid being caught in
the trap laid by the imperialists and at the same time to try and
delay the onset of war.

This section of the article will deal not only with objective de-
velopments in the imperialist world but with the response of the
Soviet Union to them, since it was so inextricably tied to every-
thing that happened in this time period. Soviet policy was basic-
ally a continuation of its efforts from 1933 on to win the estab-
lished imperialist kingpins challenged by the rise of the German,
Italian and Japanese newcomers to a policy of collective security.
The main components of this were agreements aimed at containing
expansion bids by these powers and strong joint steps against
acts of aggression or which threatened peace, through the League
of Nations if possible.

In early 1935, the French bourgeoisie, represented by Foreign
Minister Laval, was looking to tighten up its ties with Italy, trying
to drive a wedge between Italy and Germany as part of the same
policy of isolating Germany which led it to negotiate the Franco-
Soviet Pact. The conflict between Germany and Austria seemed
to present an opportunity to do this, although relations between
the two self-proclaimed fascist powers were already improving as
they shared common interests in opposition to the Versailles
Treaty, the League and the existing division of the world. In des-
peration, the French bourgeoisie, to solidify the bloc it was trying
to build, was willing to give Italy a free hand in the colonial ven-
ture Mussolini was planning in Africa.

Ethiopia

This was the conquest of Ethiopia (also known as Abyssinia at
the time), a feudal kingdom which was one of two independent na-
tions on the continent. Italy held two colonies, Eritrea and Italian
Somalia on the coast of the African Horn. For the Italian bourgeoi- }
sie, control of Ethiopia meant not only control of its large suspect-
ed mineral resources, but linking up the other two colonies into
one of the largest single colonies in Africa. Although Ethiopia was
formally protected by treaties with Britain, France and Italy itself,
guaranteeing territorial integrity and independence, it was no
one’s colony and none of the imperialist Great Powers showed

ORIGINS 33

more than mild alarm as Italy opened a diplomatic and propaganda
oflfensive against it.

On October 2, 1935 the Italian Army invaded. The Ethiopian
people waged a heroic struggle. Its ill-trained army, some units
nrined only with spears, fought desperately against the invaders,
losing battle after battle but retreating to fight again and stall
the Italian advance. Savage bombing attacks and poison gas hit
nol, only military targets but the general population.

The League of Nations, spurred in part by the presence of the
Hoviet Union, passed a resolution condemning Italy’s invasion. To
back this up, the League voted overwhelmingly to impose a set of
veonomic sanctions, though they were weak-kneed, on Italy—for-
bidding sale of war materiel to and all imports from the aggressor.
Many countries just ignored the sanctions and continued trade.
'The U.S. called a boycott on “both belligerents” which helped
llaly since it was far better equipped than Ethiopia. The British
and French, while honoring the sanctions, were worried that Ital-
inn losses and the tying down of its troops would create a situa-
tion of turmoil in Eastern Europe from which Germany or the
UJISSR might benefit. They tried to negotiate a “truce’ which
would immediately cede a substantial part of the invaded country
lo Italy. The masses of people, especially in England, erupted in
outrage at this conniving at and prettifying of aggression and the
plan was dropped.

But Britain could have stopped the war in short order, simply
by closing off the Suez Canal, which it controlled, to Italian ship-
ping. It did not, fearing problems in Eastern Europe, the rise of
revolutionary struggle in Italy itself and that closer ties between
Mussolini and Hitler would result. In sharp contrast was the prin-
cipled position of the Soviet Union, which had no relations with
lithiopia and a decade of friendly diplomatic ties with Italy, not
1o mention a growing trade. Nevertheless, the Soviet leaders not
only sent aid to Ethiopia and voted for and implemented all sanc-
tions on Italy, it also stopped shipping oil to Italy although the
imperialists in the League chose not to consider it as a ““‘war ma-
torial,”

Unfazed by the limp-wristed sanctions, Italy withdrew from the
League, joining Germany and Japan on the outside, and pushed
on, finalizing its conquest on May 9, 1936. Two months later the
lL.eague voted to drop even the formality of sanctions.

While this was going on Germany had taken its next step. Since
Versailles and under the terms of the Locarno Pact as well, the
RRhineland area of Germany which bordered on France had been a
demilitarized zone. On March 7, 1936, the Germany Army march-
od in and reoccupied it. At the same time, Hitler announced a
variety of peace proposals which were designed to cause confu-
sion and promote lengthy diplomatic discussion and thus to avoid
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any retaliatory moves.

The Soviet Union pointed to the conquest of Ethiopia and the
remilitarization of the Rhineland to underline the importance of
its policy of collective security. Its Commissar of Foreign Affairs,
Maxim Litvinov, called on the League of Nations to help build
this:

“We should make it our concern to have all continents
and, for a start, at least all Europe covered with a system
of regional pacts, on the strength of which groups of
States would undertake to protect particular sectors from
aggression.”

These pacts were designed to strengthen the anti-aggression clauses
in the League covenant and be linked with one another through
the League, or otherwise they would become ‘“‘nothing but pre-
war groups of alliances.”23 But despite Soviet efforts the various
imperialist Great Powers would not follow this course.

German-Italian Intervention in Spain

In the absence of any restraints posing a real threat, Germany
and Ttaly took another long step which pointed toward world war—
this time jointly, in Spain. In early 1936, a cabinet supported by
a popular front of the type called for at the 7th World Congress of
the Comintern had been elected to head the Spanish government.
Backed by the socialists and the small Communist Party, it was
composed mostly of bourgeois politicans who simultaneously
made concessions to the masses and attempted to defuse their
struggles. For large sections of the Spanish ruling class, which was
made up not only of capitalists but feudal landlords, monarchist
elements, and high ranking figures from the state, military and
Catholic bureaucracies, this approach was too dangerous and too
generous.

On July 18, 1936, General Franco and other officers based in
Spain’s North African colonies led a revolt to overthrow the Re-
public, supported by these elements. The reactionary uprising
would have been crushed at birth, had it not been for the backing
of Ttaly and Germany, which had cooperated in the conspiracy.
The troops commanded by the main rebellious generals reached
Spain itself in Italian and German airplanes and warships to sup-
port coordinated insurrections there made by other officers, gov-
ernment officials and the fascist Falange organization. Without
the main force from Africa, these smaller risings would have been
isolated and cleaned up one by one and the bulk of the Army of
Africa would have been stranded because when Navy officers had
tried to turn their ships over to the rebellion, the sailors rose up,
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killed the traitors and declared for the Republic.

I'rom its start, the other capitalist Great Powers refused to
throw their backing to the democratically elected (and emphatical-
Iy non-Communist) government of Spain, with which they had
fricndly relations, against the German and Italian supported at-
Luek.,

In lact, as the revolt settled into a full-scale civil war by the Fall,
the British government proposed and won French backing for a
policy of ““non-intervention,” by terms of which no arms or other
mulitary material would be permitted to be shipped to either side
in Spain. Germany, Italy and Portugal, which was also aiding Fran-
o, all expressed interest in taking part in the arrangement. Al-
though from the beginning it had supported the Spanish Republic
nnd masses against the attack, the Soviet Union agreed to set aside
it4 right to deal with the Spanish government and take part. The
I'rench ruling class placed particular pressure on the USSR to do
this, threatening Franco-Soviet ties to make their point, another
example of the difficulties that arise in the course of making use
ol contradictions in the imperialist camp.

While an international commission was established, met and
talked and talked to determine how the embargo on which every-
one had agreed would be enforced, Germany and Italy continued
(o pump military supplies and aid to Franco’s forces. The Spanish
md Soviet delegates repeatedly documented these violations in
the commission meetings but no action was taken. Thus, begin-
ning in October the Soviet Union recommenced arms shipments
to the Spanish government,

'I'he USSR and Mexico, however, were the only countries will-
ing Lo ship large quantities of war materiel to the Republic. Al-
though millions of dollars worth, including tanks and fighter
planes, were shipped along with some military and training person-
nel, the USSR, in part due to geographical distance and the ab-
sence of a cooperative neighboring country like Portugal to unload
in an transship through, was unable to match the extent of the aid
provided by Italy and Germany.

'The Italian government put up the larger stake on Franco—in-
¢luding trained troops numbering over 50,000. Germany was
more sparing, particularly of personnel—its main unit was the
6,000 man Condor Legion, a combined air attack group including
lighters, bombers and ground support and defense units. It was
the Condor Legion which carried out the notorious terror bomb-
ing raid on the Basque village of Guernica, killing 1654 men, wom-
on and children. German arms carried a heavy price, too. In late
1938 when Franco desperately needed supplies to launch a new
offensive, Germany would not consider delivery until Franco had
ngreed to 40% participation by German capital in Spanish iron
mines and to the repayment of debts in iron ore. Italy and Ger-
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many both used the Spanish Civil War as a school and testing
ground for military tactics, like the saturation terror bombing of
Guernica, as preparation for the future wars both by now antici-
pated being more directly involved in.

Despite Franco’s powerful allies, the Spanish people, with sup-
port from the masses, if not governments, the world over, contin-
ued their heroic fight. For three years they delivered severe set-
backs to domestic reaction and its imperialist backers before final-
ly meeting defeat (more on international support and the internal
aspects of the Spanish Civil War in the following section).

Japan’s Invasion of China Continues

The dialectical motion toward war was continuing to develop.
In March, 1937 obviously encouraged by the successes of its op-
posite numbers in Europe, Japan launched an invasion from colo-
nized Manchuria south into the heartland of China without both-
ering to declare war. While Chiang Kai-shek and the Kuomintang
government were now part, in fact nominally at the head, of an
anti-Japanese national front with the Chinese Communist Party,
this had not given them appreciably more backbone (more on this
in the next section). First Peking, then Shanghai, Nanking, Han-
kow, and by the Fall of 1938 Canton fell, leaving all China’s ports,
the overwhelming majority of its manufacturing capacity and
much of its most productive agricultural areas under Japanese oc-
cupation.

The Soviet Union was again first and foremost among countries
coming to the aid of the victims of aggression. On August 21,
1937 a Sino-Soviet Non-Aggression Pact was signed and in the first
half of the next year the USSR gave the Chinese government a
$100 million loan. Since Chiang Kai-shek was constrained by the
united front, anti-Japanese popular opinion and the defensive po-
sition of his government, the Soviets were able to deliver these
loans in the form of weapons, including fliers to pilot the planes
it provided, with some confidence they would be used against Ja-
van or at least not in a campaign against the CCP and the liberated
areas under its control.

Even the KMT’s delegate to the League of Nations paid tribute
to the role of the Soviet Union, saying, “Except for one state . . .
the members of the League of Nations have done very little to
support China in its struggle against aggression, in the interests of
international law and order.”24

During this period the Soviet Union also repeatedly smashed
small-scale Japanese probes against its territory and that of the
Mongolian People’s Republic, convinecing the Japanese bourgeoisie
and general staff that those military leaders pushing for war with
the USSR were nuts,
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Appeasement

But the center of interimperialist conflict was unquestionably
lturope and the diplomatic situation was growing more unfavora-
bie to the Soviet Union and the masses of people. Germany con-
¢luded a formal alliance with Japan in November, 1936 which
Italy joined the next year. This agreement bore the name the An-
Li-Comintern Pact and was billed as the world’s vanguard against
the red menace. In keeping with this, Germany commenced mak-
ing demands in an easterly direction, calling for all “racial Ger-
mans” to be reunited with the fatherland—meaning Austria, the
Sudetenland section of Czechoslovakia and the Danzig corridor
in Poland.

This was a shrewd move on Hitler’s part as it played right into
the main tendency in viewing the international situation in the
British ruling class, which was a policy known as appeasement. In
ossence, this policy consisted of a further development of the Brit-
ish approach to Germany since the time of the Locarno Treaty—
keep tight constraints on Germany’s western borders and permit
it ruling class more freedom to the east. The idea was that this
would bring German interests into direct conflict with those of the
Soviet proletarian state and give Hitler an opportunity to make
Kood on his well-publicized designs on the Ukraine and the Cau-
cnsus and on his equally well-publicized hatred of “Bolshevism.”
'he ensuing war would so weaken both enemies as to secure for
the British ruling class its continued position of dominance in the
world, even if shared with the U.S., and perhaps even the oppor-
Lunity to mold the future of both combatants in the direction of
its choosing.

"There were, of course, those in British finance capital and poli-
Lics who supported the appeasement policies at least in large part
for other reasons—politically sympathies with Hitler; pacifist senti-
ments; misunderstanding the economic and political forces driving
the fascist government of Germany to war and the consequent as-
sumption that, given concessions like a few colonies in Africa and
all the German speaking areas of Europe, the Nazi government
would settle down and become a force for stability in Europe; in-
Lorests in investment or trade with Germany which an antagonistic
policy would menace; and so on. These tendencies were fed, and
spread among the masses, by the fact that the main reasoning be-
hind appeasement could hardly be expressed publicly at a time
when the masses had proved their readiness to respond with angry
protest when the rulers winked at acts of aggression like the inva-
slon of Ethiopia.

Instead the policy was justified precisely in terms of rectifying
the inequities of Versailles, the justness and reasonableness of
many of Germany’s demands, the horrors of modern war and Ger-
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man might, the desirability of peace, the efficacy of negotia-
tions and the like. Thus, while not the central thrust of the policy,
the manner in which it was carried out did help spread the line of
“peace at any price”” in the media and among the masses, especial-
ly sections of the petty bourgeoisie. In fact, this public opinion
then had a certain reflex effect in pushing British foreign policy
and leading political figures toward the line used to rationalize it.

In practice, one of the most direct forms this policy took was a
series of talks between various diplomats and Hitler to try and de-
velop the basis for official treaty negotiations. While these made
for generally civil relations between the two countries, a number of
stumbling blocks prevented the negotiations from getting under-
way. One of the main ones was Britain’s total disinclination to re-
turn to Germany all those colonies she had taken over at the end
of World War 1. Even here Britain was willing to make certain con-
cessions. In conversation with Hitler, the British Ambassador said
that the European colonies in Central Africa could be redistributed
and “Germany would be considered in this redistribution, and
would therefore have a colonial possession under her sovereignty.

Even as the appeasement policy was becoming more dominant,
with its principal spokesman Neville Chamberlain becoming Prime
Minister in 1937, a countervailing tendency was growing. Although
some Labor Party politicians supported it, this trend was centered
among a group of dissidents from the ruling Conservative Party.
Sharing the general ruling class hatred and fear of socialism and
the Soviet Union, they nevertheless saw Germany as a greater im-
mediate danger to the British Empire and were willing to deal with
the more distant devil to strike at the one closer to home. Winston
Churchill, who was the main figure in this group, spoke frequently
with Soviet diplomats, encouraging them to pursue the policy of
collective security and pledging to continue his efforts to win the
British ruling class to it.*

With the failure of its attempt to bring Italy into its anti-Ger-
man bloc and the rearming of the Rhine, the French bourgeoisie
now moved toward reliance on the British ruling class as it had be-
fore World War 1. Both the bourgeoisie and its “socialist’ ser-
vants in the Popular Front government feared closer ties with the

»25

*Churchill made it eminently clear that at heart he was a reactionary and a die#\ard an-
ti-communist and that even for the Soviet Union, unity with him could only be tactical
and undertaken with extreme care, A good example of his stand came when, after origi-
nally supporting the embargo of the Spanish Republic, he moved to back the Republic
in 1938. As he explained to a journalist, “'Franco has all the right on his side because he
loves his country. Also Franco is defending Europe from the communist danger—if you
wish to put it in those terms. But |, | am Engtish, and 1 prefer the triumph of the wrong
cause. | prefer that the other side wins, because Franco could be an upset or a threat to
British interests, and the others no.”” {quoted in Hugh Thomas, The Spanish Civil War,
New York, Harper Colophon, 1963, p. 531n.}
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.H’nviu.t Union. Among other things, it would strengthen the already
wrowing prestige and influence of the French Communist Party
nmong the workers and other strata and might put France in the
position of having to send support to the Spanish Republic.

‘I'he growing French dependency on Britain meant there was lit-
(e danger of such developments. In fact, the Franco-Soviet Pact,
while still in effect, was increasingly regarded by the French gov-
ernment as lapsed in practice. Along with this came a growth of
nppeasement sentiment. In France, where the CP and the working
cluss movement were both stronger than in Britain, so was pro-
I‘:.nscist sentiment in the ruling circles, even though the French fas-
cist groups had suffered severe setbacks. For example, one prom-
inent member of the French Academy, the cream of the country’s
bourgeois intelligentsia, proclaimed, ““I feel closer to Hitler and his
men, infinitely closer than to the Communists.”’26  The bland con-
ldence of the French General Staff that its Maginot line of forts
nnd bunkers was impregnable and France permanently safe from
Gierman attack also helped fuel appeasement sentiment.

As for the other capitalist Great Power, the United States, some
relatively small sections of the ruling class openly supported Hitler,
like Henry Ford who had given the Nazis economic backing well
hefore they took power. The main trend in the U.S. ruling class
was similar to appeasement and had the same effect. It was isola-
tionism, a long-standing position despite the growing stake of U.S.
enpital in Europe and Asia. For instance, although not a part of
the Non-Intervention Commission, the Roosevelt government
pushed through Congress an Embargo Act forbidding shipment of
war materiel to either side in Spain, winning Franco’s grateful com-
ment that the president was a “true gentleman.” To Japan the
/.S, acted more like philanthropists—as the Japanese Army threw
inell against Chiang Kai-shek, who was closely leashed to U.S. and
Writish imperialism, U.S. corporations were stepping up shipments
ol erap steel, chemicals and other supplies the Japanese war ma-
vhine would have stalled without. (This is not to say, of course
Lhat the firms involved weren’t raking in cash hand over fist——thi’s
wa, like normal capitalist philanthropies, highly profitable to
those who ran it.)

l/ISSIt Steps Up Preparation

This period was obviously one of great difficulties for the leader-
ship of the USSR as they continued trying to isolate the up-and-
roming imperialists by uniting with their better established rivals.
Hoeing the handwriting on the wall, they also stepped up prepara-
Lionk agrainst the likelihood of war. The obvious and numerous
neuty of well financed domestic fascists and Nazi agents in various
lhuropean countries large and small indicated to Soviet leaders the
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danger of the same thing in their own country, so they undertook
a vast purge of the Communist Party and the Red Army. The
principal target was members of the Bloc of Rights and Trotsky-
ites, who were working for Germany and Japan as the only route
to power in the USSR open to them. Their chief and guru, Leon
Trotsky, had admitted as early as 1931 that his chance depended
on “when an opportunity is presented from the outside—perhaps

a war or a new European intervention when the weakness of the
government would act as a stimulus.””2? Trotsky was in Mexico,
working to coordinate these plots to sabotage socialism and Soviet
foreign policy. He and his followers wrote frequently for reaction-
ary and pro-German publications like the American magazines Lib-
erty and American Mercury, turning out articles claiming the So-
viet economy was in a state of collapse, its armed forces worthless,
its people on the verge of rebellion, etc. This played right into the
hands of publicists for appeasement everywhere, who used these
fabrications to paint the USSR as a weak and unreliable ally and
at the same time as easy pickings for Germany.

In these purges mistakes and excesses were unquestionably com-
mitted, based on errors in Marxist-Leninist theory and analysis.
Stalin and the Soviet leadership failed to understand that class
struggle continues under socialism even after the basic transforma-
tion of ownership and the differences between contradictions
among the people and those between the people and the class ene-
my. As a result there was a tendency to blame all erroneous lines
and other problems on the activities of foreign agents, not under-
standing how they primarily developed as a result of class struggle
and other contradictions in the building of socialism.*

Despite the errors that were made, the purge succeeded.in ex-
posing and cleaning out Trotskyites, foreign agents and other ele-
ments conspiring against socialism so well that the Soviet Union
was the only country in Europe which had no significant fifth
column ready to perform the bidding of the Nazi invaders.

Meanwhile Soviet military preparations were growing even faster"

than the leaps in the economy as a whole during the second Five
Year Plan, from 1933 to 1937. Between 1933 and 1939 Soviet
arms expenditures increased 27 times over! While part of this

went in the form of aid to Spain and China, the bulk was devoted '

to building the Red Army into a great defensive bulwark. Unhke
the armed forces of the other Great Powers, the Soviet Union’s
were mainly defensive in character. For example, its Navy was
oriented toward coastal defense, with relatively few capital ships.

*In the course of summing up the experience of the socialist revolution in China and the

capitalist restoration in the USSR, Mao Tsetung analyzed the danger of capitalist restora-

tion and the means to prevent it—continuing the revolution under the dictatorship of

the proletariat.
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(lermany Moves on Austria, Czechoslovakia

The next major victim of the policy of appe i
!Itv(:op,:mzu?g that Italy would have tosgake g %aii{egézﬂ:gv aGSerArlegla.
in Lheir alliance, Mussolini gave his OK to the Nazis to make the'ry
move. The Germans made a series of rapid fire demands on the 1
/\'ustnan government, which the fascist Chancellor von Schusch
nigg c?nceded to alrpost as fast as they were made. But realizir;g
Illtler_s plan, hg gu}ckly proposed a plebiscite on Wheth,er or not
Austria should._]_om into a Greater Germany. Germany’s rulers
('l!ragefi, knowmg that they would lose such a vote, and dis enswgre
with diplomatic niceties. German troops rolled int,o Auqtrig une
(:htll‘lenged on March 12, 1938 and announced its annexgition ]

' Ihp Austrian bourgeoisie provided virtually no resistance t'o the
invasion. A few had left the country earlier. Austrian Nazis as-
sured the others, even ones who hadn’t supported their movement
I.Imt:, 'flnnexatlon would not result in any loss of their property or ,
position, that tk_ley would just become lesser frogs in the larng
|)Qnd of the Thqul Reich. The forces of the working class, which
might have organized and led opposition to the German o’nslaught
had bgen broken and fragmented by the terror imposed by the ’
/'\lu:@“cr];anﬂk;ourggois@e’s fascists after the betrayal of the working
:r}:fs' | y the capitalists’ valets in the leadership of the social demo-

\_fictory in Austria set the stage for Hitler’s mo
vukl_a, where the German bourgeoisie had built an‘gef(i)r?aggggh: lsg -e
Nuzymovement called the Homeland Front among the 3,000 000g

uLh_mc Germans in the Sudetenland area. Czechoslovakia{ had,
built strong .defenses against Germany, but now there were Ger-
man troops in Austria along Czechoslovakia’s ill-defended southern
lt)order. In April, right gfter its Austrian victory, the German mili-
:1l$¥o%%?aﬂggcggf e%)la_nnmg for the invasion of Czechoslovakia and
# Diopas Grermans.nswe was launched alleging atrocities against the
In this planning, the German ruling class w i
np_pqasement policies of its imperialis%; rivals, alflii?;*nj&}?o%c: rilntille
original plan for Czechoslovakia, “I shall only decide on actionl?f
[ am a}bsqlutely convinced, as in the case of the occupation of tlll
d(}mlhtarlzed zone [the Rhineland—JBT] and our entry into Au ;
L'rla, t_hat France .Will not intervene, and that as a result Britain WSI-H
likewise dq nothing.”28 This is a sharp demonstration that the ef
ll'(})r:ll(b) r’lco bulllg gollec?ve security being pursued by the Soviet -
, could have, if impl i i
I e pension aggré)sgrgf.nted, indeed erected barriers to Ger-
But Hitler had not misjudged his opposite numbers. By Fall, it
was clear that Germany was prepared to take every step to res,s
ils demands that the Sudeten be ceded. British Prime Minislt):er
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Chamberlain made a surprise trip to Germany to meet with Hitler
on September 15 and in the name of peace promised him most of
west and northwest Czechoslovakia, then returned home to imple-
ment this betrayal and win French support.

The British applied intense pressure to the French government
to ignore its commitment to defend Czechoslovakia. The two
countries issued a joint ultimatum to the Czech government to
surrender the territory. The Czechoslovakian masses reacted with
fury and the bourgeoisie officially rejected the ultimatum on
September 20. The Commuynist Party in Czechoslovakia organized
resistance to the Great Powers’ betrayal, including helping build a
general strike on September 22. The army was mobilized. Ger-
many’s rulers, a week from readiness according to their secret in-
vasion schedule, stalled by angrily making harsher demands.

Throughout this period the Soviet Union made every effort to
keep its treaty commitments to Czechoslovakia. First and fore-
most, Soviet diplomats struggled with the French government to
honor their agreements to Czechoslovakia and to help the Soviets
honor theirs by negotiating passage for Red Army units through

Romania or Poland, nations over whose rulers the French ruling
class had a good deal of influence. The French, however, refused
to break with the British and their appeasement policies.

When the Czech government asked the USSR directly in the
midst of the crisis if it would honor its treaty obligations, the re-
ply was, “Yes, at once and effectively.” And if France did not,
would the Soviet government still keep its pledge? “Yes, in every
respect.” The USSR proceeded to move 30 infantry divisions to
its western frontier. Hundreds of bombers, fighters and transport
planes were concentrated in forward military districts.

This move by the Soviet Union was in the main correct not
merely because it honored the obligations it had undertaken under
the Czech-Soviet Treaty and the League Covenant, but because of
the objective situation at the time. The Czechoslovak Army was
modern, well equipped and fully mobilized and with Soviet help
stood an excellent chance of defeating any German aggression.
While the Soviet Union’s willingness to act carried the danger of
involvement in the war with Germany the British appeasers in par-
ticular were trying to instigate, at the same time Czechoslovakia
was clearly the best and probably last chance of erecting a parrier?”
to German expansion short of a world war. Certainly if Czechoslo-

vakia defended itself with Soviet help the pressure of the masses
of the world’s people for support would have been enormous. If

this policy had been successful in bottling for a time German expan-

sion, it would have greatly heightened sharp contradictions in a
German economy by now overwhelmingly geared for war, a Ger-
man ruling class split over Hitler’s bold policies, and German socie-
ty with the masses suffering, uneasy and constantly bombarded
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wi?hi%itagontagout the “fatherland’s invineibility.”
ughout Europe, the tension was extreme aﬂd t
5 the o th
?‘{1 s&obilﬁ ;:rélr seemed HSI]I;ment. But on September 29 H?t?(;? Sasg(si
J were joined by Mussolini and French P i
dier at a conference in German i hembera oo
' y—at Munich. Chamberlai
Daladier agreed to Hitler’s term st oy
) . s. Germany would an 2
Czechoslovakia, a quarter of its i i Y
l a, lation, its main def
half its heavy industry, i Dror s ; G e o
y, in return for a pledge to
ders of what was left of Czecho i 5 e ot
slovakia. The British and
told the Czechoslovakian i it ta s
' . government it had no choice but to gi
in. Under this pressure, the Czech the Scvio
Usioms ofior of fo (,)n o S government spurned the Soviet
. er 1, 1938 the Weh
ooion’s ) 1, . /ehrmacht (the
Germ Army) rolled into the territory assigned it in the agree-
Czechoslovakia, like Austria before i i
, ore it, graphically emphasi
g;lf) 1(1)5 ;hceo llrlzaéltip:,r;blems_.tfac?{‘ihby the Soviet Unionyin itg effz)zlrefc(s]1
: security. e bourgeoisies of small itali
countries could not necessaril i ot agg st
y be relied on to resist i
from one of the Great Powers i oo sunp
¢ , even if i
by 13 ngl‘cllon as powerful as the USSR gusranteed outside support
eville Chamberlain returned hom‘e to Britai i
nbe . itain with a self- -
gdehalc,), I};roclalmm‘g‘ that Munich meant peace and quotfﬁg Sa}:;alfg
ﬂp are’s Henry IV, “. . . out of this nettle, danger, we pluck thi
ower, safety.” ’ ’ P N
The Soviet newspaper Isvetia res inti
] . ponded by pointing out th
g;(rel gggursx?)gﬁeh?gs 11(; the pl}%]zy are ‘“The purpose you fndgrtakitis
; riends you have named uncertain; the ti i
unsorted; and your whole pl i unterpo; o
gre%tlan e plot too light for the counterpoise of so
e warning went unheeded. France and Britain
; . were
;)Vgl)teﬁxgl :(émmlzt%d 'to the path of pushing Germany towarélsovvgar
oviet Union. The French Foreign Minist
denounce the Franco-Soviet Tre £ e
the ) aty. Newspapers and dipl i
Bouqhes alike in the ca}pltalist world were full of specula%:)ic?l?s1 ?kl)((:)ut
aIIl—I }ndependent Russian Ukraine under German tutelage.”
0 itler was able ‘gq take a hint, although he didn’t take ii: where
_ e'French and Br}tlsh wanted him to. On March 15, 1939, with-
Lnof:;(dr;lig?tg?t(l)efrhls I'zlf]gg?; to respect Czechoslovakia”s diminished
, sent the troops in again and slept that ni i
t‘k:e palace of fche old Bohemian Royal Family. Trile Czecrklllf)};g\lrliln-
‘c‘(_,s C§)f Boheml,:il and Moravia were annexed to Germany and an
hlr(li fependemt puppet state of Slovakia set up in the rest, which
Aa ully as much 1qdependence as did Japan’s Manchuku’o
o r?li)ng the other thmgg the German ruling class gained witflout a
tlg t as a result of Munich and the follow-up invasion were 500
anks, 1500 planes and 25 arms plants including the Skoda and

Bren works, two of the largest and most modern in Europe
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Further, it was the capitulation policy of France and Britain at
Munich which had convinced the Nazis not only that they could
safely seize the rest of Czechoslovakia, but also that they could
finalize their deal with Franco and give the Rebel Army in Spain
the military aid mentioned previously with no danger of their impe-
rialist rivals going to bat for the Republic. Franco was thus able
to launch an all-out offensive against Republican territory which
finally won victory in the last days of March 1939. At this time
Franco showed his gratitude by joining the “Anti-Comintern
Pact.” Although the Spanish people had finally been defeated by
reactionaries backed to the hilt by Germany and Italy, they had
not fought in vain. The Italian Army had been hurt—6000 dead,
many times that number wounded and untold tons of equipment
destroyed—and hurt badly enough that it was unable to rebuild
fully before the actual outbreak of World War 2.

As the tens of thousands of Italian troops returned home, Mus-
solini pointed at an atlas open to a map of Spain and told his for-
eign minister with a mixture of relief and bravado, “It has been
open in this way for nearly three years and that is enough. But
I know already that I must open it at another page.” Italy did in-
deed invade another country only a week later, April 7, but now
Mussolini was taking smaller bites—the target was Albania, then a
small kingdom already dominated by Italy. But as shown in the
previous article, this was a mouthful which Italy and its German
ally were soon to find stuck hard in their throats.

By this point the British ruling class was increasingly alarmed
at the results of its government’s appeasement policy. A large and
increasingly powerful German state loomed over Europe, allied
with Spain and Italy and with a number of Eastern European
countries like Hungary more or less in its camp as well. Chamber-
lain, who had been made a chump by Hitler’s promises to him at
Munich, made a speech in the immediate aftermath of the final
fall of Czechoslovakia in which he ventured to ask, “Is this, in
fact, a step in the direction of an attempt to dominate the world
by force?”

The Soviet Union was willing to walk the extra mile in a final
effort to bring all possible forces to bear on the fascist powers but
at the same time they issued a stern warning to the bourgeoisies of
the non-fascist imperialist countries. The warning was given by
Stalin himself at the 18th Party Congress of the CPSU(B) in March
of 1939, the first congress in five years.

In the first part of his report to the Congress on the work of the
Central Committee, he analyzed developments in the world situa-
tion since 1934, starting with the growth of a bloc of states out to
redivide the world. The speech continued the Soviet tendency, al-
so current in the Comintern, to portray the imperialist powers as
falling into two categories, “aggressor states” and ‘‘nonaggressor
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democralic states.” This summed up certain current characteristics
hut tonded to raise them as absolutes, without sufficiently identi-
fying both types as imperialist and inevitably bound to defend and
axpand their interests by means of war when they could no longer
to w0 by peaceful forms of politics.

Al the same time, Stalin denounced the policy of appeasement
and “'‘non-intervention” and exposed how it was an effort at “egg-
ing the Germans on to march farther east, promising them easy
plekings, and prompting them: ‘Just start war on the Bolsheviks
mnd everything will be all right.” ”” He further condemned efforts
Lo *incense the Soviet Union against Germany, to poison the at-
mosphere and to provoke a conflict with Germany without any
visible grounds.” He predicted in a materialist fashion the proba-
hle consequences of these schemes:

“Far be it from me to moralize on the policy of non-
Intervention, to talk of treason, treachery and so on. It
would be naive to preach morals to people who recog-
nize no human morality. Polities is politics, as the old,
case-hardened bourgeois diplomats say. It must be re-
marked, however, that the big and dangerous political
pame started by the supporters of the policy of non-in-
lervention may end in a serious fiasco for them.”

l"in'ully Stalin issued a clear warning to the French, British and
American bourgeoisies in the course of laying out “the tasks of
the Party in the sphere of foreign policy”:

*1. To continue the policy of peace and of strength-
oning business relations with all countries;

*2. To be cautious and not allow our country to be
drawn into conflicts by warmongers who are accustom-
("l(l Lo have others pull the chestnuts out of the fire for
hoem;

"*3. To strengthen the might of our Red Army and
Rod Navy to the utmost;

"4, To strengthen the international bonds of friend-
ship with the working people of all countries, who are
Interested in peace and friendship among nations.’29

The warning contained in the second point was underlined on
Mny 3, when Maxim Litvinov, who had done a brilliant job on the
diplomatic front in fighting for collective security, was replaced
aM People’s Commissar of Foreign Affairs by V. M. Molotov, a
Politburo member. This was a clear message that the Soviet
Unlon was considering a change of policy. Still the Soviet Union
continued to propose conferences to lead to a Franco-Soviet-Brit-
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ain Pact including a military agreement designating the responsibil-
ities of each party should war break out. The British stallgd and
stalled, while continuing to conduct secret negotiations with Ger-
many.

Itywas finally agreed that a pact should be signed and a joint
French and British military mission was dispatched to Moscow—
by boat instead of airplane. When it finally arrived, it turned out
the delegation was made up of low-ranking officelqs and not em-
powered to negotiate or sign any agreement. Obviously, France .
and Britain were unwilling to pursue seriously a policy of collective
security, which was the only possible way of forestalling the war
which was about to erupt.

For the leaders of the USSR, the time had come to dump the
idea of collective security. The main task was now to prevent the
German-Soviet war the British and French bourgeoisies were so
eagerly trying to provoke. Taking advantange of the same d1v_1-
sions in the imperialist world it had used earlier, but from a differ-
ent angle, the Soviet Union answered feelers that the German rul-
ing class, equally disinclined (though of course from different
principles) to play sucker for France and Brltalq, had put out.
During August of 1939 the two countries negp’majced a nonaggres-
sion pact with Germany as detailed in the article in The Commu-
nist, Vol. 1, No. 1. .

With war just over the horizon, this pact determined that the
war when it broke out would be an interimperialist one between
the blocs headed by Germany and Britain. With this move, the
Soviet Union outflanked the moves by Britain and France to
send the entire weight of Nazi Germany against the USSR angi .
bought valuable time to step up preparations against the possibil-
ity of being dragged into the conflict later.

THE COMMUNIST PARTIES AFTER
THE SEVENTH WORLD CONGRESS

The response of communists to the developing situation fiuring
the late 1980s was characterized among other things by an impres-
sive show of proletarian internationalism. For example, even be-

fore the Italian invasion of Abyssinia began, when its offensive was g

still in the realm of propaganda and diplomacy, committeeg to de-
fend the Ethiopian people were established in many countries.
The Italian invasion saw mass demonstratipns.and big educatlor}al
campaigns. These were particularly effective in Black communi-
ties in the United States, where strong feelings of common oppres-
sion and solidarity were developed. By and lgrge, the somal-.dem-
ocratic parties in Europe refused to do anythmg other than issue
resolutions in support of the virtually meaningless League of l\{a.-
tions sanctions, which weakened the effect of many of the activi-
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ties. Nevertheless, dock workers and seamen in various ports were
in some cases able to “hot cargo” (refuse to handle) goods bound
lor Italy, and Italian embassies were put under virtual siege by dem-
onstrators.

The same kind of support continued on an even more extensive
scale for China. In addition to other political and educational
campaigns, millions of dollars were collected worldwide to send
medical supplies and other aid to the communist-led guerrilla
forces in north China, which Chiang Kai-shek naturally did not
bother to supply.

As part of this aid campaign, the Communist Parties of Canada
and the United States sponsored the trip to work in China of Dr.
Norman Bethune, whose spirit Mao Tsetung characterized as ‘“‘the
spirit of internationalism, the spirit of communism.”’

The greatest effort of all, however, was that on behalf of Spain.
There were worldwide demonstrations of support and demanding
the embargo against the Republic be dropped. The proletariat al-
so worked to break the embargo by collecting millions of dollars
in aid for Spain and whenever possible set up its own embargo
against the aggressors. For instance in the first week of December,
1937 ships carrying goods to Germany were ‘“hot cargoed” in
Southhampton, England and Marseilles, France, while workers in
Glasglow held a strike against being ordered to handle such ships.
iven in Nazi Germany coal miners in the Ruhr and seamen in
Hamburg held work stoppages against materials destined for
Franco. (During this same period dockers on the U.S. West Coast
gave the same treatment to war materiel bound for Japan, while in
Freemantle, Australia, they refused to refuel Japanese vessels.)

But towering even above these efforts were the International
Brigades. First formed in late 1936, these were military units of
the Spanish Republican Army made up of foreign volunteers from
the world over. German and Italian workers dared the concentra-
tion camps to slip out of their countries and join others who were
already in the Brigades. There were also battalions which were
principally French and Belgian, Polish, Hungarian, Yugoslav and
Albanian, Bulgarian, American and Canadian, and British and
Irish in composition, with fighters from over 40 nations taking
part. Although communists were the chief organizers of the Inter-
national Brigades, they were very broad, drawing socialists, trade
unionists and various supporters of Spain with openly bourgeois
politics—or no explicit political affiliations at all. Over 40,000
men fought with the Brigades over the course of the war, although
there never numbered more than 18,000 soldiers at any one time.

The earliest formed Brigades went into battle with less than a
month of training on November 7, 1936, when Franco’s troops
were penetrating into Madrid, trying to deal a death blow to the
Republic by seizing the country’s capital. Their heroism and the
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inspiration this show of international support gave the population
of the city helped turn the tide of battle and after three weeks of
fighting, Madrid was saved. The International Brigades continued
to play an incalculably valuable role in training Spanish troops and
in battle after battle continuing to fight after suffering losses that
would have destroyed normal military units in a bourgeois army.
Of 10,000 Frenchmen who fought in Spain over 3000 were killed,
1600 of 3300 Americans died, of 2500 British volunteers 500 were
killed and 1200 wounded. Not professional soldiers, but workers,
students, unemployed and others, they had come hundreds and
thousands of miles to put their lives on the line in the struggle
against reaction, fascism and aggression.

It is important to look past this, however, at the other and con-
siderable effects the changes in the international situation and the
changes in policy discussed at the 7th World Congress had on the
work of individual Communist Parties around the world.

Within the Fascist Countries

Within the fascist countries, the creation of the united front was
obviously a task undertaken under the most difficult conditions.
In Italy, Germany and even Japan (where the Party had been far
weaker than the other two) communists were able to make contact
with the remnants of social-democratic, trade union, religious,
bourgeois democratic, intellectual and artistic and other illegal
or dissident parties and groups. Further, they penetrated the fas-
cist mass workers’, women’s, youth, sports, etc. organizations, the
only legal forms which the people were permitted to join, to
agitate and, when possible, use these outfits to carry on the strug-
gle against their creators and masters.

The unity struck with other forces was focussed on and largely
limited to the struggle for a bourgeois democratic republic. Un-
fortunately, the communists in general confined themselves com-
pletely within these limits. Rather than educating the proletariat
and all other possible forces to the need for the overthrow not
only of fascism and to the impending war, they restricted agita-
tion and propaganda to questions of bourgeois democracy. Ger-
many was a country where the decade preceding the Nazi acces-
sion to power had been characterized by a period of the worst
inflation in history, massive unemployment, political instability,
victimization by the victor powers of World War 1, and widespread
crime, decadence and degeneracy. While the masses hated the hor-
rors of fascist rule, return to the old way was not necessarily a
banner they would flock fo either.

The slogan of a democratic republic was not in itself wrong
to raise, and provided a good tactical basis for unity with forces
which wanted to overthrow fascist rule. But communists who
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put it forward in this light, as a question within the strategic
struggle for the dictatorship of the proletariat, were denounced

as sectarian. Walter Ulbricht, later to become the chieftain of

the Egs}: German revisionist ‘“‘Socialist Unity Party,” said of such
a position in 1937, “But I am of the opinion that the first thing
we must really do after the overthrow of Hitler is to set up a demo-
cratic republic, that there is no other way, except through the
nchievement of this strategic aim, of furthering our demand for a
str_uggle for the dictatorship of the proletariat.”30 Here is, de-
splte the revolutionary trappings, a strategy for two stage revolu-
tion in an advanced capitalist country which consigns the ques-
tion of struggling for a proletarian seizure of power (or even “de-
manding” such a struggle, whatever that means) to a later, distant
historical stage. By permitting the proletariat’s historical goal to
drop out of sight, this line in fact weakened the ability of the pro-
letariat to fight to advance its own interests to the maximum in
the course of struggle, even if that meant in a given situation that
nothing more than the establishment of a bourgeois democratic
republic was possible.

Further, while it was correct to unite with various forces on a
program short of the dictatorship of the proletariat—overthrowing
the Nazis and establishing a republic whose character and future
vyould be the subject of struggle—and even make certain conces-
sions, it was hardly necessary for the communists to discontinue
direct agitation and propaganda for socialism and communism as
the ultimate goal of the struggle or the exposure of the capitalist
system as the spawning ground of fascism. The fact was that only
communists had the discipline and determination, characteristic
of the class they represent, to carry on extensive illegal work in
phose repressive societies. Communists worked in the army and
in society as a whole against war and militarization. Economic
hardship and the redoubling of exploitation on the job through
speed-up, extended work week and ruthless labor discipline were
used by agitators and organizers not only to foment discontent
with the regime in general, but also to show how its drive to war
meant nothing but suffering for the masses. In Italy and Germany
gzommunists in war plants also organized sabotage during the Span-
ish Civil War, so that sometimes one of the frequent dud shells
fired into Republican ranks was found to contain a note of soli-
darity with the Spanish workers.

I'rance and Spain

Of the other imperialist Great Powers, it was France in which
the communists were strongest, There the common front with
the leaders of the Socialists which began in 1934 was deepened
and expanded by the CP. In the 1936 general elections a parlia-
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mentary majority was won by a Popular Front slate composed of
the Communists, the Socialists and the Radical Party, a large
bourgeois party headed by skillful politicians and with a follow-
ing in the petty bourgeoisie, but without as much of an organ-
ized mass base as the other two. The result was the formation of
a People’s Front government with Leon Blum, a right wing so-
cialist, as Premier. The Communist Party, to keep its indepen-
dent action and freedom of criticism within the coalition, re-
fused to take any cabinet seats.

The most immediate result of the election was a tremendous
wave of struggle on the part of the French working class. They
had voted for this government which advertised itself as theirs,
and they took action to see that its promises were kept. Imme-
diately an enormous wave of strikes and sitdowns swept the na-
tion, taking on the proportions of a spontaneous general strike.
1000 establishments were occupied and 12,000 struck; more
than 2,000,000 workers were out! In panic, the government
passed the most extensive social legislation of any bourgeois
state in the world at the time—the right to unionize was guaran-
teed (within a year membership in the main trade union federa-
tion went from one million to five), across the board wage in-
creases and a minimum wage were set, the 40-hour week and paid
holidays were mandated by law. Similar but less extensive con-
cessions were wrested by the peasantry and the urban petty-
bourgeoisie.

After this eruption, the government regrouped and its future
efforts were to organize, coordinate and control the situation for
the bourgeoisie. Blum spoke to the French bourgeoisie to reas-
sure them he was a bulwark against the proletariat coming to
power: “I am not Kerensky; after I go Lenin will not assume the
hentage »31 A net of labor legislation was expanded around the
unions to tie them to company-oriented collective bargaining pro-
cedures and limit their freedom of action. To help the bourgeoi-
sie stabilize and control the economy, moves were taken to na-
tionalize the Bank of France. The same thing happened in the
munitions industry, a move which to an extent cut the ground out
from under the Communist Party by turning any criticism they
made of militarism a criticism of the government they supported.

One of the biggest questions which confronted the Communist
Party and the Popular Front government right from its inception
was Spain. The French government had friendly relations with
Spain, and Blum’s party was a fraternal organization of the Span-

ish social democrats, a leading force in the Republican government.

Nonetheless, the French bourgeoisie dictated ‘‘neutrality” and
non-intervention, and Blum obeyed. The Popular Front govern-
ment thus took part in the slow strangulation of the Spanish
people’s struggle organized by Britain.
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The French Communists protested and organized mass meet-
ings, demonstrations and even a general strike in September, 1936,
demanding the government change its policies, but their strategic
commitment to the Popular Front would not permit them to
break with it despite its open service to the bourgeoisie. Here
again some of the problems in such an approach stand out. In
essence, it is or becomes a strategy but not a strategy for revolu-
tion. It seemed like it was benefitting the Party—after it had been
stagnated by the sectarian and dogmatic errors of the early ’30s,

membership increased eight times over from 1936 to 1937 to over
300,000. A vast influx of new forces, mainly workers, most honest
and revolutionary-minded but with preciousnlittle understanding of
socialism, political line or Marxist-Leninist theory, contributed to
the ease with which some leaders of the Party made concessions to
maintain the Popular Front and the Party’s new respectability and
power.

The Party adopted the mantle of nationalism with a vengeance,
putting forth slogans like, ““Long live free, strong and happy
France, faithful to its mission of progress, liberty and peace!”
The deadends into which this whole approach to the class struggle
and the international situation led were graphically demonstrated
in a letter some aircraft workers wrote the government in 1938,
which was praised in the Party’s press. The workers complained
that little had changed since the plant had been nationalized
the year before and offered a plan which would employ 3000
workers and produce several dozen fighter planes a month. They
volunteered to work extra hours in the interests of the country’s
defense and an hour a day for free, to make planes for Spain.
This last was an admirable sentiment, but the reason given was be-
cause the Republic’s fight was defending the peace and safety of
France!

Perhaps the most obvious and disgraceful sign of how serious
were the deviations the French CP had made from Marxism-Len-
inism was its betrayal of its duty to the masses in the French co-
lonial empire, some of whom, notably the Indo-Chinese and the
Algerians, were waging organized and heroic national liberation
struggles. But as early as 1936, in his report to the French Party
Jongress, General Secretary Maurice Thorez mentioned the col-
onies only once, in passing, and then only to note that they were
oppressed and their people did not have the full rights of French
citizens!

This is the opposite of the internationalism demonstrated in
support of Ethiopia, Spain and China, and shows that such sup-
port was not sufficiently built on a firm basis of proletarian poli-
tics. Had it been, communists could hardly. have failed in their
L.eninist duty to support in every way the freedom struggle in
“their own”’ colonies.




52 ORIGINS

The French Popular Front government continued to move to
the right at the bidding of the bourgeoisie, essentially shelving
the Franco-Soviet Mutual Defense agreement and replacing Blum
with Daladier, an ordinary bourgeois politician without even the
social democrats’ pretence of being a leader of the working
class. The Communist Party still did not break with the Popu-
lar Front government. Rather than sharp criticism and repudia-
tion of the social democrats, they pursued the idea of merging
the two parties in the name of working class unity.

In fact, absolutely subordinating the class struggle to the
problems presented by the international situation, its leaders
began to call for a “government of the National Front,” which
would expand the Popular Front to include other major bour-
geois parties, particularly with a large following among Catholic
workers, peasants and shopkeepers. The main differences be-
tween these parties and the Socialists and Radicals were two—
their domestic programs were more reactionary and less in-
clined to grant concessions to the workers, and they were less
influenced by the pacifist currents of the CP’s Popular Front
partners and more in favor of developing France’s preparedness
for war.

The leaders of the CP were unsuccessful in their efforts at
creating the National Front. It is, however, a graphic example of
their line, which left the French proletariat and its Party more
or less unprepared for the outbreak of an imperialist world war,
in which the working class had no stake. Further, by its policy
of electoral lesser evilism, it spent three years training the work-
ers to seek to advance their interests primarily within the limits
of the shell game of bourgeois politics. The class collaboration-
ist errors which tainted this approach were carried into the war
(as discussed in the previous article) and the post-war period
(which will be dealt with in the final part of this series).

The Spanish experience, despite certain similarities with that
of the French CP, is worth study because of the entirely differ-
ent situation in which the popular front strategy was applied. In
1936, Spain had been a republic for only six years and was one of
the most backward capitalist countries in Europe with a relatively
weak and undeveloped monopoly capitalist class; strong feudal
survivals, especially in class relations in the countryside; and a
great many democratic tasks left to accomplish.

The trigger for the Spanish Civil War was the election in early
1936 of a People’s Front government which was like that elected
in France later in the year, with the inclusion of autonomist par-
ties from Catalonia and the Basque provinces. The Spanish Com-
munist Party was quite weak at this time, winning only 16 seats
of the total vote of 278 for the People’s Front ticket and 467
in the whole Cortes (parliament). In part this was due to the
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fuct that Spain’s social-democratic party was a “leftist’” one, up-
holding class struggle and even, sporadically, revolution, and that
Inrge sections of the revolutionary minded workers were follow-
ing nnarchists.

The start of the new government was not as explosive as it had
heen in France, but workers and others were mobilizing to make
sure it came through on the campaign promises. Worried, a section
of the ruling class backed by the Church unleashed the generals,
witlh the fascist Falange as a backup force, in what was planned
us a speedy coup. The result was the long civil war.

The reactionary rebellion was met with a spontaneous eruption
ol very intense class struggle. Pascist leaders were killed. Catholic
churches, centers of reaction and symbols of feudal oppression,
were burned to the ground; land was seized in the countryside by
poor peasants. In Andalusia, where anarchist influence was strong,
un attempt was even made to abolish all private property! Most
importantly, the masses demanded arms from the Republic to
fight the uprising.

In the meantime, the generals were carrying out a bloodbath,
which made it eminently clear that the masses’ actions were fully
justified. Working class leaders, union members, Masons, govern-
ment officials who stayed loyal to the government, whole villages
where Franco’s armies met resistance were put to the sword.

At this point the Spanish CP summed up the situation—despite
the calls of anarchists and some left social democrats, there was
no immediate basis for a proletarian revolution to seize and hold
power successfully. Objectively it was true that the ruling class
could no longer rule in the old way, but large sections of the work-
ing class were not conscious of the need for proletarian dictator-
ship; even among the advanced workers, the influence of the Com-
munist Party was too limited for it to be able to defeat erroneous
lines and act as the class’s general staff in an insurrection. Fur-
thermore, the potential allies of the working class at this stage,
which included large sections of the peasantry, the urban petty
bourgeoisie, the intelligentsia and even portions of the ruling
¢lass, could be united at this point only around a program of de-
feating Franco and defending the Republic. The Party summed up
that the task of the hour, the best and only way to uphold the in-
terests of the working class, was fighting to preserve the Republic
against the revolt and the vicious open dictatorship it sought to in-
stall.

On this basis, the CP extended its participation in the Popular
I'ront by taking a couple of cabinet posts that were offered it
and entered the Republican government. The\Party then set about
organizing the defense of the Republic. ‘

To do this it was necessary to channel the energy and anger of
the masses in directions less “revolutionary” in form than those
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which had been developed in the earliest days of the civil war. In-
dependent militia units, electing their own officers and carrying
out their own strategy, had to be welded into a single nationwide
army with a centralized command structure. Self-appointed com-
mittees of control which had kept order in place of the police had
to be superseded by a more organized state apparatus. Rationing
and production had to be organized.

Without the organization and discipline, the determination and
heroism of the Communist Party, the Republic would have fallen
in the first year. It was communist agitators who in the first days
of the war raised the battle cry, “It is better to die on your feet
than live on your knees. No pasaran!” (They shall not pass!) When
Madrid was under siege, the government and the leaders of all
the other parties retreated to Valencia, while the Communists re-
mained and organized the functioning and defense of the city.

The other self-avowed “revolutionary” forces proved incapable
of functioning well in the Civil War, a task less complex than ac-
tively organizing the revolution they occasionally called for. The
anarchists were, true to their ideology, basically undisciplined and
individualistic. Many of their leaders under the press of the real
world had to drop a portion of their idealistic politics and support
and participate in the government, rather than working to abolish
it just because it was a government. This step away from tradition-
al anarchist principles, dubbed ‘“the discipline of indiscipline,”
made slow headway and got some of its advocates shot by ‘“uncon-
trollables” in their own ranks. In April, 1937, anarchist battalions
in the North helped speed the collapse of the Basque provinces by
pulling out of the line of combat to force political changes they
wanted.

Worse still were the actions in Barcelona of some anarchists and
members of the Workers Party of Marxist Unity (POUM), a Trot-
skyite party which Trotsky himself disavowed, evidently because
it had actually gained some influence among the masses. On May
3, 1937 these elements, riddled with Franco agents provocateurs,
started an insurrection. For three days they fought to overthrow
the Republican government of the city in the name of “the spirit
of July 19,” the explosion of struggle which had followed Fran-
co’s reactionary revolt. Although as a small number of ‘“ultra-left-
ists’ acting against the interests of the masses, they were defeated
and the POUM later broken up, their “revolutionary’’ adventure
had aided the enemy by diverting men and supplies from the front
and causing division, confusion and defeatist tendencies.

The relationship of the Communist Party to the Republic was a
difficult one. To criticize the Republic too much or break with it
would play into Franco’s hands just as the ‘“‘ultraleftists” did. It
was correct, for instance, to support the 13 point war aims pro-
gram the Republic put forward in 1938, even though one point
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was encouragement of capitalist properties without large trusts,
because overall they represented a program for an independent re-
public in which the rights of the workers and masses to organize
and struggle for their interests were upheld. The communists
occasionally said that what was being built was “‘a new type of
democratic republic’’ but did not really carry out their indepen-
dent role and fulfill their obligation to point to a future past vic-
tory in the Civil War.

The fact is the CP tended to be simply the best Republican
Party, the arm of the Republic most responsible to the people,
nothing more. A clear example of this is the merged youth group
of the Socialist and Communist Parties which was definitely under
CP leadership. Although it was named the United Socialist Youth
and popularly known as the Socialist-Communist Youth, its con-
tent belied its label. ‘“We are not Marxist Youth. We fight for a
democratic, parliamentary republic,”’32 said the head of the group,
Santiago Carrillo (who could use his remarks with much greater
accuracy about the revisionist CP of Spain he heads today).

Because of this outlook the CP failed to unite sufficiently with
the new forms and gains the masses had developed in the first days
of the Civil War. While it was correct to subordinate committees
of control, factory councils and the like to the central government,
the CP tended to cut them off entirely rather than using them as
forms to mobilize and educate the masses, as schools in running
all of society. Some CP leaders even argued that agricultural col-
lectivization would have to wait until the country was fully indus-
trialized.

Perhaps even more serious than this was the fact the Spanish
repeated the French error of sacrificing the struggle against colo-
nialism for the sake of ‘“‘national unity.” dJust how grave an error
this was was borne out in practice. The hard core of Franco’s
army was made up of troops from Spain’s colony, Spanish Moroc-
co. The effect of a Republican declaration of independence for
Morocco on these troops might have been shattering, stripping
away any interests they had in Franco’s war by linking their strug-
gle inextricably with that of the Republic. But the CP did not
even fight for the Republican government to adopt such a princi-
pled policy.

One result of the CP’s narrow focus was that it was not able
to win the bulk of the active working class away from the left so-
cial democrats and especially the anarchists. While the CP grew
far larger during the war and developed close ties with the rank
and file of the other working class based parties, it needed more.

This was particularly true in the last year and a half of the Civil
War when the People’s Front government was constantly under-
mined by defeatism and secret efforts by individuals to negotiate
a truce with Franco. The CP’s remarkable organizing abilities
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gave it a great deal of influence and put it in a position where it
could criticize and struggle against these trends, but a stronger
organized mass base, especially in the working class, would have
strengthened its hand in the struggle within the coalition of forces
making up the Republic.

There is no way of being sure that correcting any or all of these
errors would have prevented the defeat of the Spanish people in
the Civil War, but there is no question that each and every one of
them helped contribute to that defeat and to problems that con-
tinued to plague the Spanish Communist Party and fed its degener-
ation into total revisionism during the 1960s.

China

In contrast with the Spanish experience during this period stand
the tremendous advances made by the Chinese Communist Party.
The situation was similar in certain respects, particularly in that
both faced combat with invading forces from the expanding “have
not” imperialist powers and the possibility of uniting with certain
sections of their own ruling class. On the other hand, Spain al-
though weak and underdeveloped and having strong feudal rem-
nants, was an independent capitalist power and not a semicolonial
country dominated by imperialists, nor did Italy and Germany in-
tend outright occupation and colonization as did Japan in China.
There, unity with a substantial portion of the bourgeoisie was a
possibility and necessity during the whole period of the seizure of
power, which was not the case in Spain,

By the time of the 7th World Congress, the Chinese Communist
Party had already begun the shift toward a united front against in-
vading Japanese imperialism as mentioned previously. In August
1935, even as this Congress was in session, the Central Committee
of the CCP issued a statement saying,

“If the Kupmintang troops cease their attacks on the Red
Army and if any units carry out resistance to Japan, then
the Red Army, regardless of any old feuds or present con-
flicts or differences on domestic issues, will not only im-
mediately cease its hostile actions against these units, but
willingly work closely with them to save the nation.”33

In early December, 1935, the Central Committee of the Party |
now established in the North met and adopted the strategy of the 4
united front, as laid out by Mao Tsetung. He explained the deci- ,
sion called for uniting not only with student youth and the urban
petty bourgeoisie “who had already started a broad anti-Japanese r
movement’’ (which CP activists were working to build), but also
the national bourgeoisie which, despite vacillations, had objective
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class interests, like survival, in opposing Japan. Further Mao said
that even the comprador bourgeois class was not united because
China was a semicolonial country with a number of imperialist
powers preying on it.

“When the struggle is directed against Japanese imperial-
ism, then the running dogs of the United States or Brit-
ain, obeying the varying tones of their masters’ commands,
may engage in veiled or even open strife with the Japanese
imperialists and their running dogs . . . We must turn to
good account all such fights, rifts and contradictions in

the enemy camp and turn them against our present main
enemy.” 34

In this and other writings Mao Tsetung began fleshing out the
theory of new democracy, according to which the united front was
the form the struggle against imperialism and feudalism would
take,

“From being the ruled the people, led by the proletariat,
will become the rulers. Thereupon, the nature of Chinese
society will change and the old, semi-colonial and semi-
feudal society will change into a new democratic society.”’3%

Mao made two important points about this—one, the proletariat
must lead it and not subordinate itself to the national bourgeoisie;
and two, the proletariat’s struggle was not at an end with the vic-
tory of new democracy, which would be a transitory form, but
cpntinued, in a new stage, for socialism and ultimately commu-
nism,

To carry out the line of utilizing contradictions among the ene-
my ranks the CCP in May of 1936 stopped calling for the over-
throw of Chiang Kai-shek. But Chiang was not forced to answer
the call for a united front until December 1936, when he was on a
visit to the headquarters of the KMT’s anti-Red military campaign
at Sian, because the troops had arranged a de facto truce with the
Red Army. He was arrested by Marshal Chang Hsueh-liang, one
of many generals who had been won by the CP to a policy of op-
posing’Japan. Chou En-lai and other top communist representa-
tives came to Sian to negotiate. Although they had every right to
demand Chiang’s execution for treachery, for slaughtering com-
munists and the masses and for other crimes, they instead fought
Lo keep him alive, as killing him would have destroyed the char}%
to create the broadest possible united front against Japan. To
achieve his release, Chiang publicly agreed to a truce with the com-
munists and a united front.

From that point on the CP continued- to fight for the united
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front, first for internal peace in China and then for a democratic
regime and the end of one-party KMT rule, as steps at that time

to ensure that the maximum possible forces would be united
against Japan. Especially after the war entered a new stage with
Japan’s invasion of the area south of Manchuria, the CP had to
combat capitulationist sentiments in the ranks of the Kuomintang.
The Party issued a statement declaring, ““A war of resistance by
the whole nation is the only way out,”36and calling for the closest
cooperation between the CP and KMT.

Yet despite the pressing necessity for and the accomplishment
of the united front, the CP did not at any point sacrifice its inde-
pendence of action, of views or of organization. While referring
favorably to statements by “Mr.” (as opposed to such self-award-
ed titles as Generalissimo) Chiang Kai-shek when he upheld the
united front agreement, the CP did not drop its demands for re-
forms in government. Instead, the Ten Point National Salvation
Program the Party proposed in August 1937 after the Japanese
invasion contained only two points dealing directly with the con-
duct of the fighting—the other eight called for political and social
reforms to help the masses and unite them in the struggle.

The main liberated area was now made a ‘“‘special administrative
district” of the Republic of China, but its government remained
the same. Likewise the Communists maintained the integrity and
command of their armed forces, despite the angry and continued
insistence of the Chiang clique that they be, at the very least, put
under KMT generals and preferably broken up and merged into
Chiang’s army altogether. Further, the Chinese CP kept up con-
stant, although seldom hostile, criticism of the government for its
failures, making the main target lagging in the national war against
Japan, and secondarily attacks on the communists and other pa-
triotic forces.

Despite the nature of the conflict, Mao Tsetung fought to make
sure the revolutionary goal was kept in mind and constantly refer-
red to the question of transition to socialism. For instance, he an-
swered questions about the future of the revolution at the Party’s
National Conference in May 1937, saying that the CP was fighting

for socialism and ““if we lose sight of the goal, we cease to be Com-

munists.” (He followed this by warning, ‘“But equally we cease to
be Communists if we relax our efforts of today.”) The new dem-
ocratic revolution must be victorious as a prerequisite for the tran-
sition to the socialist revolution. Throughout, the proletariat
must struggle for leadership with that section in the bourgeoisie
it is allied with. “A bloodless transition is what we would like
and we should strive for it, but what will happen will depend on
the strength of the masses.”37

One of the most important ways Mao armed cadres and mem-
bers of the CCP was by constantly analyzing problems in class
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terms, like his analysis above of how sections of the comprador
bourgeoisie might be united with to an extent because of the in-
terests of the imperialists they were subservient to. The question
of the united front was never pgsed simply in terms of reaction-
aries and progressives or peace- and democracy-loving elements vs.
[ascist ones. Within the united front the unity was always describ-
od in the context of the different class interests which made it pos-
sible. The class interests of the national bourgeoisie on the one
hand and the proletariat and the poor and middle peasants were
in contradiction and the national struggle didn’t fundamentally
change this, though it made unity possible.

Furthermore, the CP in its practice as well as in its agitation
and propaganda, always pointed out the prospect of a better life
{o the masses. Having liberated zones of course made this possible
in a way it was not in European countries like France or even
Spain.

“While the CCP modified its program from the period of the
Civil War, for instance ending the confiscation of the land of
non-collaborating landlords in order to extend the united front
as far as possible, they still made it clear there was no going
back to the way things had been before. This they proved in
practice with the development of steps like the rent reduction
movement in the countryside which maintained the forward
momentum of the earlier period under the new conditions.’38

By its principled positions, its independent stand and its revolu-
tionary practice, the Communist Party was able to take big steps
toward insuring that the proletariat was actually the leading class
in the united front. Mao Tsetung and other Party leaders under-
stood this couldn’t just be proclaimed—the fact was that the KMT
was more powerful and had a wider presence throughout the
country than the communists did, in addition to controlling the
central government. But more and more patriots from all classes
and strata were coming to see that the Chinese Communist Party
was in fact in the forefront of the anti-Japanese struggle and
more were willing to accept its leadership in that battle. Thus the
CP took the opportunity presented by the anti-imperialist united
front to expand its influence and membership without sacrificing
its politics or ideology.

It is important to note also that the correct line of the Chinese
Communist Party was hammered out in bitter struggle against op-
portunist positions. As Mao Tsetung later pointed out, “In a
united front, ‘all unity and no struggle’ and ‘all struggle and no
unity’ are both wrong policies.”’39 In this case, the greatest dan-
por was clearly the former and it had a powerful advocate in Wang
Ming, the former ‘““left” sectarian, who returned to China in the
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Fall of 1937 to argue for a policy of “everything through the unit-
ed front,” building a united *“‘government of national defense,”
merging the Red Army completely into the KMT. The struggle
erupted immediately with Mao cutting at the capitulationists in
such articles as “The Situation and Tasks in the Anti-Japanese
War After the Fall of Shanghai and Taiyuan.”*? This battle took
place on many fronts. Under Wang Ming’s leadership, a current
developed in progressive literary circles throughout China, calling
for “a literature of national defense.” Lu Hsun, the famous writer,
denounced this concept as treachery to the Chinese people and
counterposed the slogan ““a literature for the revolutionary masses
in resistance to Japan.” Mao did not finally defeat Wang Ming’s
offensive until the Central Committee’s sixth plenum in October
1938, when Mao’s line was overwhelmingly approved by the top
leaders of the Party (the whole struggle was not summed up fully
until the Party’s Seventh Congress in 1945).

An idea of what Wang Ming’s line might have resulted in can be
seen in the “application” of the united front against imperialism
in another semicolonial country, Cuba. Heavily influenced by re-
visionist currents in the U.S. Party, the Cuban CP in 1938 won
legaility by renouncing violence and pledging to pursue its ends
within the framework of a capitalist regime. At the 1939 Party

Congress, Party leader Blas Roca not only neglected to attack U.S. i

imperialism, which dominated the country, but called ““for de-
fense of our country from Nazi-fascist invasion.” While it is ques-
tionable, to say the least, that Hitler’s failure to invade Cuba can
be attributed to Roca’s efforts, there can be no question whatso-
ever that those efforts did severe damage to the liberation struggle
of the Cuban people and to the very militant Cuban working class
and its Party. Fortunately the communists of most colonial and
semicolonial countries did not emulate the Cuban Party, but most
were in fact adversely affected to one extent or another by lines
of “all unity and no struggle” and the related tendency to capitu-

late to imperialists which had interests opposed to Germany, Italy |

and Japan.
The U.S.

Although it was neither as large nor influential as the French,
Spanish or Chinese Parties, there are certain points to be drawn
from a look at the CPUSA in this period. The Party’s efforts at
implementing the Popular Front policy were among the most dis-
graceful in the world. Earl Browder, the Party’s General Secre-
tary, had his feet firmly on the road that would shortly head him
to liquidate the Party itself.

The CP, for example, decided in 1937 that the “left wing” of
the Democratic Party should be “drawn into” the People’s Front.
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This included, although it was never stated explicitly, the trail

boss who was trying to herd American capitalism through the wil-
derness of its worst crisis ever, Franklin D. Roosevelt. This could
only amount to tying the CP to the apron strings of the world’s
largest bourgeois party. In addition, Browder too undertook to
drape himself in the national flag. He came up with the repulsive
opportunist slogan, “Communism Is 20th Century Americanism!,”
trying to replace Marx and Lenin with Washington and Lincoln as
the forebears of the CPUSA.

This was not a process which took place overnight, of course.
The degeneration of the CP’s line on war can be traced through
this period. In 1936, well after the 7th World Congress, the Amer-
ican League Against War and Fascism, a group based largely among
the intelligentsia in which the CP had a good deal of influence,
published a five cent pamphlet called ‘“National Defense.”” The en-
tire pamphlet is an attack on U.S. militarism and the government’s
policy of stepping up war preparations. It laid out clearly the mo-
tives that would lead the U.S. imperialists to participate in another
war:

“If America goes to war again, it will not be to defend
this nation against foreign invasion of our borders. We
will go to war to defend our foreign markets and invest-
ments, or to acquire economic control over new colonial
areas.”

It exposed with specific facts how the capitalists profit from war
contracts, how military equipment was being sold to the very pow-
ers the government was supposedly arming against, and how the
army was being prepared as well for a war on the American peo-
ple to quell their struggle against their rulers to better their con-
ditions.

The pamphlet ends with the League’s program. The first two
points are mass struggle against the production, deployment and
sale of armaments and ““to expose at every point the extensive
preparations for war carried on by the government of the United
States.” The program goes on to call for, among other things,
support for the struggle of people resisting colonial control, im-
perialist aggression and fascist regimes and support of internation-
al efforts for disarmament and “postponing, restricting, or shorten-
ing war,”#

Despite the generally correct approach of this pamphlet, it also
contained weaknesses, the kind of weaknesses Browder would la-
ter develop into a full-blown line in direct contradiction to the
thrust of the words just quoted. The pamphlet was already taint-
ed by the CP’s “Americanism” line. It took as its kickoff point
the fact that the Preamble to the U.S. Constitution cites one rea-
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son for its existence as the need to “provide for the common de-
fense.” Throughout, the question of defense of the continental
U.S. against foreign invasion, a prospect the pamphlet correctly
ridicules as highly unlikely, is considered at least implicitly to be
automatically just and correct, without considering the question

in the context of what kind of war—and without making the point
that in and of itself the question of ““defense” of the U.S., an im-
perialist country, could only be a smokescreen and never the essen-
tial content of a war the U.S. ruling class would wage, even if
fighting did take place on U.S. territory.

During 1937 and 1938, the communists continued to oppose
U.S. military budgets and preparations, but the basis on which
this was done subtly shifted. Now the argument was that the U.S,
could best be defended, like peace in general, not by military
means but by joining with the Soviet Union in a collective secur-
ity policy. From this, the next step away from Marxist-Leninist
class analysis was even easier. Browder took it in a report on ““So-
cial and National Security”’ delivered to the National Committee
of the CP in December 1938. He laid out a new line on the gov-
ernment’s post-Munich expansion of the armed forces:

“Prior to the Munich Pact, we declared that a correct
peace policy by the United States, which would organize
the overwhelmingly preponderant peace forces of the
world, could quickly halt and remove the menace of fas-
cist aggression without the necessity of a big armaments
program for our country . . . We can no longer dismiss
the armaments question with the old answer. We cannot
deny the possibility, even the probability, that only Amer-
ican arms can preserve the Americas from conquest by the
Rome-Berlin-Tokyo alliance . . . An unarmed people
stands today as helpless victims for fascist conquest.”42

From opposition to U.S. imperialism to covering for its crimes
in three years!

Other Countries and the Comintern

As the example of France shows, this policy of collaborating
with the bourgeoisie was not unique. In fact by mid-1939 the
policies of the Communist Parties of the Netherlands, Belgium
and other small European countries called for support for nation-
al defense and even armaments programs. While their size, loca-
tion and the experience of Austria and Czechoslovakia certainly
made this position more understandable than in an imperialist
Great Power like the U.S., it is still not a policy based on a Marx-
ist-Leninist analysis of the class forces involved, internally and ex-
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ternally, or carried out with advancing toward the revolutionary
gonl of the proletariat as the foremost consideration. Even where
the threat of invasion outside the context of a general war was
real, to simply assume that this was the form events would take
waus subjective and foolish. In these countries the main contradic-
tion remained with the bourgeoisie, and while a German attack
would change this, the war once it broke out might be an inter-
imperialist war in which the workers had no interest but to turn
it into a civil war. Likewise the heavy reliance on the bourgeois
army, in calls for its strengthening and its ‘‘democratization,”
missed the boat. Why not demand and fight for the formation of
n vast voluntary popular militia with elected officers which would
hoth train and arm the broad masses so they could best defend
their interests, if necessary, against a foreign invasion—not to men-
tion domestic exploiters and oppressors?

The Parties in these countries could have learned something
from the experience of the Czechoslovakian CP. From 1937 on
it was the strongest and clearest voice in the country warning of
the danger of a German invasion and the most active in organizing
among the Sudeten Germans to counter the Nazi-bankrolled Home-
land Front. But by and large they dropped the struggle against the
bourgeoisie. By May 1938, the CP’s Central Committee issued a
resolution ‘‘approving and supporting all measures for the safety,
unity and independence of the Republic”” and announcing its
members would be “in the first ranks of the defenders of the Re-
public.”43 As the crisis intensified the ‘“measures” the bourgeois
government took wound up including an order, on September 16,
to confiscate privately owned firearms, a move prompted by_fear
of a fascist revolt in the Sudetenland, but the exact opposite of
what the masses needed.

The CP fought desperately, and correctly, for the government
to not buckle under to German pressures, but did not pay suffi-
cient attention at all to independently organizing the masses and
the working class politically and militarily to defend their class
interests, which would include opposing German aggression. With
regard to the German threat, this would have served two purposes
—first, winning the masses to such a policy and putting additional
pressure on the bourgeoisie to carry it out, and second, develop-
ing the ability to carry out armed action against an invasion or at
least being in a better position to launch an underground struggle
against occupying forces.

When the Czechoslovakian ruling class did collapse under An-
glo-French pressure, CP delegates in the rump government could
only denounce those who had led the country to the dishonor of
capitulation—until December, when under heavy pressure from
Germany, the Party was outlawed and its members driven under-
ground.
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The similarity of these errors in the various countries point to
weaknesses in the general line of the Comintern. The problems
in the line on the international situation put forward at the 7th
World Congress were not rectified, but grew deeper. A greater
emphasis was placed on the role of the Communist Parties and the
working class in the capitalist countries in fending off the out-
break of war and defending the USSR and on the possibility of
stopping a new war. In September 1937 Dimitrov wrote, “The
international labor movement has sufficient force and means at
its disposal to bring about the cessation of the intervention of
German and Italian fascism in Spain, the onslaught of Japanese
militarism in China and to secure international peace.” 44 Only
by making revolution in several imperialist countries could the
working class have created a situation where these tasks could be
accomplished. To suggest, as the CI did, that united action or
even merger with the social democrats would turn the trick was
misleading at best.

This went hand in hand with the continuing tendency to treat
bourgeois democracy and fascism as if they were not both forms
of the state and the dictatorship of the monopoly capitalist class,
and the “have” and ‘‘have not” imperialists as if they were not
both governed by the same laws. As an editorial in the July 1939
Communist International proclaimed:

“Today there are states like Germany, Italy and Japan
whose imperialism is not simply a continuation of 1914
but which has assumed the frightful character of a destroy-
er of all freedom, culture and human dignity. If it could
attain victory, this fascist imperialism would bring about
the decline of humanity into barbarism . . . and it alone is
to blame for the inability of the nations to continue to
live in peace and for the fact that, day in and day out,
the world war is knocking at the gate.””45

Such faulty and subjective analysis from the Comintern helped
encourage the kinds of errors made by the individual Parties cited
above. The kind of conclusions drawn from this line at this time
can be seen in a comment made by D. M. Manuilsky, a Comintern
leader from the USSR, in his report to the 1939 Eighteenth Party
Congress of the CPSU(B) on the work of the Soviet delegation to
the CI. He asked the rhetorical question, “What do the working
people want?”’ One part of his answer was, ‘“As to the countries
under fascist dictatorship—Germany, Japan and Italy—the working
people of the whole world want tl:e governments of these countries
to be defeated in war.”46 In the case of Japan, of course, calling
for its defeat by China was perfectly correct. The call for war on
the other two powers, although not the central thrust of the re-
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port, was wrong. The workers of the world neither wished that
the Soviet Union be unsuccessful in its effort through collective
security to avoid being isolated and attacked, nor wished for the
outbreak of interimperialist war in the hope that it would result
in a defeat for the Italian, Japanese and German bourgeoisies.
Overall for the working class in the capitalist countries the posi-
tion laid out by Mao Tsetung only a few months before was cor-
reel: ““The one war they want to fight is the civil war for which
they are preparing.”47

This is not to say that in the event of a war breaking out, the
proletariat does not have an immediate responsibility to analyze
il in class terms and to decide on an appropriate policy—whether
il be revolutionary defeatism or participation—based on the con-
crote conditions. But the question that must be answered to de-
{ermine that policy is—what course of action will most surely
move the struggle of the working class close to the destruction of
class society and the creation of a new world, free of oppression
and exploitation—which, again, must be based in class analysis
as the general method as well as concrete and dialectical analysis
of the balance of class forces within the country and internation-
ally.

¥I‘he errors of this prewar period were to bear bitter fruit, first
al, the outbreak of the interimperialist war in September of 1939,
an event with which most Communist Parties were ill prepared
Lo deal, and then after the character of the war changed with the
invasion of the USSR, when the errors reasserted themselves. The
previous article in this series deals with the role of Parties during
the war at some length.

CONCLUSION

During the 1930s the world was headed toward a new world
war. This war danger was born phoenix-like out of the ashes of
World War 1, “the war to end all wars.” Contradictions develop-
od rapidly between two sets of imperialist powers, one which had
profited richly from the division of the world at the end of the
war, most importantly Britain, France and the U.S., and one made
up of “newcomers to the imperialist banquet table” who had
been largely cut out of the spoils, particularly Japan, Germany
and Italy.

In the face of this situation, the Soviet Union developed a for-
eign policy based on taking advantage of these contradictions to
protect itself against imperialist attack, to postpone the onset of
war and to put itself in the most favorable situation if the USSR
was dragged into a world war. This was important not only to
avoid the possibility of the world’s first socialist state getting
dragged into an interimperialist war, but also to create more favor-




66 ORIGINS

able conditions for the masses in countries where the proletariat
did not yet hold power to advance their struggle so that when war
did break out they would be in the best possible position to turn
the situation to their advantage. ;

This approach was successful in moving the USSR into the arena
of world politics and enabling it to maneuver to avoid isolation or
attack by the imperialist Great Powers. During most of the 1930s
the specific form it took was the policy of collective security, try-
ing to persuade countries threatened by the immediately expansive
“have not” imperialists and those Great Powers interested in the
preservation of the status quo in the world to unite with it to
counter the expansion of the other bloc. This was a policy which
involved significant concessions to imperialist powers and held
very real dangers for the Soviet Union and for the working class
where it did not yet hold power. The Soviet Union’s collective
security policy did prevent the formation of one solid imperialist
bloc aimed at the land of socialism, defeated British efforts to in-
stigate a German-Soviet war, and helped expose the nature and
plans of the imperialists, particularly those in the fascist countries,
and win support from the people of the world.

It was not, however, successful in the goal of blocking the ag-
gressive moves of the fascist powers and forestalling the outbreak
of war. Some of the smaller bourgeoisies would not
stand up to the aggressors, even when offered Soviet
aid as in the case of Czechoslovakia. And when a section of the
ruling class in Spain did enter a common front with the masses
of people, the reactionaries and the fascist powers which backed
them were badly hurt but not defeated. As for the “have”

Great Powers, the leaders of the USSR were able to win France
to a certain degree of cooperation. It was not sufficient, how-
ever, to force them to break with the British capitalist class which
was playing its own deadly game of appeasement, attempting to
throw tidbits to Germany, urging it eastward toward war with the
Soviet Union.

These efforts also, however, created the conditions for making
use of the contradictions in the enemy camp in an entirely differ-
ent manner. The danger of an immediate two front war which col-
lective security had posed to the German ruling class forced it to
make overtures to the Soviet Union. This resulted in the sighing on
August 23, 1939 of the non-aggression pact between the USSR
and Germany. It was the ability to sum up the changing situation
from a dialectical materialist standpoint that permitted the USSR
to adjust its policy at the appropriate time and thus escape the
first two years of the Second World War.

For the individual Communist Parties the key event in this
period was the Seventh World Congress of the Communist Inter-
national. This marked a turn away from dogmatist and “left”
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sectarian errors like those which had left the German Communist
I'irty drastically unprepared to deal with the onslaught of fas-

¢ism, but in doing so it opened the door to serious revisionist er-
rors, a door through which too many communist leaders walked.

The Seventh World Congress also marked a new approach to
the increasingly complex and volatile world situation. In putting
this into practice, two closely related errors were made despite
some cautions raised at the Congress. The contradictions in the
imperialist camp which gave rise to two distinct groups of powers
were lifted out of the arena of classes; instead they came to be
defined simply as ‘““aggressor’ and ‘‘non-aggressor’’ states, which
londed to cover the thoroughly imperialist—moribund, vicious,
exploitative, predatory—nature of the ‘“non-aggressors.”

Hand in hand with this went a tendency to misjudge the role
of a working class out of power and its Party with regard to the
international situation. Rather than using the opportunities it
presented to advance the struggle for revolution, as was done so
brilliantly in China, communists too often subordinated the class
struggle in their own countries in order to take onto themselves
{asks which could only be undertaken by the proletariat in power.
I'or instance another of the answers Manuilsky gave at the 18th
Soviet Party Congress to the question “What do working people
want” was, “They are fighting for the formation of a front of na-
tions, a front of international resistance to the bloc of fascist ag-
gressors.”’%8  (emphasis in original) This was a job even the
USSR, one of the most powerful states in the world, could not
accomplish in the *30s as it turned out. While it was absolutely
correct for individual Communist Parties to uphold and aid the
Soviet Union’s general foreign policy, for them to make it the ba-
sis of their strategy and struggle even in their own country was to
sacrifice the struggle against their own bourgeoisid’s war prepara-
tions for no purpose—in short, to be dragged toward the swamp
of class collaboration and social chauvinism.

These errors on the international situation helped feed and
serve as a cover for similar tendencies in the united front against
fascism strategy. “Democracy,” like “Peace” and “Defense of the
USSR, was elevated to a goal of the proletariat’s historic strug-
gle, rather than seen and portrayed as a condition favorable for
carrying on that struggle to its real goal—socialism and commu-
nism,

Even in the colonial and semicolonial countries, where unity
with a section of the bourgeoisie was called for and the united
front against imperialism strategy called for at the 7th World
Congress was a correct approach, similar right errors arose. The
success of the Chinese Communist Party was based on keep-
in mind the revolutionary goal and basing its strategy and
tactics on applying Marxism-Leninism—dialectical materialism
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world.

Of all the lessons we can learn from this entire period, faced
as we are today by a situation in which the threat of a new inter-
imperialist war looms ever more visibly on the horizon, this one
is by far the most important.
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Against Sweezy’s
Political Economy

Reformist and Revolutionary
Views of Capitalist Crisis “Part 2”

M.F.Z.

This is the second of a two part series on this subject. The first
article appeared in Vol. 1, Number 2 (May 1, 1977)

For a considerable period of time the development and applica-
tion of Marxist political economy in the imperialist countries has
been held back by the influence of bourgeois theories. In part
this is due to the relative stability that has characterized the impe-
rialist countries since after World War 2, with the U.S. until re-
cently uncontested kingpin of all imperialist countries. But it is
ulso due to the influence of revisionism in the Marxist movements
in these countries and to the absence of a strong core of people
#rounding their work in Marxist-Leninist principles and producing
concrete analysis in this field based on these principles.

As a result of all this, bourgeois economics has dominated the
analysis of even progressive and revolutionary-minded people in
the United States in particular. Attempts to grasp and enrich
Marxist theory spontaneously come under enormous pressure to
conform to bourgeois methods of analysis and bourgeois catego-
ries. Hence much of the recent trend toward Marxist analysis in
academic and political circles fails to make a break with bourgeois
economics and so falls into a confusing mixture of Marxist phrase-
ology, masking to a greater or lesser degree some reformist or even
plainly reactionary bourgeois theory of economics.

Much of the confusion about Marxist political economy in the
United States stems from the work of Paul Sweezy, who has had
a significant direct and indirect influence on the current genera-
tion of intellectuals coming to Marxism. Monthly Review, a
monthly magazine edited by Sweezy and others, is an influential
source of analysis of international developments and domestic
economic questions. His books, The Theory of Capitalist Devel-
opment! and Monopoly Capital? (written with Paul Baran), are
extremely popular introductions to Marxist analysis, often pre-
ferred to Marx’s writings because they are “easier to read” or
“more up to date.” But in fact Sweezy’s theories achieved much
prominence because they reflected the petty bourgeois outlook
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many people came into the revolutionary movement with, and in

fact built up a theoretical justification for many of the wide-
spread prejudices of the time—especially the view that the work-
ing class was no longer the most revolutionary force in a country
like the United States.

As will be shown in greater detail in this article, the basis of
Sweezy’s line on political economy is that the development of
imperialism brings such a break with earlier capitalist organiza-
tion that one can no longer say that the law of value governs the
operations of monopoly capitalist economy. In his search for
some other theoretical basis to explain the motion of imperialist
economies, Sweezy necessarily and quite openly embraces bour-

geois economic theory. His theory of economic crisis and stagna- |

tion is a theory of underconsumption barely distinguishable from
the work of John M. Keynes, main architect of bourgeois eco-
nomic theory since the 1930s. Just as the theory of crisis based
on wage increases and the ‘“profit squeeze,” analyzed in the first
article of this series,3 rests on distribution rather than production,
so the underconsumption theory removes the source of crisis
from the basic relations of capitalist exploitation and the funda-

mental contradiction between the power of social production and

the limits imposed on it by profit seeking private appropriation.
Lacking an anchor in the understanding of the material founda-
tion of capitalist economies, Sweezy goes adrift in his analysis of

the role of the state, presenting it as something dominated by the |

bourgeoisie but failing to see the relationship between govern-
ment economic policy and the underlying conditions of produc-

tion. Instead, he presents the state as an essentially external force !

shaping economic events principally by influencing (or failing to
influence) the distribution of income and the level of demand for
products in the market. And, to round out his political views,
still without reference to the basic relations of exploitation in
production, Sweezy ignores the political, revolutionary role of
the working class in transforming society. Instead, he looks to
the struggles of the Third World, or the power of example provid-
ed by socialist countries to the people of still-capitalist ones, as
the principal source of revolutionary change in the United States.
Sweezy is not the first person to fall into these errors, and
there are today many ‘‘new Marxists” who also confound Marxist
terminology with bourgeois analysis. This article focuses on
Sweezy as a significant representative of several erroneous theses
in the “new Marxism.” Different particular formulations of the
same basic points often lead to disagreement and even polemic-
among Sweezy and others who share the same basic starting point,
but at bottom much of the “new Marxism,” and all of Sweezy,
must be distinguished from scientific Marxism on four central
points: 1) on the guestion of imperialism and the impact of mo-
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nopoly capitalism on the law of value; 2) Sweezy’s concept of the
Yrining surplus” and the substitution of surplus for surplus value;
i) questions related to crisis, stagnation and underconsumption;
4) Sweezy’s confusion concerning the state and its relation to the
fronomy.,

Underlying all these problems is the fact that Sweezy departs
from the law of value and the basic starting point of Marxist polit-
ienl cconomy—commodity production and the exploitation of
wuage labor, from which arise all the economic and political con-
mquences of the capitalist system.

The first section of this article deals with these basic points of
political economy. The second section addresses some questions
of method and stand which underlie the errors in Sweezy’s polit-
leal cconomy. A final section looks at some of the political impli-
ealions of Sweezy’s approach.

With the recent rise of Marxism-Leninism and its spreading in-
fluence in the United States again, it is especially necessary to, ad-
(ross the postwar heritage of confusion in political economy,*
show its historical links to bourgeois political economy since the
time of Marx himself, and thus strengthen the basis for the serious
investigation and application of Marxist political economy which
14 necessary to gain a scientific understanding of developments
und help guide the working class in making socialist revolution
und ultimately achieving communism.

I. Sweezy’s Political Economy

(IA) MONOPOLY AND THE LAWS OF ACCUMULATION

Imperialism, “the monopoly stage of capitalism” as Lenin

characterized it, develops out of the earlier stage of capitalism.

1. is of course true that imperialism, monopoly capitalism, is not
itlontical with earlier capitalism. In fact it is qualitatively differ-
ont in many regards, as Lenin pointed out? Not the least of the
differences is the fact that the era of imperialism is the era of de-
raying capitalism, the era of world war, the era of proletarian rev-
olution, rather than the era of robust development of capitalism.

" Over the years there have also been several positive contributions to a Marxist criti-
vinm of Sweezy. Particularly worthy of note are the following:

Albert Prago, “Sweezy’s Theory of Capitalist Development,” published in New Foun-
detiens, Spring 1948;

Paul Mattick, **Marxism and Monopoly Capital,” in PL. Magazine, June 1966;
antl the writings of Charles Bettelheim, published as a written debate between himself
and Sweezy in On the Transition to Socialism, Monthly Review Press, 1972,

More recently, some Marxist criticisms have been published in Europe, which the
author has not yet had an opportunity to study.




74 SWEEZY

For Sweezy and many others, the advent of monopoly capital-
ism calls into question the relevance of Marx’s theoretical work as |
a guide to analyzing modern society. While acknowledging the
tremendous political contributions Lenin made to the practice of
revolution, Sweezy says:

“It remains true that neither Lenin nor any of his followers
attempted to explore the consequences of the predominance
of monopoly for the working principles and ‘laws of motion’
of the underlying capitalist economy. There Marx’s Capital
continued to reign supreme.”’®

For reasons to be discussed shortly, Sweezy is saying that the
fundamental ‘‘laws of motion” of the economy are changed be-
cause of the presence of widespread monopoly, which requires a
fresh approach to economic theory. It is true that imperialism
changes the way the basic laws of capitalism play themselves out.
For example, in the era of imperialism the drive for profit leads to
the dominance of the export of capital over the international
trade in commodities, and this fact is extremely important in ana-
lyzing imperialism, especially imperialist wars. But this change in
the manifestation of the laws of motion of capitalism in no way
indicates a change in the basic laws themselves.

In fact, Lenin did explore and analyze the workings of the mo-
nopoly capitalist system, precisely on the basis of Marxism and by
insisting that Capital continue to “reign supreme.” Lenin was able
to demonstrate in his book, Imperialism, the Highest Stage of
Capitalism (which remains for Marxists to this day the touchstone
for analyzing monopoly capitalism), that ‘“monopolist capital has |
intensified all the contradictions of capitalism . . .. This intensifi-
cation of contradictions constitutes the most powerful driving
force of the transitional period of history, which began from the
time of the final victory of world finance capital.”’®

Lenin did not seek to replace Capital precisely because monop-
oly capitalism remained capitalism and shared with the early peri- |
od of “free competition” the very essential features (or working
principles and laws of motion) which Sweezy seeks to discard. As
Lenin expressed it, “Imperialism emerged as the development and
direct continuation of the fundamental characteristics of capitalism
in general.””’ (emphasis added)

Lenin paid a great deal of attention to these laws and principles
as they operate in imperialism. It was this that allowed him con-
sistently to identify the bourgeoisie and capitalism itself as the en-
emy of the working class and masses of people, and consistently
to aim the struggles of the masses against their real enemy through
all the complicated twists and turns and new developments of the
time. And it is precisely by starting from Marx and Lenin, by go-
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Ing to the essential features and laws of capitalism and applying
them to the changing concrete conditions of advanced monopoly
enpitalist society in the United States, that we will make a con-
tribution to revolution, and in so doing deepen and enrich our
scientific understanding of political economy.

It is essential to understand that the same fundamental laws
trive both early and highly developed capitalist society, however
different the results of the operations of these laws may be. A
dinlectical understanding of capitalism indicates that the same
hasic system is at one historical time progressive, and at another
time reactionary. This closes the door to the reactionary, petty
hourgeois theory that monopoly capitalism is a fundamentally
tifferent system from early capitalism, a reactionary system
which has somehow overthrown and displaced progress, and
which can be defeated by re-establishing the old order,

Sweezy confuses important qualitative changes in capitalism as
it moves into imperialism with a qualitative change in the very na-
lure of the system itself. Setting out to extend Marxism into the
new era, but without allowing Capital to “reign supreme,” Sweezy
proposes the following course and line of reasoning:

“Since market relations are essentially price relations, the
study of monopoly capitalism, like that of competitive cap-
ilalism, must begin with the workings of the price mechan-
ism”’8 (emphasis added).

“'I'he appropriate general price theory for an economy dom-
inated by such corporations is the traditional monopoly
price theory of classical and neoclassical economics.’”®

Rweoezy is saying that the “‘appropriate” theoretical framework for
unnlyzing imperialism is—the bourgeois theory of price. Quite a
reinurkable conclusion for someone who is trying to deepen and
extend Marxism,

(11t) IS PRICE FUNDAMENTAL?

I'here are two basic and interrelated errors in Sweezy’s line and
method of analysis expressed above. He proposes to begin by dis-
cumning the “‘price mechanism” and implies that Marx’s analysis of
vapitalism began here. But analyzing prices, while important to
understanding the workings of capitalism, is not where Marx be-
gun und prices are certainly not the “essence of market relations.”
Murx began his presentation of Capital with an analysis of the
commodity and value and in fact conducts the entire discussion
with only incidental reference to prices, market relations and com-
pelition, By proceeding from price instead of value (the amount
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of socially necessary labor time involved in making a givgn' com-
modity), Sweezy is unable ever to get beyond the superficial ap-
pearance of the commodity.

Sweezy’s error leads to his second and more fundamental error
—basing his entire analysis of monopoly capitalism on circulation
and exchange, where values confront each other disguised as pric-
es. Sweezy has fallen prey to what Marx called “commodity fe-
tishism”” which he described as follows:

“There is a definite social relation between men, that as-
sumes, in their eyes, the fantastic form of a relation be-
tween things . . . This I call the Fetishism which attaches
itself to the product of labor, so soon as they are produc-
ed as commodities . . . [This fetishism] has its origin

in the peculiar social character of the labor that produces

tnem.” 10

Because Sweezy eliminates the concept of value™ he is not on-
ly incapable of analyzing circulation and exchange coryectly, he is
trapped hopelessly in the realm of circulation, utterly incapable
of understanding the actual relations between men that come
out in the sphere of production, and which determine the entire
character of capitalist society, and the analysis of which are the
essence of Marx’s political economy. Marx’s analysis of the com-
modity and value enabled him to leave the sphere of circulation
and reveal the essence of capitalism, the exploitation of the work-
ing class in the sphere of production. As Marx put it:

“Accompanied by Mr. Moneybags and by the possessor qf
labor-power, we therefore take leave for a time of this noisy
sphere [circulation], where everything takes place on the sur-
face and in view of all men, and follow them both into the
hidden abode of production, on whose threshold there stares
us in the face ‘No admittance except on business.” Here we
shall see, not only how capital produces, but how capital is
produced. We shall at last force the secret of profit making.”"!
In beginning with price as the essence of market relatigns,
Sweezy confuses the surface, the result or appearance, with thef
heart of the matter, the real essence of market relations and price.
It is true that commodities are produced for exchange, apd t}}at
there is no capitalist production without markets and prices; in
short that production and circulation are inseparably linked. But

*Although Sweezy systematically departs from the theory of value, he occasionally
gives lip service to what he calls the “qualitative” theory of value. This is addressed on
page 109 of this article.
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cupitalist production and circulation stand in contradiction with
one another, a unity of opposites, and it is production which is
the dominant aspect. It is the conditions of production, and es-
pecially the production of surplus value, which overall dominates
circulation, prices, markets, and all aspects of capitalist society.*
"This point will be elaborated further in the criticism of Sweezy’s
theory of underconsumption.

Imperialism Intensifies Contradictions

Sweezy claims that monopoly capitalism, or imperialism, has
changed the essential laws of motion of capitalism, rather than
recognizing (as Lenin did) that imperialism changes only the way
in which these laws manifest themselves while greatly intensifying
ull of the contradictions of capitalism. Sweezy isolates what he
#ees as a central weakness of Marxism, ‘“the Marxian analysis of
capitalism still rests in the final analysis on the assumption of a
competitive economy.” 2 In setting himself the task of going “be-
yond” Marx and Lenin, he says this is a weakness which can at
least in principle be remedied. ‘

Sweezy explains what he means by competition when he writes:

“Competition of a dangerous kind [i.e., dangerous to the

"Sweezy's analysis also makes it impossible to understand socialism and communism
corroctly. A typical example of the errors which flow from seeing price as the ““essence
of market relations’’ and seeing circulation, not production, as the basis of the economy,
s lound in the work of another current theorist and supporter of Sweezy, Howard Sher-
man, professor of economics at the University of California at Riverside. In an article
antitled “The Economics of Pure Communism,” (Soviet Studies), he proposes a path to
tommunism based on the gradual and successive reduction of prices until all prices are
recducad to zero and distribution is carried out according to the communist principle of
naad, rather than the socialist principle of work resuiting in income necessary to pur-
uhase commodities {from each according to his ability, to each according to his work).
According to Sherman the basis on which prices would be reduced is the steady advance
In productivity under socialist organization, which greatly reduces the labor time requir-
nil for production of any item, coupled with the end of profit-inspired artificial stimula-
tion of wants and individual competitiveness which drive people to consume needlessly.

This view of the path to communism focussed as it is on the elimination of price,
misses the heart of the matter. There will be no prices and no commodities in commu-
nint soclety. But Sherman’s conception of the process amounts to the theory of produc-
tHivy torcos—the central task of socialist society is to advance productivity and quantita-
tivaly roduce price until the qualitative leap occurs from prices greater than zero (social-
Inm) 1o no price at all (communism). Sherman’s focus on the surface phenomenon of
prien, leading him to construct a path specifically aimed at eliminating it {the surface
manifestation) rather than addressing the real essence of capitalism and markets in gen-
oral, drives him into this theory of productive forces and in effect to the abandonment
al ashleving communism by concentrating on advancing the socialist relations of produc-
tion In dlalectical unity with the development of the productive forces, and thereby lay-
Iy the basis for the destruction of prices, markets and all vestiges of commodity produc-
tion. This is another example of what can happen when circulation is made to replace
moduction as the essence of capitalist relations.
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bourgeoisie—MFZ] is generally effectively abolished when
something on the order of three-quarters to four-fifths of
a given industry is in the hands of a few large companies . . .13

What Sweezy is referring to above is price competition, and
since, for him, “price is the essence of market relations,” hence
the absence of price competition of a dangerous kind leads him to
the belief that Marx’s Capital is no longer relevant—in fact, it is
not just incomplete, but basically flawed for modern purposes be-
cause Capital is based on competitive capitalism, which no longer
exists. The errors involved in both Sweezy’s presentation of the
facts and his reasoning require some elaboration. He seems to be
saying that the essential feature of competition, at least “danger-
ous” competition, depends upon the number of capitalists in a
given market.

First of all, competition “of a dangerous kind’—including

price competition—continues to exist under imperialism. As Lenin |

put it,

« . monopolies, which have grown out of free competi-
tion, do not eliminate the latter, but exist over and along-
side of it, and thereby give rise to a number of very acute,
intense antagonisms, frictions and conflicts.”!4

Take, for example, the auto industry. By Sweezy’s logic (four
companies controlling 76% of the market) competition—at least
of a dangerous kind—should have ceased to exist. But one of
these companies, American Motors, is currently on the verge of
going under. A few years back, Chrysler was in very serious
trouble. Furthermore, the use of rebates on auto sales was pre-
cisely an example of price competition, as was the widespread
(and very dangerous to the U.S. auto giants) introduction of
cheaper imported cars from Japan and Europe which forced the
U.S. companies to introduce whole new lines of cars at reduced
prices.

Similar examples of widespread competition including over
prices (steel, for example) abound, not only of competition be-
tween different U.S. firms, but between capitalists of different
countries (a point that is virtually missing from Monopoly Cap-
ital).

I}c is certainly true that monopoly does modify prices—direct
and indirect efforts of the capitalists to maintain a particular
price are commonplace. It is also true that price competition,
on the whole, does not play the same central role in the conflict
between different capitalist concerns that it did in the period
Marx was analyzing. But only to Sweezy, who constructs his
whole theory on the pedestal of price, does this mean that Capi-
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tal must be discarded, or that competition is no longer built into
tha capitalist system.

~kuuz_y is fprced to acknowledge the obvious fact that compe-
tHion still exists under monopoly, but again he does so in a re-
vouling way. He says:

*T'he abandonment of price competition does not mean
the end of all competition: it takes new forms and rages
on with ever increasing intensity. Most of these new forms
of competition come under the heading of what we call the
wales effort . .. 15

lle goes on to say:

“ln an economic system in which competition is fierce
und relentless and in which the fewness of the rivals rules
oul price cutting, advertising becomes to an ever increas-
illlg :3)1cé:ent the principal weapon of the competitive strug-
gle”

I*irst it must be stressed that the competition Sweezy is talking
nhout is certainly not of a ““‘dangerous” kind. Sweezy doesn’t
wven Lry, for instance, to come up with an example of a major
eapitalist concern going under because it hired the wrong Madison
Avenue firm! In Monopoly Capital, competition is presented as
vskentially a matter of persuading a gullible public to purchase un-
needoed goods. To Sweezy, the quintessence of monopoly capital-
i must have been shown by the man who made a small fortune
wolling pet rocks. But alas, the pet rock craze collapsed because
the musses were able to sense what Sweezy fails to understand—
thal a rock has no value!

The point Lenin made in the quote cited earlier that “the mo-
nopolies, which have grown out of free competition, do not elim-
Inate the latter, but exist over it and alongside of it” is totally
minsing in Sweezy.

Nwoozy has a one-sided and metaphysical view of monopoly,
Kepurating out monopoly from competition and seeing only the
opposilion between the two, but not the unity. For Sweezy,
price competition is the essential form of competition, because
for him price is the essence of market relations. And because he
only looks at the form of competition, he is limited to some quan-
titative descriptive measure of the presence or absence of price
compotition. Sweezy chooses the bourgeois category and meas-
ure of the number of firms dominating sales in the market. De-
pending on the numbers, there is either competition or there is
nol. (The fact that Sweezy allows competition to exist-—even to
Intenslly -in other forms [e.g., advertising] is unimportant to
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Sweezy for this part of his analysis because, for him the absence
of price competition is enough to refute Capital.) Sweezy
cannot deal with the fact that monopoly and competition in cap-
italist society themselves constitute a unity of opposites, and that
this in no way eliminates price competition from imperialism, al-
though the constant and growing antagonism between monopoly
and competition certainly influences the behavior of prices in
monopoly capitalism.

Such a one-sided approach to monopoly has a long history in
bourgeois political economy. Marx sharply criticized the French
socialist economist Proudhon for just this error:

“M. Proudhon talks of nothing but modern monopoly
engendered by competition. But we all know that compe-
tition was engendered by feudal monopoly. Thus compe-
tition was originally the opposite of monopoly and not
monopoly the opposite of competition. So that modern
monopoly is not a simple antithesis, it is on the contrary
the true synthesis . . .

“Modern monopoly, which is the negation of feudal
monopoly, insofar as it implies the system of competition,
and the negation of competition insofar as it is monopoly.

“Thus modern monopoly, bourgeois monopoly, is syn-
thetic monopoly, the negation of the negation, the unity
of opposites.

¢, .. competition and monopoly devour each other . . .

“The synthesis is of such a character that monopoly can
only maintain itself by continually entering into the strug-
gle of competition.” 1’

Marx here analyzes capitalist monopoly in a dialectical way,
and from the point of view of historical materialism. The devel-
opment of capitalist monopoly is rooted in and is a negation of
capitalist competition which, in turn, is a negation of feudal mo-
nopoly. This consistent approach of dialectical historical mater-
ialism also provides the basis for understanding the essence of
cpaitalist competition, as opposed to the various forms it may
take.

Capital and Competition

Sweezy’s inability to correctly understand competition stems
from his inability to understand the essence of capital itself, that
it is command over living labor and can only reproduce and ex-
pand itself by exploiting ever more surplus value from the labor
of the working class. Only by understanding the nature of capital
is it possible to understand the essence of capitalist competition
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regardless of what form it might take.
Marx is very plain on this point.

“Conceptually, competition is nothing other than the
inner nature of capital, its essential character, appearing
in and realized as the reciprocal interaction of many cap-
itals with one another . . .”’'8 (emphasis in original)

What Marx is addressing here is essential to unraveling Sweezy’s
confusion over monopoly and competition. The inner tendency
of each and every capital is to strive for limitless surplus value.
Because capital comes into being and can only exist as many com-
peting capitals, this inner tendency appears to the capitalists and
to classical bourgeois political economy (here Marx is referring
specifically to Ricardo) as “a compulsion exercised over it by an
alien capital.”'® Sweezy can see only the appearance of compe-
tition and not the essential character of capital itself; so that when
this appearance changes, when monopoly modifies (Sweezy would
hold eliminates) price competition, Sweezy finds no external com-
pulsion and hence, no competition.

Monopoly changes the form of the reciprocal interaction of
capitals but it does not and cannot change the fact that this recip-
rocal interaction must take place. There has never been a time
when capital was not divided among larger or smaller numbers of
different capitalists and it is not possible to conceive of a time
when this would not be the case in one form or another—it is even
the case in the highly developed state capitalist USSR today. In
this constant interaction between capitals, the inner essence of
capital appears as and is realized as competition.

Let us return for a moment to Sweezy’s favorite example of
monopoly—the auto industry. Not only are the various capitals
(in this case the auto companies) interacting with each other,
they are also interacting with a myriad of other capitals. They
must, for example, purchase raw materials from steel companies,
glass companies, etc., and this interaction constantly comes out
as competition. They, like all the other huge corporations and
blocs of finance, are engaged in a life or death struggle (compe-
tition) over the division of the total surplus value expropriated
by the capitalist class as a whole. Indeed, the development of
imperialism means, that to a far greater degree than under free
enterprise, each capital interacts with every other capital, each
competing to appropriate privately as much of the surplus value
produced socially by the entire working class as possible.

Furthermore, what is the relation between the auto giants, or
for that matter different monopoly corporations in any one in-
dustry? Sweezy would have us believe that it is almost exclusive-
ly in the realm of advertising men, design engineers, salesmen, etc.
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But once again his inability to understand the inner nature of
capital itself makes him unable to see how that inner nature is
realized in competition. As Marx pointed out:

“Capital is not a thing, but rather a definite social pro-
duction relation, belonging to a definite historical forma-
tion of society, which is manifested in a thing and lends
this thing a specific social character.””20

The productive relation Marx is referring to is the relation of
wage labor to capital, the exploitation of labor in the course of
production. And it is precisely this social production relation that
appears in and is realized as competition.

When capitalists compete with each other, either in the “free
competition” period or under monopoly capitalism, each seeks to
squeeze more and more surplus value out of “his”’ workers. The
ways the capitalists seek to do this—intensification of labor
through speedup, lengthening the working day, holding down
wages, and so forth—are a continual feature of life in capitalist in-
dustry. Competition—basically competition in exploitation—is an
essential part of capital, and will be abolished, not by monopoly
and the presence of only a few buyers and sellers in the market,
but only through the abolition of capital itself.

Of course the capitalists compete with each other for a greater
share of the market, whether through price cutting or through
sales effort or some other means. Again, production and circula-
tion are not unrelated—each requires the other in order to contin-
ue. But they are not the same, and they are not equal. Produc-
tion again is primary, for the simple reason that without the pro-
duction of surplus value, which occurs only in production, no
amount of circulation or sales effort could possibly realize any
profit. And while this need not be true of any particular capital,
that is, a particular capital may be employed in a way which cre-
ates no surplus value at all but still brings a money profit to its
owner (for example, merchant capital engaged only in trade), it
is certainly true for capital taken as a whole. In fact, unproduc-
tive capital is dependent on productive capital for its own ability
to make profit. It is exactly there, in capital itself, that competi-
tion resides.

To sum up this point, competition exists as something related
to but different from the forms it takes, i.e. it is not the same
thing as its appearance. Competition is necessarily and perma-
nently related to exploitation of labor and the production of sur-
plus value. The advent of imperialism can change the form and
outward result of competition, but not its essence, because mo-
nopoly capitalism is still capitalism—based on capital itself as a
social relation.
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Imperialism does not and cannot change the basic laws gov-
orning capitalism. Because Sweezy approaches his analysis with
an idealist and metaphysical method, he confuses the outward ap-
pearance with the thing itself, and ignores the essence of compe-
lition altogether, holding his analysis at the most superficial level,
oven going so far as to ascribe to Marx himself this method when
Sweezy asserts that even in the study of competitive capitalism,
which he attributes to Marx, one “must begin with the workings
of the price mechanism.” These fundamental errors lie at the
heart of Sweezy’s entire analysis, as will become more apparent
as additional problems are addressed in this article, Sweezy’s mis-
understanding of some of the most basic elements of Marxist
method and economics accounts for his ‘‘belief”’ in Marxism exist-
ing together with a complete and total departure from Marxism,

Lenin, on the other hand, was able to analyze gualitatively new
conditions in a revolutionary manner while making genuine-con-
Lributions to the wealth of scientific political economy exactly be-
cause he did not confuse form with essence. He sought truth from
facts by analyzing actual events on the basis of Marx’s most funda-
mental insights. It was exactly because Lenin actually based him-
sclf on Marx that he could see that imperialism is “the direct con-
tinuation of the fundamental characteristics of capital in general”
resulting in a qualitative change within the framework of capital-
ism, and on that basis could recognize in the new situation the un-
precedented revolutionary significance it held.

On the basis of Marxism, Lenin led the first successful proletar-
ian revolution, while polemicizing in the sharpest manner against
a host of so-called Marxist theoreticians of the Second Internation-
al, each of whom outdid the other in complaining about Lenin’s
“dogmatism’” and ‘“‘sectarianism,” and in coming up with reasons
why imperialism had qualitatively changed capitalism in such a
way as to render Marx and the absolute necessity of proletarian
revolution ““obsolete.” Sweezy clearly follows in the tradition of
the Second International. To understand that is to have a better
appreciation of Stalin’s evaluation of Lenin:

“The whole truth about Leninism is that Leninism not
only restored Marxism, but also took a step forward, de-
veloping Marxism further under the new conditions of
capitalism and of the class struggle of the proletariat.

“What, then, in the last analysis, is Leninism?

“Leninism is Marxism of the era of imperialism and
the proletarian revolution.”’21

To be a Marxist in the era of imperialism, one must be a Lenin-
ist.
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(IB) SWEEZY’S CONCEPT OF “SURPLUS”

For Marx, the production of surplus value and accumulation of
capital it makes possible are the driving mechanisms of capitalist
society. Analyzing monopoly capitalism, Sweezy introduces an
entirely new concept, which is central to his entire approach. In
place of surplus value, he proposes “‘surplus,” and a new law that
monopoly capital is characterized by a “rising surplus,” from
which flows all of its problems.

“The economic surplus, in the briefest possible definition, is
the difference between what a society produces and the costs of
producing it.””?2 This definition is set in terms of prices and
costs, not in terms of value at all. Anticipating questions about
the switch from surplus value, Baran and Sweezy note that:

“we prefer the concept ‘surplus’ to the traditional Marxian
‘surplus value’ since the latter is probably identified in the
minds of most people familiar with Marxian economic the-
ory as equal to the sum of profits + interest + rent. It is
true that Marx demonstrates—in scattered passages of Cap-
ital and Theories of Surplus Value—that surplus value also
comprises other items such as revenue of state and church
... In general, however, he treated these as secondary fac-
tors and excluded them from his basic theoretical schema.
It is our contention that under monopoly capitalism this
procedure is no longer justified, and we hope that a change
in terminology will help to effect the needed shift in the-
oretical position”’?3 ( emphasis added).

Dealing in terms of prices and costs, Sweezy points out that
monopoly corporations can and do keep prices above the levels
which would obtain if there were open market competition of
the kind known in early capitalism. He also correctly points out
that reduction of costs of production is in the interest of monop-
oly capital just as much as “competitive” capital. From this he
draws the conclusion that with costs declining, but prices held
high, profit margins will tend to increase and this in turn

“impl[ies] aggregate profits which rise not only absolutely
but as a share of national product. If we provisionally
equate aggregate profits with society’s economic surplus
[they note that other elements must also be added in to
get the true surplus—MFZ] we can formulate as a law of
monopoly capitalism that the surplus tends to rise both
absolutely and relatively as the system develops.”24

Baran and Sweezy go on:
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“This law immediately invites comparison, as it
should, with the classical-Marxian law of the falling
tendency of the rate of profit. Without entering into
an analysis of the different versions of the latter, we
can say that they all presuppose a competitive system.
By substituting the law of rising surplus for the law of
falling profit, we are therefore not rejecting or revis-
ing a time-honored theorem of political economy:
we are simply [!] taking into account the undoubted
fact that the structure of the capitalist economy has
undergone a fundamental change since that theorem
was formulated. What is most essential about the
structural change from competitive to monopoly
capitalism finds its theoretical expression in this sub-
stitution.” 25

We will deal later with Sweezy’s ideas on the rate of profit.
Concerning the concept of the surplus, we find that the change
from surplus value and the development of the category ‘‘surplus”
is cxactly the outcome of Sweezy’s belief that monopoly capital-
ism is governed by different basic laws than early capitalism, and
that value theory is no longer appropriate. This is the ‘‘shift in
theoretical position” referred to earlier, a definitive and open
break with Marxism, for which a “‘change in terminology”’ is re-
quired.

Sweezy is quite correct to see that modern capitalism has a tre-
mendous capacity to produce surplus. Every society since the lat-
Lor stages of primitive communalism has produced a surplus prod-
uct, i.e. more products, use-values, than are required to sustain
the laboring population—sustained, that is, at the level of the
working masses in that society. But in capitalist society this sur-
plus takes the form of surplus value, and only incidentally surplus
things. This surplus value is based on the fact that labor power is
a commodity in capitalist society, from which surplus is extracted
by an exploiting bourgeoisie.

The fact that the surplus takes the form first of surplus value
and finally of money capital which can and must be reintroduced
to further advance production in the quest for still greater value
(not things) is what accounts for the tremendous increase in social
productivity of labor. This goes together with the unprecedented
power of the laboring people, now organized as a proletariat with
only labor power to sell, to produce surplus.

Capitalist society by its very nature transforms its surplus things
into the most flexible form, money, which must and also can be
reintroduced to expand production. The expansive power of cap-
ilalist society, which Sweezy observes, cannot be explained ade-
(uately by him because he turns away from the only theoretical
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framework in which one can analyze the different forms of sur-
plus—the labor theory of value. o

Sweezy throws out value theory as an anachronistic theory un-
suited to the basic “principles and laws of motion” of imperlallsm.
How is he to explain what he sees in society, in particular the “ris-
ing surplus’’? Why, through the strength of the monopoly bour-
geoisie, whose market power is such that they can keep prices
high. Having thrown out value theory, Sweezy proceeds to ignore
the productive power of the working class and ascril.oe‘mystmal
power to tue monopoly capitalists. An altogether fitting conclu-
sion to a bourgeois theory.

Rising Surplus and Falling Rate of Profit

The contradiction Sweezy feels obliged to explain, between ris-
ing surplus and a falling rate of profit, in fact presents no prpblem
at all when the whole problem is stated correctly. Is it poss1!ole
for the rate of profit to fall while the mass of surplus value rises?
Not only is it possible, it happens all the time, since bo"ch are the
common effects of accumulation and the increased social produc-
tivity of labor:

“The law of the progressive falling of the rate of profit . . .
does not rule out in any way that the absolute mass of ex-
ploited labor set in motion by the social capital, gmd con-
sequently the absolute mass of the surplus-labor it appro-
priates, may grow.”26

There is nothing strange or inexplicable about the fact that surplus
rises in imperialism. It requires no theoretical breakthrough, and
certainly no theoretical revolution (more precisely, counter-revo-
lution) to explain it and reconcile the fact with the tendency of
the rate of profit to fall (more on this later).

We will conclude this discussion with a final observation abogt
Marx’s derivation of the law of the tendency of the rate of profit
to fall. Sweezy thinks that the changing forms in which the sur-
plus appears (profit, interest, revenue of state and church, etc.) re-
quires a change in analysis. While it is true that the form in which
the surplus appears, reflecting the productive or unpr_odqctlve uses
to which the surplus value is put, has important implications for_
the course of accumulation, it is absolutely false to see in the shift-
ing forms surplus assumes any change in the sqcial origin qf sur-
plus value. In fact, Marx pointed to the significance of thls in his
derivation of the law of the tendency of the rate of profit to fall:

“We intentionally present this law before going on to the
division of profit into different independent categories.
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The fact that this analysis is made independently of the
division of profit into different parts, which fall to the
share of different categories of people, shows from the
outset that this law is, in its entirety, independent of this
division, and just as independent of the mutual relations
ol the resultant categories of profit. The profit to which
we are here referring is but another name for surplus val-
ue itself, which is presented only in its relation to total
capital rather than to variable capital, from which it
arises.”?’ (emphasis added)

First, the “problem” Sweezy poses, the changing composition
ol the categories of surplus, in no way touches the tendency of
the rate of profit to fall, although negating value relations certain-
ly does. Further, Marx is again clear that this basic analysis is
made with regard to total capital, and so is independent also of
the number of units of capital into which the total is divided, i.e.
it is independent of the numerical measure of competition Sweezy
clings to, and which was reviewed in the last section. Competition
is an enforcer of the laws of capital, but the tendency of the rate
of profit to fall, just as competition itself, is the result of capital
as a whole, independent of its particular division, and operates
throughout the life of capital.

(IC) CRISIS, STAGNATION AND UNDERCONSUMPTION

‘Sweezy’s treatment of these subjects presents a welter of theo-
retical confusion. Here there is space to deal only with the most
important points.

In general, Sweezy considers crisis and stagnation to be differ-
ent phenomena. This is also the general Marxist view. Crisis is
usually taken to mean the more or less regular, periodic collapse
of capitalist production, coming at the end of a period of rapid
cconomic expansion. Crisis is accompanied by rapid increases in
unemployment, reduced levels of production (or at least sharply
lower advances in production compared with the ‘““boom” period).
In short, crisis theory generally refers to business cycles.

Stagnation refers to unusually long and continuous stretches of
depressed economic activity, during which no major cyclical re-
covery intervenes.

Underconsumption is a theory, with several particular and com-
peting variations differing in some respects, but all sharing certain
hasic methodological and conceptual common ground. Some un-
derconsumption theories are presented as an explanation of crisis,
some as an explanation of stagnation, while some formulations,
like Sweezy’s, attempt to explain both crises and stagnation from
the same underlying proposed mechanism of underconsumption.
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Sweezy’s main interest is in stagnation, although he does not
ignore crisis. His formulation of underconsumption theory is
mainly aimed at explaining stagnation. As will be seen, Sweezy
also tries to explain capitalist crises with underconsumption theo-
ry, but his effort there is more eclectic, drawing heavily on the
factor-share/profit-squeeze argument analyzed in detail in the first
article of this series.

The plan here is to discuss Sweezy’s theory of capitalist crisis
first, comparing it with Marx’s theory of crisis. Then Sweezy’s
theory of underconsumption will be investigated, followed by a
discussion of stagnation.

Tendency of Rate of Profit to Fall

Sweezy recognizes that profit is a key indicator and regulator of
capitalist activity, so he says that the . . . causation of crises must
run in terms of the forces operating on the rate of profit.”28 But,
as shown above, Sweezy dismisses Marx’s own explanation of the
tendency of the rate of profit to fall, at least for monopoly capital-
ism, substituting instead the law of rising surplus. At best, accord-
ing to Sweezy, the “time-honored theorem” belonged to the dis-
tant past. But in Sweezy’s own major exposition of Marxist theo-
ry, published by him in 1942, Sweezy challenges Marx’s formula-
tion even in the context of the early capitalist society Marx was
analyzing. Sweezy’s challenge is revealing, setting the stage as it
does for his own explanation of falling profits, not only “updated”
but completely divorced from value theory in general, at any stage
of capitalist development.

Before entering into Sweezy’s view more fully, it will be helpful ;
to summarize in the briefest way Marx’s explanation for the fall-
ing tendency of the rate of profit. It should be remembered that
the actual working out of the interaction between the tendency
of the rate of profit to fall and the counteracting tendencies is, at
any moment, an extremely complex phenomenon, in which the
basic contradictions of capital manifest themselves in varied forms.
The following summary is not intended to do anything more than
show the general approach taken by Marx. Furthermore, the law of
the tendency of the rate of profit to fall is not by itself a theory of
capitalist crisis, although it is absolutely central to Marxist crisis
theory. The following summary should therefore not be taken as
a summary of Marxist crisis theory. 22

For Marx, the rate of profit is the relation between the mass of
surplus value, “s,” and the total capital advanced to engage the
production of that surplus value, “c+v,” constant and variable cap- .
ital. The rate of profit is the ratio “s/(c+v).” Surplus value origi-
nates from the exploitation of living labor, not from the use of
machinery, materials, or other constant capital. Only the applica-
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Lion of variable capital, which hires living labor, can result in sur-
plus value, since living labor applied in production is the only
source of value and surplus value. The relation between the capi-
tal exchanged for living labor (labor power), “v,” and the surplus
villue which this labor power creates, is called the rate of surplus
vulup, or rate of exploitation, and is measured by the ratio “‘s/v.”

_ Smcg the rate of profit, ‘‘s/(c+v),” relates the surplus to the en-
Lire capital and not just to the variable capital, it is not enough to
know the rate of exploitation to know the rate of profit. We must
nlso know what part of the total capital is laid out as variable cap-
ital to hire living labor, and what part goes to purchase constant
capital. The relation between these two magnitudes of value
“efv,” is called by Marx the organic composition of capital.*’ If
l.h‘e organic composition of capital rises, i.e. if a larger proportion
o ['total capital is laid out as constant capital and a smaller propor-
tion laid out as variable capital, and if the rate of surplus value
{_()lr] rate of exploitation) remains the same, the rate of profit must

all.

Marx analyzes at great length the factors which influence the
organic composition of capital, and he concludes that the organic
composition of capital rises regularly as a result of the necessary
steps in capital accumulation.3® From this he concludes that the
rate of profit tends to fall—tends to fall because the same advances
in accumulation and productivity of labor which are associated
wath the rising organic composition of capital also push up the
rate of exploitation, “s/v”’ (by cheapening the elements of work-
(~}"s’ consumption), which to a certain degree and for a certain
:,lmfeﬁnay push up the rate of profit and counteract its tendency
L) 1all,

Now let us see what Sweezy does with this. First, he agrees
.l.h.at the organic composition of capital in fact does rise, character-
1zing Marx’s explanation as ‘““indisputable trends”3' and acknow-
ledging that ““a rising organic composition of capital goes hand in
hand with increasing labor productivity.” 32

But Sweezy is not satisfied. Recalling that increases in produc-
livity also increases the rate of exploitation, and seeking to hoist
Marx on his own petard, Sweezy says:

_ “_We have Marx’s own word for it that higher productiv-
ity 1s invariably accompanied by a higher rate of surplus
value. In the general case, therefore, we ought to assume
Lhat. the increasing organic composition of capital proceeds
part passu [with equal pace or progress—MFZ] with a ris-
ing rate of surplus value.

“We shall see later in this article that Sweezy rejects this formulation of Marx's, and
the reasons for it, ,
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“If both the organic composition of capital and the rate
of surplus value are assumed variable, as we [not Marx??—
MFZ] think they should be, then the direction in which
the rate of profit will change becomes indeterminate.” 33

In other words, since in the real world everything varies and
changes, and in opposing directions, we don’t know what the
overall direction of change will be.

Now, Marx was no fool, and so Sweezy will have to do better
than this to dispose of him. When Marx first explains the rising
organic composition of capital, it is in the course of formulating
“The General Law of Capitalist Accumulation.”3% Marx shows
that the drive for profit forces each capitalist to improve the ef-
ficiency of production, and that the principal means for accom-
plishing this is the introduction of machinery to increase the pro-
ductivity of labor. This has a two-fold effect. It raises the organic
composition of capital by providing more machinery per worker*
and by allowing each worker to process more material inputs in a
given time, and it also has the effect of throwing workers out of
work, adding to the reserve army of unemployed. For Marx, the
accumulation of capital also brings the accumulation of the re-
serve army of the proletariat, the unemployed.

With this basic understanding, Marx explicitly deals with the
so-called “indeterminate’” movement in the rate of profit. He
points out:

“In relation to employed labor-power the development
of the productivity again reveals itself in two ways: First,
in the increase of surplus-labor, i.e., the reduction of the
necessary labor-time required for the reproduction of the
bor-power. Secondly, in the decrease of the quantity of
labor power (the number of laborers) generally employed
to set in motion a given capital.

“. . .the compensation of the reduced number of laborers
by intensifying the degree of exploitation has certain in-
surmountable limits. It may, for this reason, well check
the fall in the rate of profit, but cannot prevent it altogeth-
er.”36

The rate of exploitation may rise. It does rise. Marx doesn’t need
Sweezy to point this out. But at the same time and out of the
same conditions, the number of workers employed falls, relative
to the capital advanced, and perhaps even absolutely, as the accu-

*Marx draws an important distinction between the technical composition of capital,

the amount of machinery and materials per worker, and the organic composition of cap-

ital, which expresses the refation in value terms. See Capital, Vol. 1, pp. 612-613.
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mulation process throws people out of work. The fact that fewer
workers are employed for a given outlay of capital is the dominant
muspect, not the fact that each remaining worker is subject to a
higher degree of exploitation—because of what Marx refers to as
“insurmountable limits”’ to the latter. Therefore, the higher rate
of exploitation inflicted on each remaining worker is more than
compensated for by the simple fact that there are fewer workers
to exploit, for a given outlay of capital. The increase in rate of ex-
ploitation can therefore not ‘‘prevent,” but can only temporarily
“check,” the tendency for the rate of profit to fall.

Sweezy registers nothing of this argument, even though it is
there in plain type. Thinking he has bested Marx on a fundamen-
tal point, he becomes conciliatory and makes excuses for Marx,
by way of excusing himself from paying attention.

“It should be remembered in this connection that the chapter
on ‘Unraveling the Internal Contradictions of the Law’ [from
which the previous quote from Marx was taken—MFZ] has,
perhaps to a greater degree than most of Volume III, the char-
acter of preliminary notes jotted down by Marx . . . so that de-
finitive judgements are probably out of the question.” 36

From where, then, shall we draw judgment? Sweezy locates
and presents his theory of crisis and falling profit in a remarkable
I'a.’ihion.

“We should be on sounder grounds to search for causes
of the falling tendency of the rate of profit in the process
of capital accumulation with its inherent tendency to
raise the demand for labor power and hence the level of
wages ., .37

“The chain of causation runs from the rate of accumulation
to the volume of employment, from the volume of employ-
ment to the level of wages, from the level of wages to the
rgte of profit . . . [the fall in profit] chokes off accumula-
tion and precipitates a crisis, the crisis turns into depression,
and finally, the depression recreates the conditions favorable
to an acceleration in the rate of accumulation.”’ 38

'This is the identical formulation which is presented by J. Crotty
and R. Boddy, the subject of the first of these two articles.39
Rather than repeat the arguments of that article, it is enough to
refer readers to it and go on, noting only that Sweezy too falls
into Ricardian formulations which emphasize circulation instead
ol production, a consequence of ignoring the law of value.
Sweezy wants to appear to be faithful to Marx. He says,
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“the arguments . . . have been concerned with the theo-
retical foundations of the falling tendency of the rate of
profit. There has been no thought of denying the exis-
tence or fundamental importance of such a tendency.”40

It is ironic that Sweezy should use for his text for his “improv-
ed” explanation of the fall in the rate of profit the very chapter
in Volume I which Marx uses to show why his own explanation
is satisfactory and needs no “improvement.” The explanation of
the relation between accumulation, employment and wages is part
of the material which makes the point that accumulation throws
people out of work.

Sweezy is certainly not the first or most recent radical or *so-
cialist”” who has thrown out Marx’s “theoretical foundations”
while feigning to retain the conclusions, and not the first or last
to take the cheap shot that Volume III is “‘scattered notes.”
Those notes, never edited by Marx, turn out to be a better guide
than all of Sweezy’s polished writings.

Sweezy brings to mind Engels’ response to those critics 90
years ago who complained about the “‘scattered notes’’ of Volume
I11, insisting on new editing:

“For the people who cannot or do not want to read, L
who, even in Volume I, took more trouble to understand

it wrongly than was necessary to understand it correctly
—for such people it is altogether useless to put oneself
out in any way. But for those who are interested in a
real understanding, the original text itself was precisely
the most important thing.”41

To sum up the argument so far, Sweezy recognizes that the key
to understanding crisis is in profits. But Sweezy, trying to present
his argument in Marxist terms, rejects Marx’s own explanation of
the falling rate of profit, essentially because Sweezy does not un-
derstand why the tendencies counteracting the fall in the rate of
profit, particularly the rise in the rate of exploitation, cannot con-
sistently overcome the tendency of the rate of profit to fall.

Sweezy’s representation of the Marxist tendency of the rate of
profit to fall is identical to that put forward by Ricardo and, more |
recently in the pages of Monthly Review, by Boddy and Crotty.
Sweezy’s rendition of Marx on this point is an out and out bour-
geois theory of political economy and profit.

Sweezy is aware of this, at least to some degree. As he puts it:

“It should be noted that the conception of the business
cycle which emerges from Marx’s analysis of capital accu-
mulation [as rendered by Sweezy—MFZ] is one which is,
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m principle at least, acceptable to non-Marxian political
economy .42

Sweezy then backs away from his own creation, calling it “one-
nided™ and incomplete. But for Sweezy, this is a judgment on
Marx’s own theory, which Sweezy believes himself to be represent-

W as best as it is possible to represent it. To Sweezy, the most
apnmificant weakness in Marx’s (but really his own) profit-squeeze
theory is that “in the language of current [bourgeois—MFZ] the-
ry 1l assumes that the crisis is not the result but the cause of
a shortage of effective demand” and that “to drop this assump-
lton is to open up a new range of possibilities.””43

In other words, Sweezy finds a problem with his own formula-
fion, which he however thinks is Marxist, or at least the best pos-
sihle interpretation which can be put on Marx’s own writings, The
real underlying problem with Sweezy’s—not Marx’s—analysis is
[hat his theory is based in distribution and not production. The
|»r.u!)lem Sweezy finds is that the formulation suggests that the
erisis happens first, and then in turn causes a shortage of demand
in Lhe market as workers are laid off, wages are driven down, and
ih pencral the income of the mass of consumers falls. ’

Underconsumption Theory

Sweezy calls this sequence of events an “assumption.” He
win Ls to drop that “assumption” and argue the reverse sequence
Q_I cvents, namely that a shortage of demand appears in the market
{first and in turn causes crisis. This is the stage for the undercon-
sumption theory of crisis and/or stagnation. As Sweezy explains
it, still relating crisis to the rate of profit:

“Now, if we drop the assumption that all commodities
sell at their equilibrium values, another possible source
of a fall in profitability emerges. Capitalists may suffer
from an inability to sell commodities at their values.’’44

Or, if the capitalists cannot sell their commodities at value, but
are forced because of too small a demand to cut prices below val-
ue generally in society, then the capitalists will not realize as mon-
ey profit the full surplus value contained in the commodity, and
s0 the (realized) rate of profit will fall, and then crisis will set in.
The capitalist crisis, according to underconsumption theory, is
therefore “caused” by a shortage of demand. It is not, as Sweezy
snys Marx “assumed,” the other way around.

Ifirst, it should be noted that this “explanation’” of crisis is ex-
actly opposed to Sweezy’s first attempt at a Marxist explanation,
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which was based on the profit-squeeze argument. In that scenario, ‘

the crisis is brought on by a rising share of income going to labor.
Here, with underconsumption, the crisis is brought on because
workers do not have enough income (i.e. there is a shortage of
demand) in relation to capital. Having given up value theory and
rejected Marx’s own theory of crisis, Sweezy can only go from pil-
lar to post, being troubled by “one-sidedness’ only to arrive at
another theory which is diametrically opposed to the first, and
equally one-sided. Yet the two theories, profit-squeeze and under-
consumption, have one basic feature in common, which unites
them and causes advocates of one version to sometimes present
the other, opposite version. Both theories are based on the con-
ditions of distribution, and neither proceed from Marx’s value the-
ory.

This unity is but two opposite erroneous views stemming from
the same basic error, failure to look into production and the con-
ditions of exploitation of labor. Underlying this is Sweezy’s con-
sistently metaphysical method which doesn’t penetrate into the
interal workings of capital in production to find the heart of the
contradiction but remains at the outer manifestations, in circula-
tion, to explain the forces at work.

The fact that Sweezy prefers the underconsumption version of
the error rather than the factor share version is consistent with his
reluctance to enter into concrete political struggle, preferring in-
stead the calmer waters of left Keynesian pump priming and stim-
ulation of aggregate demand through government intervention
with massive expenditures. It is consistent with his overall dismis-
sal of the U.S. working class as a force for change, let alone revo-
lution, or even as a force at all. (These features of Sweezy are
treated in Section III.) At least Boddy, Crotty and many other
advocates of the profit syueeze version present the working class
as a vital and significant force, as an active agent going up against
the bourgeoisie, and at least they try to relate to the concrete
struggles of the working class, however much their fundamentally
bourgeois analysis of political economy keeps them from seeing
how to move that struggle ahead, and even sapotages the struggle
at points.

Sweezy’s presentation of underconsumption as the cause of
crisis or stagnation is one in a long history of similar attempts, fol-
lowing in the path of the French utopian socialist Sismondi, who
died before Marx began his investigations of political economy,
and continuing through the work of Karl Kautsky, one of the
chief revisionist theoreticians of the Second International, and
many others into contemporary political economy. Although
Sweezy makes the argument with some new technical features,

the heart of the case was addressed in some pretty sharp commen- -

tary by Marx on the point:
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“It is sheer tautology to say that crises are caused by
the scarcity of effective consumption, or of effective con-
sumers. The capitalist system does not know any other
modgg of consumption than effective ones . . . That com-
modities are unsaleable means only that no effective pur-
g:hasers have been found for them, i.e., consumers . . . But
if one were to attempt to give this tautology the semblance
of a prof(?under justification by saying that the working-
class receives too small a portion of its own product and
the evil would be remedied as soon as it receives a larger
share of it and its wages increase in consequence, one could
only yemark that crises are always prepared by precisely
a period in which wages rise generally and the working-
class actually gets a larger share of that part of the annual
product which is intended for consumption,” 45

. , . .
Sweezy has an answer to this, being aware of the differences
and even total opposition in his two “explanations” of crisis.

“The two tyves of crises present divergent problems.
In the one case [profit squeeze—MFZ] we have to do
with movements in the rate of surplus value and the
90m_position of capital, with the value system remain-
ingin to.tc.t,' in the other case we iiave to do with as yet
\1‘111spec1f1ed forces tending to create a general shortage

in effective demand for commodities . ., .46 i
ed) . .”%% ( emphasis

So, again, Svyeezy resorts to the claim that in some cases the value
eliystem remains ‘“‘intact,” while in other cases value theory is not
intact, ?.pd so does not bear directly on the problem, and ““as yet
unspecified forces” must be found to explain the phenomenon in
question.

_Essentially, Sweezy is arguing here that the mechanism of
crisis changes with the development of imperialism. During early
capitalism, when Sweezy believes value theory was “intact,” crisis
rosulted from profit-squeeze brought on by rising wages, aé ana-
lyzed .earlier. But now, in the era of monopoly capital, the law of
value is no longer ““intact,” and so another theory, underconsump-
U()l.), must be brought into play to explain modern crisis, and stag-
nation, In fact, much of Sweezy’s Theory of Capitalist bevelop-
mgnt, and virtually all of Monopoly Capital, are devoted to identi-
fying and explaining the ‘‘as yet unspecified forces” needed to
produce a theory of underconsumption.

Sweezy is correct to say that the theory of underconsumption
irf not based on Marx’s value theory. But still, there is a contradic-
lion between production and consumption in capitalism, there
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are times when, in general, commodities cannot be sold at their
values, or even be sold at all, times when there is a general glut of
commodities for which there is no adequate purchasing power in
the market to realize the surplus value contained in the commodi-
ties. These times are during crises, and are bound up intimately
with the causes of crisis. In short, underconsumptionists are con-
cerned to explain things which actually happen. The problem,

as is often the case, is that they cannot go from the perceptual
level of a general glut of commodities to the underlying cause and
present a rational, scientific explanation, despite the Marxist
phraseology often attached to the theory of underconsumption.

A Contradiction Rooted in Capitalist Production

As was seen above, Marx very sharply rejected underconsump-
tion as a cause of crisis. Still, many underconsumptionists try to
reconcile the theory with Marx himself by pointing out that Marx
said:

“The ultimate reason for all real crises always remains pov-
erty and the restricted consumption of the masses as oppos-
ed to the drive of capitalist production to develop the pro-
ductive forces as though only the absolute consuming
power of society constituted their limit.” 47

This statement Sweezy calls “Marx’s most clear-cut statement in
favor of underconsumption theory of crises.”48

But Marx is not saying here that the ultimate reason for crises
is restricted consumption, as the underconsumptionists believe.
Marx is saying that the reason is restricted consumption as oppos-
ed to the drive of capitalist production to develop the productive
forces. The key phrase is “as opposed to.” Crisis contains a con-
tradiction between capitalist production, which tends to expand,
and consumption, which tends to be narrow. All that Marx is do-
ing in the above (uote is stating this contradiction, which is ab-
solutely correct. But he does not say in that quote which aspect
of the contradiction is dominant. Just because he puts restricted
consumption first in the expression is no reason to conclude its
primacy. Marx was extremely clear in many places that in fact it
is production that is dominant over consumption. The condi-
tions of production determine overall the conditions of consump-
tion and circulation in general, although Marx always recognized
that consumption and circulation have a reciprocal, dialectical re-
fation to production, so that they influence, but do not dominate,
it.

In discussing the relation between production and the market,
Marx drives home the point that capitalist production is not gear-
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od to demand or the scope of the market, but is geared only to
profit. An individual capitalist may try to tailor production to
what he perceives as the demand for his product and under monop-
oly capitalism certain estimates of the whole market are made but
overall the anarchy of capitalist production constantly disrupts
these calculations and forces production to be carried on in dis-
harmony with the market. Production is for exchange, and only
incidentally for use; or, in the contradiction contained in every
commodity between exchange value and use value, it is exchange
value which is the dominant aspect. Because of this, production
expands in disharmony with the market, and the overproduction
of capital, in the form of commodities, must resuit,.

“Since the aim of capital is not to minister to certain
wants, but to produce profit, and since it accomplishes
this purpose by methods which adapt the mass of pro-
duction to the scale of production, not vice-versa, a

rift must continually ensue between the limited dimen-
sions of consumption under capitalism and a produc-
tion which forever tends to exceed this immanent bar-
rier. Furthermore, capital consists of commodities, and
therefore overproduction of capital implies overproduc-
tion of commodities.”” 49

| Marx is saying here that the mass, or level, of production tends
10, be pushed to the limit of the possibilities of the scale, or capac-
ity, of production. As capital is accumulated, the scale of produc-
lion increases, and production itself increases. But this does not
go on without limit as a continuous growth. The advances in pro-
duction run up against a barrier of restricted consumption, a bar-
rier which itself is the result of the conditions of production. The
glut of commodities arises from and is the outward sign of tie
over-production of capital. And,

“Overproduction of capital, not of individual commod-
ities—although overproduction of capital always includes
overproduction of commodities—is therefore simply over-
accumulation of capital.””50

In other words, the glut of commodities is an outward sign of
the fact that the accumulation of capital has proceeded to a point
where it cannot proceed further because the conditions of prof-
itability are removed. The reasons for the fall in profitability will
he gone into again shortly. Here, the point is that crisis results

‘from the overproduction of capital, the overaccumulation of cap-

ilal, This is a very different thing from underconsumption,
Marx summed up the contradiction between consumption and
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production in relation to crisis in this way:

“The contradiction, to put it in a very general way, con-
sists in that the capitalist mode of production involves a
tendency towards absolute development of the produc-
tive forces, regardless of the value and surplus value it con-
tains, and regardless of the social conditions under which
capitalist production takes place . . .”5"

Although Sweezy holds to the theory of underconsumption, he
sometimes talks of crises of overproduction. In his opinion, “Pro-
perly understood . . . ‘underconsumption’ and ‘overproduction’
are opposite sides of the same coin.””52 This is a commonly held
view, in which the two theories are made equivalent. Essentially,
this view says, ‘“What difference does it make if we speak of too
much supply (overproduction) or too little demand (undercon-
sumption)? Both expressions convey the same situation—too
many commodities on the market for the available demand.”

The trouble with this formulation is that it treats commodities
on the market simply as products, as things, whereas, as Marx
points out, overproduction is talking about capital, the essence
and not the form of the commodities on the market. As soon as
the discussion is placed in terms of value and capital, and the the-
ory of crisis proceeds from a materialist exploration of the contra-
diction in the accumulation of capital, there is no possible reconci-
liation of the two theories,

Lenin also criticized underconsumption tieories of crisis, which
Kautsky and others at the time also presented to escape the theo-
ry of value with all its revolutionary implications. Lenin said that
Marxist crisis theory looks for the cause of crisis ““in the condition
of production,” in circulation and distribution. Lenin continued:

“The question arises: Does the second theory [the Marx-
ist theory—MFZ] deny the fact of the contradiction be-
tween production and consumption? Of course not. It
fully recognizes this fact but it gives it its due and sub-
ordinate place . . . it teaches that this fact cannot explain
the crises which arise through a much more profound and
fundamental contradiction inherent in the modern eco-
nomic system . . .”’53

Engels summed up the entire point when he indicated that crisis
ultimately arises from the contradiction contained in the commod-
ity itself, the contradiction between exchange value and use value,
in which exchange value is dominant. As Engels said:

“The value form of products therefore already contains
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in embryo the whole capitalist form of production, the
antagonism between capitalists and wage-workers, the
industrial reserve army and crises,””®

“Normal Stagnation’ Covers “No Crisis” Theory

liven though Sweezy first presented underconsumption as a the-
ory of crisis (business cycles), the main use to which he and others
put it is as a theory of stagnation, prolonged inability of capital to
nccumulate, coupled with high rates of unemployment and much
unused industrial capacity.

Here is how Sweezy presents the basis of stagnation:

“Pwist and turn as one will, there is no way to avoid the
conclusion that monopoly capitalism is a self-contradic-
tory system. It tends to generate ever more surplus, yet
it fails to provide the consumption and investment out-
lets required for the absorption of a rising surplus and
hence for the smooth working of the system. Since sur-
plus which cannot be absorbed will not be produced, it
follows that the normal state of the monopoly capitalist
economy is stagnation” %5 (first emphasis added).

In other words, because there are too few “outlets,” too small
nmarket, for the products society is capable of producing, produc-
Li&n is curtailed, investment is held back, and we see the resultant
unemployment and unused capacity continuing for extended pe-
riods. In short, the “normal” state of affairs is that production is
peared down to the market, the market controls production.

This is precisely the bourgeois theory of production, in which
capitalists refer to the market for “signals” emanating from poten-
tial buyers, and having determined as well as possible the extent
of the market and the nature of the products demanded by the
buying public, produce accordingly. Such a theory is presented
in every. bourgeois economics text.

For Sweezy, the fundamental conflict in capitalism is between
production and the market, between producers and consumers,
between the capitalists and the people, or between the capitalists
und the working class as consumers, not as workers. Because
Sweezy raises capitalist circulation above capitalist production,
he must ignore the fundamental contradiction of society, between
the capitalists and the workers as workers, arising from the exploi-
{utive nature of capitalist relations of production.

But suppose we try to express in value terms the problem of in-
nbhility to sell. As an underconsumptionist using value terms
would say: ‘“The surplus value arising in production cannot be rea-
lized in circulation, the capitalist cannot therefore realize a profit,
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and so crisis follows.” Or as Sweezy once put it,

“If the decline in profitability which is immediately re-
sponsible for the outbreak of a crisis results from the cap-
italists’ inability to realize the full value of the commod-
ities which they produce, we shall speak of a ‘realization
crisis,” »96

Such a formulation of the problem, which is a common expression |

of the underconsumptionist theory of crisis, is also incorrect be-

cause it locates the origin of crisis in circulation rather than in pro- |

duction. It too says that distribution of income and circulation
dominate production, rather than giving these aspects of the econ-
omy their “due and subordinate place” to production, as Lenin
put it.

It is true that there comes a time, periodically, when on a large
scale products cannot be sold and the surplus value in them cannot
be realized. But the fact that the surplus value cannot be realized
is itself a consequence of the falling rate of profit. In particular,
it arises from the fact that less variable capital is advanced in rela-
tion to the total capital advanced. It is this element of the produc-
tion process which results in a distribution of income which ulti-
mately limits the market for the product. Sweezy is wrong to say
that Marxist crisis theory “assumes that the crisis is not the result
but the cause of a shortage in effective demand.” What Marx con-
clusively demonstrated by following the law of value—that crises
result from overproduction of capital not underconsumption of
the masses—need not be “assumed.” And the “range of possibili-
ties”” opened up by dropping this ‘‘assumption” are indeed limit-

less, since there are any number of ways to be wrong, but only one

way to get to the heart of the matter. From this example we can
get a deeper understanding of why Marx attached such importance

to the law of the tendential fall in the rate of profit to understand- |

ing political economy.
For Sweezy, the ‘“normal” status of imperialism is stagnation.
He even says:

“Left to itself—that is to say, in the absence of counteract-
ing forces which are no part of what may be called the
‘elementary logic’ of the system—monopoly capitalism
would sink deeper and deeper into a bog of chronic de-
pression.” 57

What Sweezy is saying here, in essence, is that there is always a
crisis except that external forces are able to buoy up an inherently j
sinking economy—the net effect being that there is no crisis at all.

Lenin also addressed the stagnation under monopoly capitalism
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but once again in a diametrically opposite way from Sweezy. He
wrote:

““As we have seen, the deepest economic foundation of
imperialism is monopoly. This is capitalist monopoly,
i.e., monopoly which has grown out of capitalism and ex-
ists in the general environment of capitalism, commodity
production and competition, in permanent and insoluble
contradiction to this general environment. Nevertheless,
like all monopoly, it inevitably engenders a tendency to
stagnation and decay. Since monopoly prices are estab-
lished, even temporarily, the motive cause of technical
and, consequently, of all progress, disappears to a cer-
tain extent . . . Certainly, monopoly under capitalism can
never completely, and for a very long period of time, elim-
inate competition in the world market (and this, by the
by, is one of the reasons why the theory of ultraimperial-
ism is so absurd). Certainly, the possibility of reducing
costs of production and increasing profits by introducing
technical improvements operates in the direction of
change. But the tendency to stagnation and decay, which
is characteristic of monopoly, continues to operate, and
in certain branches of industry, in certain countries, for
certain periods of time, it gains the upper hand.”’58

i

\L.enin’s point in addressing the question of stagnation is certain-
ly not to imply that the imperialist system somehow just erodes
peacefully, gradually and without cataclysmic crisis. In fact, Lenin
pointed out that imperialism, subject to the same basic laws as
capitalism in its stage of free competition, is subject to expansion
ns well as crisis, and he warns: “It would be a mistake to believe
that this tendency precludes the possibility of the rapid growth of
cupitalism.”’59

While stagnation is a constant tendency of monopoly capitalism,
n new development in contrast to capitalism’s stage of “free com-
petition,” it is not the overall general feature, nor is the tendency
loward stagnation the main reason Lenin correctly refers to
imperialism as “moribund capitalism.” Monopoly capitalism,
he points out, leads to “most comprehensive socialization of
production.” It is precisely this immense socialization of produc-
tion that, on the one hand, makes possible a rapid growth of the
productive forces and at the same time stand all the more starkly
i contradiction to the fact that

‘‘appropriation remains private, The social means of produc-
tion remain the private property of a few. The general frame-
work of formally recognized free competition remains, but
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the yoke of a few monopolists on the rest of the population
becomes a hundred times heavier, more burdensome and
intolerable,”’60

1t is in this sense that Lenin referred to imperialism as ‘““moribund
capitalism” whose relations of production hamper and choke the
very forces of production it has brought into being and leads neces-
sarily to crises, wars and proletarian revolution.

While this is not the time or place to offer a full exposition of
what has been the workings of the U.S. economic system since
World War 2, it is important to touch on its main features to shed
light on Sweezy’s fallacies.

The period from the end of World War 2 through the sixties
can certainly not be characterized fundamentally as a protracted
period of stagnation. To do so flies in the face of facts. To call
that period stagnation counteracted by external forces makes &
mockery of the concept of crisis and genuine stagnation and leads
to the political conclusion that capitalism does not inevitably lead
to tremendous misery and suffering for the great majority and
therefore its overthrow must be sought in something other than
the contradictions within the system itself—a position Sweezy
adopts, as we will see later. The postwar period must be seen as
primarily a period of expansion, although not of the vigorous
breakneck type that was characteristic of capitalism in its youth
which it will never again recover. Because of the destruction and
reorganization of capital in World War 2 and the internationally
domirant position of the U.S. coming off it, the U.S. imperialists
in this period were largely able to counteract a general tendency
toward overproduction under imperialism and the falling rate of
profit—through export of capital, dictating international monetary
policy, extracting superprofits from the Third World, and general-
ly loading their burdens onto others.

But even during this period of relative expansion, the U.S. cap-
italist economy was subject to periodic crises of overproduction,
which both laid the basis for further growth following each of
the postwar recessions and for the deeper, protracted crisis of to-
day.

}lillarx describes the process of the resolution of crisis (“its ele-
mentary logic,” to use Sweezy’s words) this way:

“How is this conflict settled and the conditions restored
which correspond to the ‘sound’ operation of capitalist
production? The mode of settlement is already indicat-
ed in the very emergence of the conflict whose settle-

ment is under discussion. It implies the withdrawal and
61

even the partial destruction of capital . .
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And Marx continues:

“The ensping stagnation of production would have pre-
pared—within capitalistic limits—a subsequent expansion
of production.””62

'l‘h(.l, crisis is resolved through the continuation of the ‘“‘elementary
luglc”.of capitalism: dialectical logic, where things turn into their
np!)osn:es, not bourgeois, metaphysical logic where everything has
i lixed character and moves in a straight line until it is influenced
by external “forces.”

Since the crisis arises through the overproduction of capital,
il is resolved by the “withdrawal and even partial destruction of
capital.” This takes many forms, including the writing off of bad
debts which cannot be repaid by capitalists to the banks, the
vlusing down of production, which “withdraws” an amount of
capital from circulation, the bankruptcy of companies, etc.
And one of the ways in which capital is destroyed is in the course
ol selling commodities at reduced prices, which cannot realize
for the capitalist the amount of surplus value contained in them.
I|.1 this way, capital which has been produced is destroyed in
virculation. So we can see that the “realization crisis” is not
the cause of crisis, and it is not even simply a result of crisis,
ilisa rgsult of crisis which helps to secure the conditions of
expansion,

The Current Downward Spiral

As was pointed out in the last article, crises are not simple
repetitions. Each recovery “pave[s] the way for more extensive
und more destructive crises, and diminish[es] the means whereby
crises are prevented.” 3 This means that as capitalism develops,
crises tend to become more severe and to last longer, while
recoveries come less frequently and tend to be weaker. So it
is not surprising to experience long periods of depression, or
of stagnation, and in fact the U.S. economy has had a great
depression, and is now entering a long period of decline and
slagnation. But this is not at all the stagnation which Sweezy
und those who think like him have in mind. The current crisis,
like all major crises of the imperialist system, is extremely
complex, drawing together international as well as domestic
developments, political as well as economic affairs, But under-
lying this crisis in all its complexity is overproduction, where
*liminished means” are present to lead to recovery.

But even so, it would still be incorrect to consider the preseat
crisis as “unrelieved, chronic depression.” Periods of expansion,
such as we have experienced in the past two years, are an inherent




&

104 SWEEZY |

part of the general downward movement, which is why it is
correct to characterize the period as the beginning of a ““‘down-
ward spiral” in the economy.

The conditions which enabled the economy to pull out of
and mitigate the effects of previous cyclical crises (chief among
these being U.S. imperialism’s position internationally) have
been greatly diminished, leading to the situation of today where
even during upturns in the business cycle unemployment
remains at very high levels, a large degree of plant capacity
remains unutilized, etc. This situation must lead to a
qualitative leap in the situation sooner or later—either a
massive economic collapse and/or an interimperialist war to
redivide the world.

As the crisis unfolds, the fundamental contradiction in
capitalist society will stand out ever more starkly. But only
with a Marxist understanding of thie cause of crisis will it be
able to clearly point to capitalist production itself as the
source of crisis, and so direct the mass resistance crisis en-
genders on a genuinely revolutionary course.

As has been shown, advanced capitalism is prone to long
periods of economic depression or stagnation because of the
accumulated effects of past crises and recoveries which overall
through time result in “diminished means” by which any
particular crisis can be resolved and conditions of expansion
restored. But advanced capitalism is also imperialism, and
the features of monopoly capitalism themselves also tend
to contribute to stagnation.

Lenin addressed this point, especially in his treatment of
parasitism and decay as specific features of imperialism,
as in the quote cited earlier. Again, it must be remembered
that Lenin is not at all saying that monopoly capitalism is
subject to different laws compared with earliér capitalism,
as Sweezy believes. Rather, the point is that the same basic
laws manifest themselves in a tendency to stagnation in
imperialism.

But Sweezy analyzes stagnation outside of the law of
value, and so cannot see anything within the workings of
the capitalist economy which would relieve stagnation. He
puts the point this way:

“If the depressive effects of growing monopoly had opel_fated
unchecked, the U.S. economy would have entered a period

of stagnation long before the end of the nineteenth century. .. 1

What,bthen, are the powerful external stimuli which offset

these depressive effects . .. 2764

The most important of these external “forces” have been
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lochnological advances (especially transportation and related
ndustries, like petroleum products), war and population
#rowth.85 Except for war, which he significantly counts as
an cvent external to the accumulation of capital, the other
major stimulants, says Sweezy, cannot be expected to play
i significant a role in the future as they have in the past,66
nnd the new technology of war has even made it less of a stimu-
lunl, against stagnation, 67

According to Sweezy, it was the wearing out of these
lraditional external stimuli that brought on the extensive
und prolonged stagnation of the 1930°s. As a substitute
for these outworn and exhausted stimuli, the government
had to step in with massive deficit spending, 68 a step
which was later rationalized for the bourgeoisie by the
Wrilish lord, banker and economist, John M. Keynes.
And so, Sweezy exclaims, “the question for monopoly
enpitalism is not whether to stimulate demand. It must,
on pain of death,”69

Such an approach leads him to a typically incorrect under-
wlanding of World War 2,

*Beginning with the period of active preparations for the
Scecond World War and right down to the present, warfare
expenditures have clearly been the dominant and, on the
whole, sufficient counteracting force preventing the world
wupitalist system from returning to a state of chronic
depression . . .”’70 (emphasis added).

Again, we see the substitution of market conditions of demand
for un analysis of capital itself. The huge war expenditures
live had a significant stimulating effect on demand, and on
lhe cconomy, but they have not at all been uniformly bene-
ficial for the economy and accumulation. The central point
hiere is that the main effects of WW 2 which laid the basis
for continued expansion had to do with the tremendous
physical destruction of capital, especially in Europe and
Jupan, and the reorganization of capital in the United States
hefore and during the war, when thousands of capitals (firms)
weore liguidated and when the government financed billions
ol dollars worth of capital construction in defense plants,
which were turned over practically for free to private business
ufler the war, This destruction and reorganization of capital
{which included many other components than those mentioned
nbove) lay the basis for economic expansion, and it was in
that fundamental condition that war expenditures and deficit
apending could have a stimulating effect.

SLill, there is nothing automatic that war sets the basis for
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accumulation. In particular, it is essential to win the war.*
All the deficit spending and capital reorganization from 1941
to 1945 would not have led to the phenomenal growth of the
U.S. economy had the U.S. lost the war. And if war drags on
too long, that in itself can be an extremely disruptive thing
for the economy, as was the case with U.S. aggression in Viet
Nam and Indochina. War is no money making gambol, but
instead a desperate gamble with high stakes.

Further, the government expenditures, deficits and general
economic expansion of the U.S. economy after WW 2 have
over time led to a fundamental shift in the basic condition of
the economy, leading to the present crisis, whose underlying
cause is still overproduction of capital. In this basic condition,
large deficits and massive war expenditures do not have the same
stimulative effect. They continue to stimulate, but overall
they intensify the crisis.

Nothing can be correctly analyzed outside of time and place,
including Keynesian policies of deficit spending. Sweezy
the metaphysician sees deficits having a positive effect at one
point in time, and then “reasons” that they will have the same
effect at all times. But Keynesian policies also contain
contradictory aspects, which work themselves out under
the general, pervasive influence of the fundamental contra-
diction of capitalist society, social production and private
appropriation.

This fundamental contradiction gives rise to crises of
overproduction, and in the context of those developments,
deficit spending finds its place. At all times contradictory
in its influence on the economy, sometimes the aspect of
deficit spending leading to recovery dominates the aspect
conditioning crisis, as was the case in the years following
WW 2. Sometimes, as now, the aspect intensifying crisis
dominates the still-present, but much weaker, influence
towards recovery. During the 1930’s the Federal govern-
ment ran very large deficits in relation to the size of the
economy, but they were “insufficient” to secure recovery.
This was not simply a matter of the magnitudes involved,
but fundamentally a question of where the economy was
in the process of restoring the conditions ‘“‘which correspond
to the ‘sound’ operation of capitalist production,” as Marx

ut it.
P But Sweezy knows nothing of this. Having looked into

*The economic growth in Japan and Germany in the years after their defeat in

World War2, in marked contrast to the crises in Germany after World War 1, was due to ;
specific conditions in the imperialist camp headed by the U.S. These imperialists, while

politically and economically subordinated to the U.S., nonetheless took part as lesser
partners in the rise of the **American Century.”’
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the matter, and having read Lord Keynes, he concludes that

*bhy instituting and continuing a sufficient rate of state
consumption out of newly created purchasing power
|1.c., creating money—MFZ], it would seem that the
wtate is in a position to bring the economy to a level

ol yull employment and hold it there’’ (emphasis added).

Therefore,

*the tendency to underconsumption. . . becomes merely
n tendency to chronic depression which may be counter-
ncted by a new force, the deliberate action of the state,” 7!

Sweezy and the State

Since the state plays such a central role for Sweezy, he devotes
n great deal of attention to it. Aside from working out at some
length the impact of government expenditures on the level of
tconomic activity, following pretty much along the lines of Key-
nesian analysis, Sweezy addresses the state as an instutution in
capitalist society, noting that the ‘‘state is the guarantor of a
#iven set of property relations’ and that “the state is an instru-
ment of class domination.”” 72 This becomes the only basis of
hig difference with bourgeois analysis. For he actually says:

\

“‘Generally speaking their [the bourgeoisie’s—MFZ]

logical consistency cannot be challenged, either on their

own ground or on the basis of Marxian analysis of the

reproduction process. The critique of Keynesian theories

of liberal capitalist reform starts, therefore, not from

Lheir economic logic but rather from their faulty (usually

implicit) assumptions about the relationship, or perhaps

one should say lack of relationship, between economics

and political action. The Keynesians tear the economic

system out of its social context.”73

S0 much for Marxist political economy.

First Sweezy tells us that the analysis of monopoly capitalist
industry is best conducted with bourgeois classical and neo-
classicial price theory, which is in fact what he uses. Now we
learn that the overall economy can be logically and unassailably
(unassailable even with Marxism) analyzed with bourgeois
Keynesianism, which is in fact what Sweezy uses. Sweezy
Kometimes uses Marxist terminology, but the plain fact is
that Sweezy’s economijcs is bourgeois economics.

And this is perfectly “logical” to Sweezy. He removes
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the state from the fundamental contradiction of capitalism
and presents it as an external force. For Sweezy, the limit
of state intervention is not the contradictions of production
but the limited will of the bourgeoisie. He asks the question:

“Why must we assume that unemployment, insecurity,
sharper class and international conflicts are in prospect

for capitalism? Why not, on the contrary, a ‘managed’
capitalist society, maintaining economic prosperity through
government action and perhaps even gradually evolving
into a full fledged socialist order?”’74

To Sweezy, the only reason is that the capitalists won’t
let it happen. They will use their control of the state to
guarantee their profits. ‘“We must continue to assume that
monopoly capital will, if it has the choice, decide for imperi-
alist expansion as against internal reforms.” 75

The relation between the state and the economy was dealt
with in the last article,”® and need not be gone into again here.
It need only be added here that Sweezy has also turned upside
down the connection between imperialist expansion and
“reform,” posing them as opposing choices of the bourgeoisie.
Lenin points out that “imperialist expansion” is a necessity,
a law of capitalism in its imperialist stage, and he also stresses
that bourgeois reform is closely linked to imperialist super-
profits, and that in fact it is the strength of imperialism and the
temporary reforms it is capable of granting which provides the
material basis for opportunism in the workers movement.’’
This is a materialist and dialectical understanding of the
relation between the economy and the state, the base and
the superstructure, which eludes Sweezy altogether. _

This break between politics and economics shows up also in
the treatment of the labor process and accumulation presented
by Monthly Review and its followers. Sweezy personally has
not paid much attention to the problem, but Harry Braverman
and many others present the essence of labor-management
relations as political domination of the working class by the
capitalists, rather than the economic exploitation of living
labor in the course of production.’® To them, the most
significant aspect of the labor process is its hierarchical nature
and division according to task, sex, race, or nationality,
deliberately and necessarily fostered by the bourgeoisie to
keep labor subordinate to capital, and to divide the working
class organizationally and politically.
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within the plant and the production process, or at the level of
the government. This ignores the true ultimate power of capital
itself, which necessarily and by its nature dominates living labor
continually sucks more surplus value from it, and enslaves ’
the working class by affording no other means by which to

Murvive than to be repeatedly and ever more intensively exploited.
As Marx put a related point:

t"[‘he capitalist is merely capital personified and functions
in the process of production solely as the agent of capital.””79

With the power of capital, the capitalist class dominates society
nnd political relations develop which reflect and enforce the
l’ungiamentaI class and property relations already contained in
cupital. To miss this point necessarily leads the political
struggle of the working class in the wrong direction, since

the basic laws of capital and commodity production need

never be challenged.

II. Sweezy’s Stand and Method

We have already seen many examples of Sweezy’s metaphysical
method. We have seen how his systematic departure from Marx’s
villue theory leads him to openly bourgeois analysis. Yet
Nweezy, and many others who think as he does, continue to
|)r§\sent themselves as Marxists, who believe that Marxism
maintains a fundamental validity in characterizing capitalist
wociety even in the era of imperialism. A brief look at Sweezy’s
method of arriving at such contradictory conclusions is in order.

Sweezy divides Marx’s value theory into two contradictory
nepects, the “qualitative” and the ‘‘quantitative” “value problem.”
He defines the yualitative value problem to be the “specific,
historically conditioned, relation between producers.”’80 The
fjuantitative value problem

“‘is nothing more nor less than the investigation of the laws
which govern the allocation of the labor force to different
spheres of production in a society of commodity pro-
ducers . . . [which he presents as the proper formula-

tion of] . .. discovering the laws which regulate the rela-
Live proportions in which commodities exchange for

one another,” 81

In other words, for Sweezy, there are two problems. First

in l,‘he problem of class relations and the relations of production.
"This he calls the qualitative value problem. Second, there
I¥ the problem of prices and the level of production, the

It is true that working class revolution must aim at smashing |
the political power of the bourgeoisie, but to them the ultimate
source of bourgeois power is political, whether exercised
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specific allocation of resources, especially labor, in the economy—
in short, the problem of understanding the market appearances.
For Sweezy, Marx’s value theory successfully addresses both
these problems in the period of early capitalism. But as has
already been seen, Sweezy believes that in the era of monopoly
capital, the law of value no longer holds. By this, Sweezy

means only the quantitative aspect,

“Quantitative value relations are disturbed by monopoly;
qualitative value relations are not. In other words, the
existence of monopoly does not in itself alter the basic
social relations of commodity production.”’82

For Sweezy, exploitation is a qualitative condition of the
working class which has no definable quantitative counterpart
in the real world, at least in the era of imperialism. In other
words, for Sweezy, the qualitative condition of the working
class, i.e., the basic relations of production and their contra-
diction with the forces of production, becomes a fact external
to his method of analyzing the quantitative aspects of the material
world—prices, crises, etc. It is this metaphysical break between
quality and quantity which allows Sweezy to throw out value
theory for all practical purposes, while continuing to uphold
Marxism and the labor theory of value as a metaphor, a general
statement about the position of the working class in society,
but in no sense as a guide to living reality.

In this regard, Sweezy joins Professor Joan Robinson,83
an influential progressive British economist and colleague of
Keynes, who also has sympathy with Marx and with the working
class, but who also can find nothing “useful” about the categories
“yalue” and “‘surplus value” when it comes to analyzing the
real world. Robinson, like Sweezy, and so many others, is
a “left-Keynesian” seeking to do good for the workers, although
Robinson is more forthright than Sweezy about her break
with Marxism.

Behind Sweezy’s methodological errors and persistent misread-
ing of Marx is his basic stand—the stand of a bourgeois democrat.
What else lies behind this observation of Sweezy’s, presented in
the course of explaining the implications of monopoly pricing and
the end of the law of value in its “quantitative” aspect:

“With commodities being priced not according to their
costs of production but to yield the maximum possible
profit, the principle of quid pro quo [exchange of equal
values—the operation of bourgeois right—MFZ] turns
into the opposite of a promoter of rational economic
organization and instead becomes a formula for main-
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taining scarcity in the midst of potential plenty.””84

Oh, for the days of competitive capitalism, when the law of value

rvul'ly did operate to regulate exchange, when quid pro quo ruled

nociety and provided the basis for rational economic organization!

I‘l.'u f)nly the monopolies which have mucked things up and made

for lr.ratlonality. This is what Sweezy is saying here, although he

cortninly wouldn’t think of himself as a defender of capitalism.
Liong ago, Marx addressed Proudhon, and concluded that:

“he does what all good bourgeois do . . . They all want
competition without the lethal effects of competition.
They all want the impossible, namely, the conditions of
bourgeois existence without the necessary consequences
of those conditions.”8®

'I'his observation is equally true of Sweezy.

Left Keynesiansim

Or m_)nsider Sweezy’s most recent evaluation of Keynes and
Kuyn_uslan economic theory, published early this year. It is worth
quoling at length. ‘

i “[Keynes] tackles what he sees to be the basic faults
and diseases of capitalism. In addition to the problems
nunociated with recurrent business cycles, he points to a
goenceral failure to provide full employment even in times
ol prosperity, ‘arbitrary and inequitable distribution of
woalth and income,’ wars . . .

“In effect what he saw was a need for the dissolution
ol finance capital leaving only industrial capital to oper-
nle with a minimal profit rate . . . all that would be need-
wdl for the smooth functioning of the economy was gov-
ernment control over total investment and profits; indi-
vidual capitalists could be relied upon to make the deci-
slons about what and how much needs to be produced.

**. .. He certainly had no illusion that the simple ma-
nipulation of taxes, interest rates, and government
wpending would suffice to achieve and maintain full em-
ployment, and at the same time abolish poverty and
oradicate the forces that lead to wars and international
trado rivalries. His illusions were of an entirely different
kind. lle ignored, and in fact denied, the power exercis-
ad by the capitalist class to defend its ownership rights
andl ity freedom to seek ever larger profits . . .

... | bourgeois economists] ignored not only Keynes’
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attempt at a diagnosis of the ills of capitalism, but even
his illusions about capitalism reforming itself to compete
with socialism. Instead they chose to accept some of
Keynes’ technical innovations, which were soon integrat-
ed into the established orthodox economics—resulting in
what has [been] aptly called by Joan Robinson ‘bastard
Keynesianism.’

“The net result was an updated version of bourgeois
economics . . .’ 8% (emphasis added).

Here Sweezy is saying that the real Keynes, unlike the “bastard”
Keynes constructed by bourgeois theorists, really had a more pro-
found understanding of the problems of capitalism, and proposed
to solve them by radical measures to redistribute income and
wealth in a more equal fashion, and by measures to do away with
the power of finance capital to weigh upon production through
its demands for interest payments. Government control of invest-
ment and profits, together with the manipulation of taxes and
government expenditures, could in fact secure and maintain full
employment, without disturbing the right of the individual capital-
ist to make basic decisions about production and to earn a low
rate of profit.

The problem was not in the full-blown version of Keynesian
economics, according to Sweezy. We have already seen above that
he finds it logically consistent and unassailable, even with Marxist
analysis. Keynes’ real illusion was in not understanding the politi-
cal power of the bourgeoisie, a point we have analyzed already. But
that’s not all. That power, applied through the medium of bour-
geois economists, was able to bastardize Keynes, distort his theo-
ry, pick and choose the parts convenient for the bourgeoisie, so
that the net result of Keynes’ work is another version of bourgeois
theory. But what of the gross contents, before the bourgeoisie so
powerfully “netted out” the good parts? Wasn’t that also bour-
geois theory? Yet Sweezy hankers after it as though it represented
a genuine and significant break with capitalism, in which full em-
ployment and an equal distribution of income and wealth would
carry the day, without denying the ability of the individual capital-
ist to operate and make decisions. Isn’t this exactly another exam-
ple of “wanting the conditions of bourgeois existence without the
necessary consequences of those conditions”?

Sweezy’s orientation and method are understandable, consider-
ing the tremendous and pervasive influence of bourgeois thinking
in capitalist society. In particular this is a problem for people,
like Sweezy, who have formal training in bourgeois economics.
And Sweezy’s analysis bears many similarities to those of the man
Sweezy studied under at Harvard in the 1930s, Joseph Schumpeter.
Schumpeter, one of the great modern bourgeois economists, also
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had mt_lch respect for Marx, especially as a social historian, but he
nlso rCJe_cted Marxist economics in favor of a theory which based
tconomic growth and business cycles mainly on the ebb and flow
of technical advances determined externally to the accumulation
process itself. Sweezy’s own conception of “external stimuli”
counteracting stagnation comes directly from Schumpeter.

Sweezy’s attraction to Marx, conditioned by the basic stand
un‘(l m_ethod he brought with him, led him to rely heavily on cer-
Lnin “interpreters” of Marx, notably Hilferding and Bukharin. Al-
l.h'nugh, for a time, Bukharin made contributions to the progress
of the Russian revolution, Lenin criticized his theoretical work

many times, pointing out its metaphysical nature. At one point
l.enin said:

“It is very doubtful whether his [ Bukharin’s—MFZ] the-
oretical views can be classed as fully Marxist, for there is
something scholastic in him (he has never studied, and
| think, never fully understood dialectics).”’87 ’

It 1@ not easy to overcome the influence of the bourgeoisie in ad-
(lrussmg political economy and Marxism, just as in all aspects of
revolutionary activity., What is necessary is a conscious compari-
son and contrast between Marxist and bourgeois categories and
methods of analysis)and a deliberate rejection and criticism of
hourgeois approaches. Fundamentally, this involves starting from
:.:u- revolutionary essence of Marxist science, and proceeding from
here.,

An example of Sweezy’s failure to do just this is his seemingly
inofTensive change in the definition of the organic composition of
enpital. For Sweezy, it becomes convenient to define it as
“¢/(e+v),” 88 the ratio of constant to total capital, instead of “c/v”’
ni Marx did. Yet this change guts the essence of the concept,
which reflects the relation between dead and living labor to Marx
but only a convenient mathematical formulation to Sweezy. This,
rovision of Marx forgets that

"*K.conomic categories are only the theoretical expressions,
the abstractions of the social relations of production.’’89

' Bu_t Swee;y downplays the social relations of production, which
lm'. him are irrelevant to the concrete analysis of actual society. He
In, just as Marx characterized Proudhon,

“from head to foot the philosopher and economist of the
pelty bourgeoisie. In an advanced society the petty
hourgeois is necessarily from his very position a socialist
on the one side and an economist on the other; that is to
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say, he is dazed by the magnificence of the big bourgeoi-
sie and has sympathy for the sufferings of the people.

He is at once both bourgeois and a man of the people . ..
A petty bourgeois of this type glorifies contradiction be-
cause contradiction is the basis of his existence. He is
himself nothing but social contradiction in action. He
must justify in theory what he is in practice . . .”’90

IIr. Sweezy'’s Political Conclusions

Let us briefly conclude by seeing where Sweezy’s stand, meth-
od and analysis of political economy lead him in evaluating the
political prospects for revolution. Sweezy is forever stuck on the
surface of things without an understanding of the underlying laws
which govern social development, so he was particularly suscepti-
ble for sinking into obvious bourgeois fantasies in the mid-1960s,
when the economy was booming. He wrote then that

“The answer of traditional Marxian orthodoxy—that the
industrial proletariat must eventually rise in revolution
against its capitalist oppressors—no longer carries convic-
tion. Industrial workers are a diminishing minority of
the American working class, and their organized cores in
the basic industries have to a large extent been integrat-
ed into the system as consumers and ideologically condi-
tioned members of the society. They are not, as the in-
dustrial workers were in Marx’s day, the system’s special
victims . . .91

Sweezy here propagates all the essential bourgeois myths about
the working class: it’s a diminishing minority, it’s been bought
off, workers are ‘“‘consumers’ and thoroughly indoctrinated, espe-
cially the better organized workers. There’s nothing “special”
about their status in society. They’re just plain folks, or in the
language of the new left and the anti-communist *‘socialist’” move-
ment, the working class is simply another part of “the people.”

It is certainly true that the workers in the U.S., especially union-
ized workers, have made a significant improvement in their stan-
dard of living, especially in the years following World War 2.
Bourgeois influence is very strong among American workers, and
the fruits of U.S. imperialism have provided the basis for creating
a significant labor aristocracy in the United States2 But for all
but a small minority these must be temporary phenomena, the re-
sult of the temporary hegemony of U.S. imperialism. But Sweezy,
still stuck on the surface dealing only with the forms of activity,
looks at the bourgeoisification of the U.S. working class in the
1960s and again discards Marxism, which for him “no longer car-
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rles conviction.” He goes on to make up new laws of revolution,
tlincussed below, just at the time when U.S. imperialism was taking
n major turn down, just at the time when the working class was
ngnin beginning to be driven into motion in a big way.

In Sweezy’s view there are “special victims’ of imperialism. The
peoples of the Third World, suffering under the economic, political
nnd military subjugation of U.S. imperialism are special victims.
And, in the United States, the special victims are

“*the unemployed and unemployable, the migrant farm
workers, the inhabitants of the big city ghettoes, the
school dropouts, the aged subsisting on meager pensions
—in a word, the outsiders, those who because of their
limited command over purchasing power are unable to
avail themselves of the gratifications, such as they are,
of consumption”93 (emphasis added).

Again, the metaphysical mind at work. The “outsiders,’” they are
the problem for capitalism. And people are “in” or “out’ on the
basis of their ability to consume, not on the basis of their relation
Lo production.

But Sweezy points out that these outsiders are too diffuse, too
poorly organized, too subject to the bribe of temporary reform to
constitute a real bas‘\f‘z for change. And so we reach the astounding
conclusion that

“il we confine attention to the inner dynamics of
advanced monopoly capitalism, it is hard to avoid the
conclusion that the prospect of effective revolutionary
action to overthrow the system is slim ... ”

But the problems will persist and grow worse, so

““the logical outcome would be the spread of increasing-
ly severe psychic disorders leading to the impairment of
und eventual breakdown of the system’s ability to func-
tion even on its own terms.”” 94

So, we are all rats in a maze that has no solution, no exit. And
nn any rat runner knows, this can only lead in the end to the rats
¥oing batso, falling on their backs and flailing their legs in the air,
refusing all sustenance until they die. A fitting conclusion to the
niurttmare of the petty bourgeoisie, but hardly the truth of the
matter,

It is an end too horrible for Sweezy to let stand. Help must
nrise from somewhere. The, Third World revolution to the rescue.
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“The highest form of resistance is revolutionary war aimed
at withdrawal from the world capitalist system and the
initiation of social and economic reconstruction on a so-
cialist basis.”9%

And how will all this end for us? In “the world revolution.”

“As the world revolution spreads and as socialist coun-
tries show by their example that it is possible to use
man’s mastery over the forces of nature to build a ra-
tional society satisfying the human needs of human be-
ings, more and more Americans are bound to question the
necessity of what they now take for granted. And once
that happens on a mass scale, the most powerful supports
of the present irrational system will crumble and the
problem of creating anew will impose itself as a sheer
necessity”’ 96 (emphasis added).

All that is necessary is to question, certainly on a mass scale, and
the beast will go down, deprived of the fundamental ideological
and political glue which is the “most powerful” force in society.
Stark idealism. And again metaphysics, the resort to external
factors as the lever of change.

And what kind of revolution is this world revolution of which
we are some day to be a part? It is a revolution of “the people,”
in which the working class has no special stake or role. Itisa
democratic revolution, a bourgeois revolution, not a proletarian
revolution. Seeing no need to pay attention to the role of the
working class, and being unable to penetrate surface forms to go

to the essence of society, Sweezy can continue to think that Cuba |

is a socialist country, while the essence of modern Soviet society
can completely elude him. Not being able to penetrate to the es-

sence of a society, its mode of production and in particular the re- |

lations of production which overall characterize it, Sweezy can
only look at these “revolutionary” societies, especially Cuba and

the USSR, and be confused. They do not appear to be like capital-

ist countries, the USA in particular. Yet they do not match up
with Sweezy’s ideal of what a socialist society should be. And so
he has to conclude that they are neither fish nor fowl, but a new
social formation which is not capitalist, but not socialist quite
either.97

Sweezy’s “world revolution” will not be very guickly to the res- ;

cue, unfortunately.

“[1¢] will not happen in five years or ten, perhaps not
in the present century: few great historical dramas run
their course in so short a time . . .
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“In the meantime, what we in the United States need
is historical perspective, courage to face the facts, and
faith in mankind and its future. Having these, we can
recognize our moral obligation to devote ourselves to
fighting against an evil and destructive system which
maims, oppresses, and dishonors those who live under
it, and which threatens devastation and death to millions
of others around the globe”98 (emphasis added).

While we are waiting for the world revolution to make the masses
“(uestion” the system, those of us in the know already can recog-
nize our moral obligation to do something to fight against the evils
of the system. We have in Sweezy one trademark of the petty
hourgeoisie after the next.

[.enin’s remarks on utopian socialism apply to Sweezy’s politi-
cal ecconomy:

“|It] could not explain the essence of wage slaves under
capitalism, nor discover the laws of the latter’s develop-
ment, nor point to the social force which is capable of
becoming the creator of a new society”?? (emphasis

in original).

But recent events Zxave caught Sweezy short. The economic
erisis and the rising workers movement, spontaneous and increas-
ingly conscious, if still at the beginning stages of development in
this period, have forced themselves onto the attention of every
“lelt”’ analyst. And so Sweezy has observed that “the working
clnss in this richest country in the world is quite literally facing a
struggle for survival.” 100 At the same time that the Party of the
working class was being formed, Sweezy wrote of the “radicals
und revolutionaries™:

“It would be foolish to imagine that they are in a position
to give leadership and guidance to the coming struggles.

IT they are to earn the right to lead, they first must show
that they understand both what is happening and the
implications of what is happening. If and when they

have achieved this understanding, they can begin to

play a crucially important though initially modest role

in the working class movement: that of interpreter and
leacher . . . And above all they can hold high the banner
of revolutionary socialism,” 101

But, as Marx pointed out, ‘““The philosophers have only inter-

preted the world, in various ways; the point, however, is to change
it.”*192 And that revolutionary change can only come about by
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taking every abuse and instance of misery thrown up by the cap-
italist system and showing that it is capitalist productive relations
themselves which are at the root. On that basis it is possible to
interpret and to teach in the course of struggle against these abuses
and misery, and to aim the struggles of the masses squarely against
the bourgeoisie and the whole imperialist system. That is the on-
ly real meaning of holding high the banner of revolutionary social-
ism.

Footnotes

1paul M. Sweezy, Theory of Capitalist Development (TCD}, 1942; Monthly Review
Press, 1968.

2paul Baran and Paul Sweezy, Monopoly Capital {(MC), Monthly Review Press, 1966.

3MFZ, “Reformist and Revolutionary Views of Capitalist Crisis,” The Communist,
Vol. 1, No. 2, May 1977.

4v. 1. Lenin, Imperialism—The Highest Stage of Capitalism, FLP edition, Peking.

SMmC, p. 4.

6Lenin, Imperialism, p. 150.
7Ibid., p. 104,

8mc, p. 53.

9bid., p. 59.

10Marx, Capital, Vol. 1, International Publishers, p. 72.
ibid., p. 176.

12mc, p. 4.

137¢D, p. 267.

14| enin, Imperialism, p. 105.
15MC, p. 67.

161bid., pp. 115-116.

17 Marx, The Poverty of Philosophy, Progress Publishers, pp. 131-132.
18Marx, Grundrisse,Pelican Edition, p. 414.

191bid., p. 413.

SWELZY 119

#UMar x, Cypital, Vol, 3, p. 814,

Z1t1nlin, Foundations of Leninism, FLP, Peking, p. 2.

JIMC, p. 9.
JHbud,, p, 10,
2410, pp, 71-72.

Mibid,, p. 72,

J8Marx, Capital, Vol. 3, p. 216, For further discussion of the tendency of the rate
nfnotit to fall, sce Capital, Vol. 3, Chapters 13-15, and MFZ, op. cit., pp. 67-72.

J/Mm x, Cupital, Vol. 3, p. 214.

MICD, p. 145.

W1 o1 n tuller treatment of the tendency of the rate of profit to fall and crisis theory,
ww thua mntoriat cited in note 29 above, and the references contained in them.

A0Murx, Copital, Vol. 1, Chapter 25, and Vol. 3, Chapters 15 and 13.

Micn, p. 96,
ihia., p. 100.
St . 102,

M X, Cupital, Vol 1, Chapter 25,
W\nrx, Capital, Vol. 3, p. 247.
Wren, p. 148,

;”“H('., n, 149,

MWina,, p. 153,

Wy /, up, cit. See also Ray Boddy and James Crotty, ‘“Class Conflict, Keynesian
Pollotas, and the Business Cycle,” Monthly Review, Vol. 26, No. 5, October 1974,

20 1¢D, p. 106,

Aly nuwls, "Supplement to Capital, Vol. 3,” in Marx, Capital, Vol. 3, p. 889.
A1, . 154,

AN, p. 156.

4‘1|lml., 1. 146.

Mpax, Capital, Vol. 2, pp. 410-411.

A e, . 146.



@&

120 SWEEZY

47 Marx, Capital, Vol, 3, Intarnational, p. 484,
48TCD, p, 177,

49 Marx, Capital, Vol. 3, p. 268,

50ibid., p. 261,

511pbid., p. 249,

521CD, p. 183.

53| enin, Collected Works, Vol. 2, p. 195 (Russian Edition); quoted in Political
Economy, Banner Press, Chicago, 1976, p. 363.

54Engels, Anti-Duhring, FLP, Peking, 1976, pp. 403-404. For more on this see
Owen Natha, “Commodities, Capitalism, Class Divisions—and Their Abolition with
the Achievement of Communism’’ The Communist, Vol. 1, No. 1, October 1976

B&mc, p. 108.

B8TCD, p. 188,

B7me, p, 108,

B8 Lonin, Impgialivm,n. 119,

B, . 100,

01, . 20,

61Marx, Capital, Vol. 3, p. 253.

62pid., p. 255.

63Marx and Engels, Communist Manifesto, FLP, Peking, 38.

64mc, p. 219.

€5pid,

661bid,, Chapter 8, ""On the Histery ot Manapuly Capitalism.”
87)bla,

LT

80me, . 111,

70paul Bwansy, "Modarn Capitalinn,” Monthly Review, Vol. 23, No. 2, June 1971,
n. 6,

T17eD, p. 238,
TQhid,, pp, 249 and 240

SWEEZY 121

731bid., pp. 348-349.
7416id., p. 236.

751bid., p. 350.

76MFZ, op. cit., pp. 59-63.
77 Lenin, Imperialism.

78$ee, for example, Harry Braverman, Labor and Monopoly Capital,
Monthly Review Press, 1976.

79Marx,ggjt_al, Vol, 3, p. 819.
801CD, p. 25.

811pid., pp. 33-34 .

82pid., p. 55.

83 Joan Robinson, Essays in Marxian Economics.

84mc, p. 337.

85Marx, Poverty of Philosophy, p. 164,

86Sweezy, "Keynesianism: Ilusions and Delusions,” Monthly Review, Vol. 28, No.
11, Aprit 1977, pp. 5-7——_,

87quoted in J. Stalin, “The Right Deviation in the CPSU(B),”” Collected Works
Vol. 12, p. 73.

88T¢D, p. 66.

89Marx, The Poverty of Philosophy, p. 95.

Oypid., p. 167.
9mc, p. 363.

92.5¢e The Communist, Vol. 1, No. 1, “Preliminary Remarks on Bourgeois Democracy
and the U.S. Working Class" for a fuller treatment of this subject,

93mcC., pp. 363-364.

94 pid., p. 364.

95 bid., p. 365.

96|bid., p. 367. See also TCD, pp. 352-363.

97 5ee How Capitalism Has Been Restored in the Soviet Union and What This
Means for the Worid Struggle, first published by the Revolutionary Union and adopted

by the Revolutionary Communist Party, October 1975; and Cuba: The Evaporation of
of a Myth, RCP Publications, 1976.




122 SWEEZY

98mc, p. 367.

99 Lenin, “The Three Sources and Three Component Parts of Marxism,”

1005winry, Monthly Review, Vol. 26, No. 11, April 1975, p. 12.
10N 1., p. 13,

102 M x, Thosos on Fuuerbach, Thesis No. 11,

123
Marxism, Nationalism and
The Task of Party Building
History and Lessons of the
National Liaison Committee
D.B.

The following article was written by a former leader of the
Black Workers Congress (BWC) and the Revolutionary Workers
Congress (RWC), the most significant of the organizations that
survived a series of splits within the BWC, and the only one of
the offshoots of the BWC to make any real attempt to actually
apply Marxism-Leninism, Mao Tsetung Thought to concrete
struggle and on this basis to link up with and help build the mass
movement. In recent months, summing up the lessons, both posi-
tive and negative, of their past experience and reaching agree-
ment with the lineof the Revolutionary Communist Party (RCP),
many members of the RWC have, in accordance with the Con-
stitution of the RCP, joined its ranks. (In the course of this the
RWC itself dissolved.) The author was a member of the National
Liaison Committee, whose history is summarized below—Ed.

INTRODUCTION

The degeneration and disintegration in late 1973 and after of
the Black Workers Congress and another organization with which
it was closely allied, the Puerto Rican Revolutionary Workers Or-
ganization (PRRWO) was the result of a retreat by these organiza-
tions away from Marxism-Leninism, Mao Tsetung Thought and
into nationalism and other forms of bourgeois ideology which
were closely linked to this nationalist outlook—though all of this
was put forth in the guise of Marxism-Leninism, Mao Tsetung
Thought. This turn toward opportunism resulted in a split be-
tween the BWC and the PRRWO on the one hand and the Revolu-
tionary Union (RU) on the other, and caused the breakup of the
National Liaison Committee (NLC) which had been built by
these three organizations and served for over a year in 1972-73 as
a vehicle for building toward the single Party of the U.S. working
class and carrying out joint mass work with that goal in mind (for
a time, another organization involved in the NLC was I Wor Kuen,
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about which more shortly). ‘ _
Over the past several years a good deal has been said and writ-
ten about the National Liaison Committee, most of it inaccurate
gossip and subjective summation by people and groups who were
not involved in it and/or whose ideological and political line pre-
vents them from making a scientific analysis. For this reason, and
most of all because the real history of the NLC and the line strug-
gles which led to its breakup hold valuable lessons for the revolu-
tionary movement today, it is important to sum up the actual de-
velopment of the Liaison Committee and the forces and struggles

within it.
BACKGROUND OF NLC

In the summer of 1972, a major advance was made by Marxist-
Leninist forces in the U.S., particularly towards the creation of a
multinational revolutionary communist Party. This was represent-
ed by the formation of the National Liaison Committee, marked
by the coming together of the Black Workers Congress, o_rgal_ruzed
in 1970, the Puerto Rican Revolutionary Workers Organization,
originally (1969-72) the Young Lords Party (YLP), and the Rev-
olutionary Union, formed in 1968. .

The BWC and PRRWO had their roots in the left wing or radi-
cal elements of the struggle of the oppressed nationalities. Thg
makeup of these organizations was primarily students, revolution-
ary intellectuals and youth turned political activists. Ther.e were
some workers, including from basic industry, particularly in the
case of the BWC which had developed in part out of the thrust of
the League of Revolutionary Black Workers, a Detroit-centered
organization which had built political organization among Black
workers in the late *60s.

The League was particularly noted for its development of the
Revolutionary Union Movements—the most noted of these groups
being Dodge Revolutionary Union Movement (DRUM). The
League greatly influenced and inspired the radical wing of the
Black liberation movement and the entire revolutionary move-
ment in those yoars, particularly in the wake of the degeneration
of the Black Panther Party. For a time the League had a direct or-
ganizational relationship with the BWC until 1972, when a split
vceurred between the two groups.

"T'o u large degree the BWC was composed of former ‘“‘move-
moent activists’”’ from the Student Nonviolent Coordinating Com-
mittee (SNCC), revolutionary intellectuals from the League, stu-
dents who were turning towards Marxism-Leninism, and a smaller
number of workers out of the Black workers caucus movement of
the late ’60s. Among the principal strengths of the early BWC—
and this was perhaps even more the case for the YLP-PRRWO—
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were these attempts to link up with the actual mass struggle of
the people.

However, particularly in the early years of BWC (and the same
is true of PRRWO) there was a tendency to downplay or deny al-
together the revolutionary role and potential of white workers
and to hold that Black people and ‘‘third world people” in the
U.S. could make revolution in this country, in alliance with other
liberation movements around the world but without the rest of
the working class—or at least without white workers as a group.
This was characteristic of the movement of the oppressed nation-
alities and the revolutionary movement generally in those times
which BWC and PRRWO shared to a large extent.

The BWC in particular tried to unite with and develop the grow-
ing Black workers struggle—attempting to organize “RUM”’-type
(Revolutionary Union Movement) organizations from Los Ange-
les to New York, from Birmingham to Buffalo, from Detroit to
New Orleans. BWC also played an active role in prison struggles
through the Harriet Tubman prison movement which it led.

At the time of the Attica uprising in 1971 the BWC in coordi-
nation with the Harriet Tubman prison movement held significant
mass demonstrations rallying masses in the Black communities in
support of the prisoners’ demands.

In Detroit the BWC linked the Attica struggle with the stop and
kill policy of thenolice under the name of STRESS, and organiz-
ed a demonstration of 10,000 Black people in that city. In Buffa-
lo it organized the largest demonstration in the history of the
Black community there, bringing out over 4000 Black people. It
built struggle against the war in Vietnam, and organized a Black
Workers Freedom Convention which was attended by nearly 500
Black and other “third world” workers.

PRRWO was composed of students, a very large number of un-
employed youth and a small number of workers. PRRWO had
evolved out of the YLP; a major influence in the development of
the YLP was the Black Panther Party—hence YLP’s early heavy
emphasis on the “lumpenproletariat as the vanguard.”

ROOTS IN MASS MOVEMENTS

YLP-PRRWO had strong ties, even significant influence, among
the Puerto Rican masses, especially in New York City, based on
its leadership in the mass struggle. In the early years of YLP,
even with its “lumpen vanguard” line, it had organized the
Health Revolutionary Unity Movement, an organization of health
workers which developed out of the struggle against proposed lay-
offs and cutbacks in services in the city hospitals of New York.
Later they led the takeover of a large church in Spanish Harlem,
turning it into a center where masses in the community received
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necessities and education in the basically revolutionary principles
of the YLP. Hundreds of people were mobilized in this struggle.

The Lords set up health and breakfast programs in the church.
They led numerous struggles against police brutality, bad housing
and welfare, and played an important role in raising the issue of
independence for Puerto Rico.

The RU was a multinational organization, and had been so al-
most from the start. It was true that, when the RU was first
formed in the San Francisco Bay Area, it was composed almost
entirely of white youth of student origin, most of whom had been
active in building support for the struggle of the oppressed nation-
alities, the antiwar movement, the student movement, community
organizing or all of these. A small number of veteran communists
who had left the CPUSA after its revisionist betrayal played an
important role in the RU’s formation. It was also true that the
birth of the RU occurred primarily as a result of the struggles of
the oppressed nationalities in this country.

The RU began directing its main activity to the working class
and its members began rooting themselves in industrial work—an
orientation and line that was greatly strengthened by an ideologi-
cal struggle in the RU in late 1970-early 1971 against infantile ad-
venturism and terrorism.

As the RU’s work developed it made ties with a number of
white and oppressed nationalities workers who, as they became
revolutionary oriented, joined the ranks of the RU.

The RU had significant influence on the antiwar movement and
the youth and student movement generally, helping to develop it
in a more consistently anti-imperialist direction. The RU did
much to spread Marxism-Leninism among revolutionary-minded
people, making many contributions in this regard through devel-
oping political line and carrying on ideological struggle over im-
portant questions facing the movement—the working class as the
leading and decisive class in making revolution in U.S. society, the

united front strategy, the correct line on the Black national ques-
tion, the women question, the nature of the Soviet Union and
others.

From its beginning the RU carried on hard-hitting polemics
against erroneous trends in the movement, playing a big part in
exposing many incorrect lines which still had popular currency
and summing up scientifically a number of opportunist lines that
were hated, but not deeply understood by many people. It took
on anarchism and revisionism as well as Trotskyism and upheld
and explained Marxism-Leninism, Mao Tsetung Thought and its
basic application to the U.S. in opposition to these bourgeois lines
within the movement.

In particular the RU struck hammer blows at the Progressive
Labor Party (PLP), especially as the struggle against its line was
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g:oming to a head within Students for a Democratic Society (SDS)
in 1.969. At that time PLP claimed to uphold Mao Tsetung and
China but actually promoted Trotskyism—denouncing the Viet-
namese people for not fighting immediately for socialism; attack-
ing the Black liberation struggle in the U.S. because it was nation-
alist not socialist and, PLP claimed, ‘all nationalism is reaction-
ary”’; (jenouncing the student movement as useless since it did not
make its main focus linking up with workers in economic strug-
gles, etc. The RU showed how PL’s line was in fact a perversion
of and objectively an attack on Marxism-Leninism, Mao Tsetung
Thought. This inspired many revolutionaries among the youth
and students in particular to take up Marxism-Leninism, Mao Tse-
tung Thought and provided a revolutionary alternative not only
to PLP’s Trotskyism but also to the two main tendencies within
the.student movement opposed to PLP at that time—the adven-
turism of the Weathermen and the even less justifiable stereotyp-
ed, stagnant and reformist ‘“Marxism” and petty promoterism of
forces clustered around Mike Klonsky (now head of the Commu-
nist Party—Marxist-Leninist).

The RU upheld the Black Panther Party (BPP) when it was a
leadipg revolutionary force, building support and defense for it,
especially with the growing violent attacks by the state on the
Panthers. At the same time, while not engaging in open polemics
against the BPP\or incorrect aspects of its line, the RU carried on
principled ideological struggle with the Panthers and popularized
the understanding that the working class and working class ideol-
ogy are the leading force in the revolutionary movement,

The RU not only carried on ideological struggle about the revo-
lutionary role of the working class but initiated communist work
in the working class itself, linking up with strikes and spreading
reyolutionary ideas in connection with workers struggles. All
this had a big impact on the revolutionary movement and repre-
sented an important step in merging communism with the workers
movement. '

For a time I Wor Kuen (IWK), an Asian organization, was a
part of the NLC—until it discovered it could no longer dodge ideo-
logical struggle and the carrying out of common work particular-
ly among the industrial proletariat. IWK then fled like a vampire
from a cross.

IWK’s development was quite the opposite of BWC, PRRWO
and RU. It suffices to say IWK did not develop out of any partic-
ular mass struggle nor did it play any real role in linking up with
mass struggle. Where it did join it more often than not played a
backward role. IWK used as its principal cover—or more to the
point, its capital—the fact that they were members of oppressed
nationalities, and when it became fashionable to call themselves
Marxist-Leninist they did so, only, however, to oppose Marxism-
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common work—but the life of the NLC was also characterized by
sharp but mainly productive ideological struggle as well as com-
mon study. The early meetings of the NLC focused particularly
on deepening and further clarifying the understanding of the need
for a multinational communist Party. Today this struggle might
seem superficial to some, but it must be kept in mind that both
the BWC and PRRWO had only recently broken with the line of a
party for each nationality and began to grasp there was a single
working class in the U.S. (IWK in essence remained wedded to
these earlier positions even while stating formal agreement. This
line manifested itself particularly in IWK’s reluctance to do work
among workers, especially the industrial proletariat, and their con-
stant retreat to work exclusively in Chinatown—and not much of
that, to be frank.)

Further, at the time of the YLP-PRRWO Congress there had al-
50 been struggle around the role of multinational organization in
the pre-Party period. Some members of PRRWO argued for the
need for an all white communist organization among white peo-
ple.

The struggle over this question was closely linked with discus-
sion and debate over the relationship between the national and
class struggles and over what were the necessary steps towards a
new Party. The RU put forward that the key to creating such a
united general staff was active participation in the class struggle
and the carrying out of theoretical work and ideological struggle
in that context.

This discussion on the Party itself was followed by a period in
which the question of line for work in the workers movement was
the focus of discussion. This had two aspects: struggle against
the IWK line which amounted to opposing the concentration of
work in the working class—and actually opposed the line that the
working class is the main and leading force in socialist revolution;
and the achievement of greater clarity and unity on the part of
the other groups around the need to build workers organizations
intermediate between the Party and the trade unions, to rely on
the rank and file not trade union leaders but not to abandon the
unions to these hacks or promote dual-unionism, ripping the ad-
vanced away from the rest of the class, etc.

Towards the middle of the period of the NLC’s existence the
Black national question was taken up as a major issue of discus-
sion. This discussion occupied a center spot for several meetings,
with PRRWO, then BWC reaching unity around the basic posi-
tion put forward by the RU. Once this struggle began—and it was
clear that the RU, PRRWO and BWC were moving toward unity,
IWK split.

This was followed by a discussion on the initial Party-building
proposal (more on this later). An enlarged meeting discussion of
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the full proposal was then held, which was in fact the last meeting
of the NLC.

GUARDIAN FORUMS

But ideological struggle was not simply limited to the confines
of the NLC. It was conducted throughout what was then the new
communist movement. The forums sponsored by the Guardian
newspaper in 1973 were a case in point.

These forums covered major questions, from Party building to
the national guestion. While the Guardian had its intention of us-
ing these forums to set itself up as the rallying center of the new
communist movement, overall these forums were positive. They
focused the attention of many revolutionary-minded people on
Marxism-Leninism and how to apply it to some of the burning ques-
tions facing the revolutionary movement, and through the role of
the RU, BWC and PRRWO a basically correct line was put for-
ward and popularized through these forums in opposition to var-
ious opportunist lines.

This, too, was just one example of the fact that the purpose
served by the unity of these three organizations was not, as some
had slandered, to secretly go off and form the Party, but rather
to take concrete steps toward building it through common work
and ideological struggje and to be in a stronger position to unite
all who could be unitéd around a correct line to form the Party
when more of a basis had been laid to take that step.

The three organizations joined in the NLC because they shared
hasic unity around some major questions—as opposed, for exam-
ple, to the opportunist lines represented by the October League
(OL) and the Communist League (CL). Part of their contribu-
tion to laying the basis for the Party was to be to build this unity
from a lower to a higher level within the NLC. This was a serious
approach to political line and unity, as opposed to trying to op-
portunistically use the level of unity achieved as a kind of capital,
by advertising it publicly. The point was not to proclaim ‘“here’s
the center of the movement, here’s the core of the Party” but to
nctually build political unity through work and struggle.

This approach was again clearly evidenced later by the RU Par-
ty proposal, which—taking into account both the unity and dif-
forences among the three groups—put forward that the develop-
ment of things had reached the point where the leap to the Party
wis required and that differences could only be resolved in the
context of moving toward the Party. The proposal called exact-
ly for these three organizations to go out broadly to involve many
others in the actual struggle over the Programme for the Party and
Lo unite all who could be united in this process. (More on the
R8s Party proposal later.)
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Beyond these Guardian forums there was particularly sharp
struggle throughout this period against the right opportunist lines
of the October League and the Guardian on the one hand and the
dogmatism of groups like the Communist League on the other.

It should also be stated frankly that throughout the existence
of the NLC there were certain tendencies by PRRWO towards
dogmatism and sectarianism and in the case of BWC a certain ten-
dency during a large portion of the life of the NLC toward reluc-
tance to involve themselves in mass struggle, following a July *72
organizational conference of the BWC, which planned a three
month program of cadre training and clarifying the political line
of the BWC as virtually the sole task. This was followed by a
series of internal struggles in the BWC, and very little real mass
work was done.

ATTITUDE TOWARD PARTY BUILDING

A major aspect of the NLC right from its inception was Party
building. The NLC came into existence based on the recognition
that the formation of the NLC was a step towards bringing the
Party into being. It was also understood by all organizations in
the NLC that the next big step which the NLC would play a role
in facilitating was the formation of the Party itself. The NLC was
seen as the cornerstone of the new Party. This was roughly sum-
med up in what became the unofficial slogan of the NLC: ‘‘the
subordination of each organization in the Liaison Committee to
what was coming into being” (the multinational communist Par-
ty).

While there was the tendency to downplay the importance of
building toward the Party, the truth is quite contrary to the dog-
matist invention that the RU in particular and the NLC in general
placed Party building on the back burner until one day the RU
decided to get the jump on the opportunists and issued a Party
building proposal.

The real story and real line differences with the dogmatists,
however, are quite another matter. These dogmatists argued that
Party building is always the central task when you don’t have a
Party, and therefore the principal task must be given to the study
of theory and to ideological struggle within the communist move-
ment against opportunism and for a correct line. The RU, since
its formation and later in the NLC, stressed the importance of
forming the Party as soon as possible. It did not, however, take
the position that Party building was the central task for the entire
period until the Party was formed. Such a position reduces the
question to meaningless generality and phrase-mongering; it
avoids the concrete conditions and the necessary steps which had
to be taken to lay the basis for the Party.
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During the period prior to the formation of the RCP, the
period Marxist-Leninists were faced with was characterized by the
fact that on the one hand there existed nc vanguard Party, but on
the other hand there were tremendous mass movements involving
large numbers of people, from various classes, strata and groups.
It was these struggles that brought forward many forces who, in-
spired especially by the Cultural Revolution in China, took up
the study of Marxism-Leninism, Mao Tsetung Thought. The
question posed by these developments was how to bring into be-
ing a real vanguard, able to act as a single staff.

The correct road was to begin the process of linking of Marx-
ism-Leninism, Mao Tsetung Thought with the mass movement,
and in particular to begin the process of merging communism
with the practical struggles of the working class. In this way the
RU was able to deepen its theoretical understanding, to conduct
ideological struggle within the context of carrying out practical
work as the main task. To the dogmatists a correct line is simply
the working out of an idea in one’s head; they are blind to the ba-
sic principle that the correct line must be developed on the basis
of and returned to practice—yes, theory must be developed to
guide and must be tested in the “funky mass movement” (as lead-
ers of the BWC who later completely degenerated into dogmatism
would refer to the mass struggle).

As it was stated in the Communist, Volume 1, No. 2, in the ar-
ticle “WVO: Undaunted Dogma from Puffed-Up Charlatans,”
“Studying theory and carrying out ideological struggle, though
very important, was not then the key link to resolving these ques-
tlions—applying Marxism-Leninism to the actual struggles and sum-
ming this up was the key link” (p. 78).

The attitude of The N LC towards the question of Party building
was summed up perhaps in the most straightforward and frank
way by the RU representative at the YLP-PRRWO Congress short-
ly before the formation of the NLC: “Ideological struggle to re-
solve differences between these various groups is extremely im-
portant; but in order for this to be meaningful, it must go on in
the context of actual struggle around common: areas of work . .. ”
NLC—A SIGNIFICANT BREAK WITH NATIONALIST
IDEOLOGY

As slated earlier, the NLC was indeed a big step forward; it rep-
resented a significant break, at least to a large degree, with some
ol Lthe major ideological and political weaknesses of the move-
ment of the late 60s and early *70s, which were rooted in the na-
tionalism and the tailing after the bourgeois nationalism of the
appressed nationalities, and which held sway among a significant
soclion of the new communist forces. These lines took many
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forms in the developing communist movement, such as each na-
tionality working for revolution exclusively from its own “nation-
al tent’’ and exclusively among its own ‘“national sector” of the
proletariat.

Perhaps this is brought out most sharply in the early practice
of the BWC (1970-72) which refused as a matter of principle to
even give leaflets, or sell its paper to white workers at the plant
gates. Black or “third world” workers as the vanguard, the denial
of the revolutionary potential of white workers, the idea of form-
ing separate communist parties for each nationality, of working
separately (perhaps in alliance on programs, tactics and joint strug-

gles)—such was the baggage that, in sometimes ‘‘updated form,” was |

carried over from the movement of the *60s.

But right from the start the NLC reflected the ideological and
political growth of the new communist movement—or at least of
a very important section of it. This was reflected most clearly by
the BWC representative at the YLP-PRRWO Congress: “‘Our orga-
nization has come to realize that the fundamental problem inside
the U.S. is between capital and labor and that the solution to this
problem is proletarian revolution. We recognize that the working
class in this country is multinational and that to accomplish the
task of proletarian revolution requires a proletarian party that
represents and leads the whole class.” This was in 1972,

To bring out more vividly how this position represented signifi-
cant forward motion, a good example in contrast is the line put
forward by the League in 1970 and later taken as part of the
guiding line of BWC and many others throughout the developing
revolutionary and communist movement up to that time. In an
interview in the Leviathan, Volume 2, June 1970, a representative
of the League of Revolutionary Black Workers stated boldly:
“Whites in America don’t act like workers. They don’t act like
a proletariat. They act like racists. And that is why I think that
blacks have to continue to have black organization independent of
whites. In terms of the future it depends on whether or not
whites can make the transition of giving up, you know, the privi-
leges that they have.” This political conclusion was reflected in
the early platform of the BWC: . .. we hold firm to the position
that the working class of blacks, Chicanos, Puerto Ricans, Native

Americans, Asians, and other Third World people are the van-
guard force in the United States ... ” (from the “Constitution
for the Black Workers Congress,” 1971, p. 1).

The critical point here is not merely to recount what group
held what line back when. While this is important, the central
point is that the line of “Bundism,” of adapting socialism to na-
tionalism, ran throughout the history of the revolutionary move-
ment in the U.S. in the '60s and early *70s and the development
of what was then the new communist movement (and it is alive

NLC 135

and well in many so-called communist organizations or “parties”
today).

One of the earlier forms this line took was that Black people
and other oppressed nationalities in the U.S. (perhaps in alliance
with the peoples of the Third World) could and would make revo-
lution alone in this country, or with a small number of white sup-
porters mainly from the petty bourgeoisie. The situation of the
oppressed nationalities in the U.S. was seen as being essentially
the same as the peoples of the colonial and semicolonial world of
Asia, Africa and Latin America, and the task of the revolution
seen as similar—national liberation.

James Forman, onetime Executive Secretary of SNCC and later
the central figure in the BWC from 1970-7 2, set forth this position
most clearly in his speech, “Liberation Will Come from a Black
Thing” (1967): ‘“To view our history as one of resistance is to
recognize more clearly the colonial relationship that we have
with the United States.” In the same speech he goes on to say,
“The serious conditions in which we find ourselves as a people de-
n}and that we begin talking more of the colonized and the colo-
nies.”

In another speech, entitled “Total Control as the Only Solution
Lo the Economic Problems of Black People” (1969), Forman
further elaborates on the implication of this line: “We say that
there must be a revolubionary black vanguard and that white peo-
ple in this country must be willing to accept black leadership, for
that is the only protection that Black people have to protect our-
selves from racism rising again in this country.

“Racism in the U.S. is so pervasive in the mentality of whites
that only an armed, well-disciplined, black-controlled government
can insure the stamping out of racism in this country. .. Wesay . ..
think in terms of total control of the U.S. Prepare ourselves to
#eize state powers. Do not hedge, for time is short and all around
the world, the forces of liberation are directing their attack against
the U.S. Tt is a powerful country, but that power is not greater
thun that of Black people. We work the chief industries in this
country and we could cripple the economy while the brothers
lought guerrilla warfare in the streets.”

I'ROGRESSIVE ROLE OF BLACK NATIONALISM

‘I'his line, however, in the period in which it developed and
held sway, represented a big step over the militant reformism of
the carly and mid-"60s. It represented a break with the line of ,
pumnive resistance. It looked for the solution of the liberation of
ek people and other oppressed nationalities outside the bounds
ol the system. It placed the struggle of the oppressed nationali-
Hew in the context of worldwide struggle against imperialism,
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particularly the fight being waged by the peoples of Asia, Africa
and Latin America.

On the other hand this line was a far cry from a scientific anal-
ysis of the actual condition and requirements even of Black liber-
ation—it was not a line which showed the actual relationship be-
tween Black liberation and revolution in the U.S., which could on-
ly mean proletarian revolution. While it was a real advance in that
period, in the end this notion of liberation or revolution proved to
be illusory.

As Mao points out in On Practice, “If a man wants to succeed
in his work, that is, to achieve the anticipated results, he must
bring his ideas into correspondence with the laws of the objective
external world; if they do not correspond, he will fail in his prac-
tice. After he fails, he draws his lessons, corrects his ideas to make
them correspond to the laws of the external world . . . ” (Selected
Readings, p. 67).

In the face of the fact that such a line could not lead to further
advances, some forces began to seriously take up the study of
Marxism-Leninism and see that revolution in a capitalist country
like the U.S. means proletarian revolution. This new understand-
ing, however, was often still combined with the baggage of the
earlier period, producing an erroneous political current, the line
that the proletariat will make revolution, but Black and other op-
pressed nationality workers are the only real proletariat.

This went hand and glove with the infamous “white skin privi-
leges” line. According to this reactionary position the white
worker has been bribed off, has sold out through a “gentleman’s
agreement’” between the ruling class and the masses of white
workers through the “labor lieutenants’ of the capitalist class.
The white workers have supposedly agreed not to make trouble
as long as they have privileges denied Blacks; hence the corner-
stone of the white workers becoming revolutionary is for them to
repudiate their privileges. The implication of this runs counter in
every possible way to the approach of the proletariat to inequali-
ty—*“an injury to one is an injury to all,”” not “injuries must be
suffered equally by ail.”

When all is said and done this position lets the bourgeoisie dead
off the hook, and ends up holding hands with the Kerner Report,
reducing the fight against national oppression to the subjective
attitude of white people and particularly white workers.

Yes, white workers do have some petty privileges denied Black
people and other oppressed minorities but these petty privileges
as compared to a lifetime of exploitation and oppression are ex-
actly that—mere crumbs. Nor is the source of the oppression of
Black people these crumbs, or anyone’s attitude. Black people
suffer dual oppression in the real world by a real monster—U.S.
monopoly capitalism which fosters and promotes racism and
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chauvinism.
As .this white skin privilege line, too, ran up against a
igowmg itself to .be a mor.tal sin against objec—?civge realityW:lc}r’ne of
ese forces studied Marxism-Leninism more deeply sun’lmed u
this development and grasped more firmly, that “the question isp
not what this or that proletarian, or even the whole proletariat at
Ehe_ moment considers as its aim. The question is what the prole-
taurlatis, and what, consequent on that being, it will be compelled
0 do” (from the Holy Family, Marx). In a word, many began to
enderstagd more fully that the proletariat is an objective social
class, deflned fundamentally by its relationship to the means of
production and that in the U.S. the proletariat is multinational

DEVELOPMENT OF THE MOVEMENT

In order to understand why these earlier incor i
able to flourish on the one hand and on the othei‘e}?;rllgl(zze]v seiglifi-
cance of the development of the NLC and later the struggle wag-
ed by the RU against these incorrect lines and particularly the re-
l,r(-gt of BWC and PRRWO back to nationalism, it is necessary to
review the development of the revolutionary mass movement and
whluttv}xlrasl tilen %he new, communist movement.
n the late *50s the Hlack people’s struggle f ivil ri
ed and later developed Ento the rrr)mdern Bglick ﬁf)g;’ﬁg;gﬁigg}lpt-
ment shaking the country at its very foundations. This movement
pnn}uced many revolutionary-minded people and gave tremendous
Inspiration and encouragement to millions of other people in the
vmmtry—.fmd around the world—who were fighting back against
:I.'lli‘|"s-“-mti imperialist ruling class, especially other oppressed nation-
il Hl:‘ :;] ! }?ey[?_lgh’ students, women and sections of the working class
'I‘.his occurred at a time when U.S. imperialism sti
the imperialist pile, when there was a luﬁ) in the W(friilesrzt;lg\lg:r?f
and, due to the revisionist betrayal of the CPUSA, the working
ulmn was without its general staff, its vanguard Palzty The work-
erw Ktruggle, while often breaking out, was mainly on. the trade
union lvvell, end not marked by a high degree of class conscious
HUHK OF |?011t1cal struggle against the ruling class and its various )
fnrlt‘ns of oppression of the people.
- was in this context, with the upsur
appressed nationalities and s’r,udentsp andgilc?li;t]?llz(el;e%:\ﬁ?fle‘éhosth -
thnny '|w()ple leegan to see there was something more at st’:ake than -
i purlicular 'm]ustice or a struggle they were involved in, that there
Wik nomething more fundamentally wrong with society, and that
Hhe |n'ul>l(-m. couldn’t be solved without getting to the r,oot of it
Muny activists began to look at the experience of other coun:
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tries where revolutionary struggle was being waged. Some began
to see there was only one ideology which enabled people to con-
sistently and thoroughly stand up to imperialism, one ideology
which, when grasped by the masses enabled them to change the
material conditions they faced in a thoroughgoing way—Marxism-
Leninism. In a word, many began to see the need for revolution-
ary theory—though, of course, this did not mean that even the
most advanced forces in the U.S. at the time grasped this theory
and applied it in a consistent, scientific way.

The rapid development of the Black struggle was accompanied
by the development and growth of Black revolutionary organiza-
tion that did much to change the political map of the U.S. Revo-
lutionary ideas and the conscious study of Marxism-Leninism
spread among a large section of Black people; this was also a ma-
jor force in turning large sections of other oppressed nationalities
and white youth to the study and practice of Marxism-Leninism.

BLACK PANTHER PARTY

The group that by far had the most profound effect in turning
many heads towards revolutionary struggle and Marxism-Leninism
was the Black Panther Party. The BPP’s ideology was, to be sure, .
eclectic—reflected most sharply in their characterization of the
“prother on.the block’ (i.e. unemployed youth in particular) as
the leading social force in making revolution and picking up the
gun (“offing the pigs’’) as the principal content of revolutionary
work in the U.S.

It was, however, the BPP that placed the issue of revolution on
the table in a way that it had never been done before since the be-
trayal by the CPUSA. It was the BPP that most clearly stated that
the contradiction between the masses of American people and the
system of imperialism could only be resolved through revolution-
ary struggle. The BPP however, exactly because it did not under-
stand the role of the working class and the way in which Black
workers, in particular, could act as a kind of link between the
Black liberation struggle and the overall workers movement, could
not grasp the correct relationship between Black liberation and the
revolutionary struggle as a whole in the U.S.

Still it was the BPP at that time that most forcefully (if not
thoroughly) raised the banner of Marxism-Leninism, and delivered
telling criticism against those in the Black liberation movement
such as the cultural nationalists, Pan Africanists and Black petty
bourgeois reformists who all sang in single chorus, Marxism-Lenin-
ism is a “honky thing”’ and has no relevance to Black people.

The raising of the banner of Marxism-Leninism by the Black
Panther Party also administered a positive shock to those white
youth and students who sought to create a new revolutionary ideo-
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logy—New Leftism—claiming Marxism-Leninism was nothing but
the obsolete dogma of the “old left.”

As was said earlier, while the BPP placed these things squarely
on the table, the BPP itself remained in the final analysis within
the walls of petty-bourgeois revolutionism and petty-bourgeois
nationalism—its nationalism being characterized by such things as
its advocacy of the line of a Black vanguard. Ultimately this inabil-
ity of the BPP to make a leap beyond this outlook meant that the
BPP was turned into its opposite, ceased to play a revolutionary
role and degenerated.

UPSURGE OF BLACK WORKERS

Another important development which began to take place be-
ginning around 1968 was the insurgent movement of Black work-
ers which swept the country particularly in the basic industries.
Black rank and file groups sprang up to combat the oppressive
conditions of factory life and the racist sellout policies of the
union misleadership. This movement reached its highest political
expression with the development of the Revolutionary Union
Movement based principally in the auto plants of Detroit and refer-
red to earlier. |

In 1969 the development of the RUM resulted in the formation
of the League of Revolutionary Black Workers, also Detroit based.
The General Policy Statement and Labor Program of the League
of Revolutionary Black Workers laid out quite explicitly where
the League was coming from—“The League of Revolutionary
Black Workers is dedicated to waging a relentless struggle against
racism, capitalism and imperialism. We are struggling for the lib-
eration of black people in the confines of the United States as
well as playing a major revolutionary role in the liberation of all
oppressed people in the world” (p. 1). This showed both the
strengths and weaknesses of the League.

The League represented a significant advance for the Black lib-
eration movement and the overall workers movement. In addition
to sparking struggle in the working class—even, despite narrow na-
tionalist lines, among white workers—the development of the
Revolutionary Union Movement and the League acted as sort of
a revolutionary kick in the pants to turn toward the working class
some forces in the revolutionary movement who had felt the in-
dustrial proletariat, Black workers as well (if not as much) as
whites, had been bought off; that it either actually benefits from
imperialism, or is so bribed by the imperialists that at best it will
fall in line at the rear of the revolutionary ranks somewhere far
down the road to revolution.

However, while the League began to turn some activists in the
revolutionary movement towards the working class, both in the
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case of the League itself as well as many revolutionaries who be-
gan to turn towards the working class, they summed up only half
of reality—that Black and other oppressed nationalities workers
were not bought off.

The communist forces which arose in this overall period were
marked by both its positive factors—the great inspiration of the
revolutionary national movements—and on the other hand its neg-
ative aspect—the revolutionary movement that had very little
roots in the workers movement generally and among white work-
ers in particular. Further, since these young communist forces
had been cut off from the historical experience of class struggle as
summed up by the leaders of the international communist move-
ment, there was a strong basis for bourgeois ideology within the
new communist movement, with regard to the national question
mainly taking the form in those times of narrow nationalism and
tailing after bourgeois nationalism of the oppressed nationalities.

BUILDUP OF THE BLACK PETTY BOURGEOISIE

Another thing influencing this development was the fact that
in the face of the storm of Black rebellion the ruling class panick-
ed, responding with the stick and the carrot as well. Under the
guise of economic development and Black capitalism, the govern-
ment pumped millions of dollars into Black enterprises. Black
capital went from $500 million in 1965 to $1.6 billion in 1973.
Poverty programs were set up in virtually every ghetto in the
country, while some professional jobs opened to Blacks, Puerto
Ricans, Chicanos, etc. In addition, in several major cities which
had become in the main Black, a number of Black faces replaced
white faces as mayors, police chiefs and a whole host of bureau-
crats. The essence of all this was to build up the petty bourgeois
and bourgeois forces among the oppressed nationalities in an ef-

fort to put a brake on the struggle and divert it away from its rev- '

olutionary thrust—co-opt it. . ‘
This was coupled with somewhat of a tactical shift by the rul-

ing class in the sphere of ideology and public opinion. While

maintaining and even stepping up its chauvinist poison propagan-

da about the inferiority of the oppressed nationalities and point-
ing to them as the cause of their own oppression—and problems in
society in general—the ruling class especially through its so-called
liberal wing put tremendous effort into promoting and spreading
bourgeois nationalism among the oppressed nationalities.

This took the form of pointing to white people and especially

white workers as the real enemy of Black people and the source of

their oppression. This bourgeois line was not walled off from the
revolutionary movement, including the new communist forqes,
but in fact in some quarters it was picked up and promoted in
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more spbtle forms and sometimes not so subtle forms.

‘ ‘Partlcularly with this backdrop, the NLC was an extremely pos-
}tlve deyelopment and was, as noted earlier, a testament to the
1deolpglcal and political growth and developing influence of com-
munists of all nationalities in the mass movement.

In the case of BWC and PRRWO what characterized these
groups then and for much of the period of the NLC was their gen-
eral forward direction toward Marxism-Leninism, towards taking
the stgnd of the working class and away from nationalism and
Bundlgm (adapting socialism to nationalism). This positive aspect
of their development was not without its negative side, however
a tendency towards nationalism and Bundism in new fé)rms ,

]:i‘or example, the YLP resolution at the Congress of 1972' (in
Wh}d} YLP .became PRRWO), while stressing the necessity of
building a single multinational party, also stated that in the Unit-
ed States, before that Party could be built, Marxist-Leninist organi-
zatlpns had t'o develop among Afro-Americans, Chicanos, Asians
N atlvg Americans (meaning separate organizations for eaéh na- ’
Elc;iniht%l% }1150. analtyze tlheir work and experiences with the prole-

at of their nationality to cr inati
ot Loty o futzre, eate a base for a multinational pro-
' It was exactly this Bundist thinking that led P
virtually as a ‘“‘matter of principle” f gr the inclusifglfl’vg? Il\cﬂ?lg?r?}lhe
N LC,, as the]{e was clearly no ideolggzcal or political basis for
IWK s 1n01u§19n—no Marxist-Leninist basis, that is—outside of the
faint possibility they might in the course of the NLC reverse their
course. All the other groups held at least basic unity around the
fact that the multinational proletariat was the main and leading
force and‘ needed a single vanguard representing it as one class

For IWK it was quite another matter, however. At the YLP- .
PRRWO_ Congress, IWK called not for unity of the multinational
[‘)‘roletarlat but for a common front of the oppressed nationalities

The present stage in the American revolution calls for unity ‘
among Black, Brown and Asian people in the U.S.” Further IWK
:l%lllglg thf' relacticf)rtl)ary line of “white skin privileges” and spoke

st entirely of basing themse i i
letgrvi‘?t ntirel; “commui o Wor%;/.e,z’s not among the industrial pro-
C, which knew nothing of IWK at the time, we i

PRRWOQO’s proposal to include IWK for the same }Bzxigtis:lgtiix "
that had prompted PRRWO to make the proposal in the first

place.

The RU struggled against IWK’s inclusion, based on IWK’s li
. . , WK’s line
and practice, but felt in the end that the general forward motion

of such a committee was more important than maki i
of IWK a splitting matter, 0 the Issue

This tendency towards nationalism was also present in the

BWC which, for example, defined the scope of its task as being
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“to sink deep roots among the Black sector of the proletariat™
(July 8 Conference Report, 1972). However, the principal aspect
of both PRRWO and BWC and their motion at that time was
away from this baggage.

During this period, the matter of building the unity of the pro-
letariat became much more than a declaration of intent. The
three organizations attempted to build multinational organiza-
tions in the workplace, took up the task of working to build the
struggles of the unemployed of all nationalities through the Un-
employed Workers Organizing Committee, and built multinational
coalitions such as the November 4th Coalition. BWC, while still
attempting to build all-Black forms of mass organizations, also
undertook the building of a multinational coalition around police
brutality against Black people in Atlanta.

BACK TO NATIONALISM

However towards the end of the existence of the NLC, and
shortly before the discussion of the Party building proposal, the
retreat back to nationalism began to manifest itself sharply. As
opposed to moving forward in the direction of the need for the

organizational unity of all proletarians and particularly the forma-.

tion of the single vanguard of the working class, BWC and PRRWO
began a steady backtrack, that was later to take leaps and bounds
backwards.

This drift first began to manifest itself in PRRWO and BWC’s
attempt to create more sophisticated justification for separate
communist organizations based on nationality, for splitting the
workers’ cause, organization and movement along national lines.

Towards the end of the NLC period, PRRWO set for itself, as
its central task, the building of national forms of mass organiza-
tions around the democratic rights of the Puerto Rican national
minority based on three principles: 1) the right to speak their
language, 2) to struggle for bilingual programs that really teach
Puerto Rican people’s history and culture, 3) the right to mobi-
lize freely and agitate for the national liberation struggle of Puerto
Rico.

These things should have been taken up by PRRWO but
PRRWO should not have restricted its activity nor certainly its
outlook to taking up these questions, nor should these guestions
have been seen as the sole responsibility and province of Puerto
Rican communists.

BWC for its part put forth its central task as “the raising of the
proletarian banner in the Black liberation struggle and to build
the leadership of Black workers in the struggle of the entire mul-
tinational working class and the anti-imperialist struggle of all the
people in the U.S.”
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BWC began to rigidly stress that in order to build a lasting mul-
tinational proletarian Party, a Black communist organization must
raise the proletarian banner in the Black nation and defeat bour-
geois nationalism. The essence of this line was a retreat back to
“sole representation’ with the bottom line that the Black masses
generally and the Black workers in particular could not be won
right then to the line of a communist Party with a correct line
and correct methods of work because it had white people in it.
Hence a Black communist organization must first wipe out bour-
geois nationalism—quite a feat!—in order to prepare the way. The
“leading role of Black workers” line was also showing its head.,

In general, however, these lines were just emerging in what be-
came an overall backward turn and they still represented mainly
seeds of differences which could possibly be resolved through
struggle in the course of moving to the Party.

THE PARTY PROPOSAL

As pointed out earlier, some have claimed the Party proposal
put forth by the RU in late 1973 was simply an opportunist ma-
neuver of the RU to turn itself and its clique (meaning BWC and
PRRWO) into the Party; it was an attempt to build a Party behind
closed doors, they say.

The essence of the proposal was f/{r different. At the heart of
the proposal was the matter of ideological and political line, the
Party programme. A draft or several drafts would be circulated
publicly among all organizations, collectives and individuals with
the objective of ‘“‘uniting all who can be united” to form the Party.
The adoption of the final programme and the selection of leader-
ship of the Party were to be accomplished from the bottom up
as opposed to top down, taking place at the founding congress.
The members of all the organizations and other forces would be
represented on a proportional basis (one delegate for so many
members), guided by the principle all communists are equal re-
gardless of nationality or the size of the group they had belonged
to. The delegates would vote as individuals, not in blocs.

Further, in order to unite all who could be united, there would
be teams set up—*“flying squads”—with the task of contacting and
struggling with independent collectives, organizations and individ-
uals that were not marred by a consolidated opportunist line such
as OL and CL—unless, of course, they repudiated this line, The
flying squads were to go throughout the country.

It was proposed by the RU that the National Liaison Commit-
tee be expanded to include representatives from other forces that
would be unifying around the building of the new Party. It was
felt that if the three organizations took up this task, working to-
gether they could unite many forces.
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BWC and PRRWO opposed this with Bundism, claiming that
these collectives and individual Marxist-Leninists would be mainly
“white petty bourgeois.”” This completely overlooked the fact
that there did exist at that time various Black and other oppressed
nationality collectives as well as a number of people from the op-
pressed nationalities who were beginning to break with national-
ism and turn towards Marxism. The RU further pointed out to
BWC and PRRWO that while class origins are important the criti-
cal and decisive question is ideological and political line.

NLC ENDS, PARTY BUILDING CONTINUES

Although BWC and PRRWO rejected the Party proposal and
broke up the Liaison Committee, the RU and others did carry out
the line of ‘“‘uniting all who can be united” to form the Party, con-
tacting many forces throughout the country, discussing the need
to form the Party in the immediate period ahead, the importance
of building such a Party, and on what ideological and political ba-
sis it could be built, etc. The RU conducted extensive polemics
against all major opportunist trends, and held Party building for-
ums, drawing in some places many hundreds of people.

Even after BWC and PRRWO broke off the Liaison Committee,
and initiated public polemics, the RU’s approach was that, while
things were clearly on a downhill road for the BWC and PRRWO,
the RU still called on these forces to unite on the basis of Marx-
ism-Leninism to build the Party.

The RU stated at that time (as expressed in “Marxism vs. Bund-

ism,” page 61, Red Papers 6): “We would like to remind the BWC !

and PRRWO of the high spirit of unity that marked the original
formation of the liaison. This was based not on an absolute agree-
ment on every political question, but on the commitment to sub-
ordinate the interest of our particular organizations to the overall

and general interest of the proletariat and to ‘what was coming in- |

to being’—the Party. This was not an organizational question of

abolishing the democratic centralism of the separate organizations,

but an ideological question of putting our priority on working to-
gether to build the mass movement and build toward the Party.

“For our part, the RU has always recognized that organization-
al unity and merger would have to be based on developing closer
and closer political unity. But we have always felt sure that this
would be achieved so long as we all upheld the spirit of serving the
people with which the liaison was formed. It was in this same
spirit that we made our party proposal to the liaison committee.
And we are convinced that by reviving and upholding this original
spirit, principled unity can be achieved through struggle and we
can move forward together to ‘what is coming into being’—the
Party and the reveolution.”
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But because of their opportunist lines the BWC and PRRWO
were bent on creating a breakup of the Liaison Committee. They
were not interested in reviving the original spirit of the Liaison
Committee; instead they were intent on reviving nationalism in
the guise of Marxism.

A LEAP FORWARD

It is by no means surprising that all-out struggle would break
out with the issuing of the Party building proposal by the RU in
late 1973, for the formation of the Party required a leap.

The Party proposal in many ways represented the tip of the ice-
berg, so to speak. Why? Because in order to build-d single unify-
ing center—a Party—to develop a battle plan, a Party programme
to guide the Party, in order to lead the class, to merge the nation-
al and class struggle, required a break with the petty bourgeois
baggage of the past movement.

The whole of the communist movement was confronted with
the necessity to make this leap—and in the case of BWC and
PRRWO as for many others, it meant breaking with the most sa-
cred of sacred possessions, the supreme sacred cow, narrow na-
tionalism and the raising of the national question above every
other—above and apart from the scientific class stand of the pro-
letariat and the class struggle.

Further it was not as if the struggle just simply jumped out of
the sky. As the objective conditions were changing, including the
fact that the struggle of the whole class was beginning to grow,
the mass movement had come up against the absence of a genu-
ine vanguard to lead the struggle and build the united front under
proletarian leadership to overthrow capital. The consciousness of
the need to unite, along with the growing awareness that the
whole system is rotten, was developing among all sections of the
working class and masses.

What was required was to move the mass struggle to a higher
level, showing the masses how to build unity, how to identify
the enemy and how to fight him. This demanded an end to the
scattered circles, activity working at cross purposes, and duplicat-
ing efforts. This situation called for uniting all who could be unit-
ed ?;‘ound a correct line and programme to form a single general
staff.

Thus, while BWC and PRRWO played a very progressive role at
one stage in the development of the new communist forces, as the
objective conditions made it impossible to continue on the old
basis, BWC and PRRWO, like many others, were confronted with
eithgr moving forward on a qualitatively new basis or falling back-
ward.

Unfortunately, BWC and PRRWO took the latter course, re-
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treating into nationalism and then dogmatism combined with na-
tionalism as their guiding ideology. For these reasons BWC and
PRRWO were no longer able to contribute to building the Party
and the revolutionary movement in general, but set themselves on
an opposite course, resulting in further splits and degeneration on
the part of these organizations.

A RETREAT

In many ways it was as Stalin had pointed out regarding the
development of the working class movement in Russia and the
Bund: “Even before 1897 the Social-Democratic [Marxist]
groups active among the Jewish workers set themselves the aim of
creating a ‘special Jewish workers’ organization. They founded
such an organization in 1897 by uniting to form the Bund. That
was at a time when Russian Social-Democracy as an integral body
virtually did not exist. The Bund steadily grew and spread, and
stood out more and more vividly against the background of the
bleak days of Russian Social-Democracy. . . . Then came the
1900s. A mass labor movement came into being. Polish Social-
Democracy grew and drew the Jewish workers into the mass strug-
gle. Russian Social-Democracy grew and attracted the ‘Bund’
workers” (Stalin, “Marxism and the National Question,” Vol. 2,
p. 346, emphasis in original).

While the situation in the U.S. in 1973-74 was not exactly the
same, nor is it correct to analyze history by parallel, the critical
point is however the same, and the general lesson does hold true.
To continue on the old basis when the objective and subjective
condition demand a leap forward is to go backward.

One specific thing that kept BWC and PRRWO from making a
leap forward was a tendency that had existed in both organiza-
tions, although it had not all along been the principal aspect.

This was not summing up on the basis of Marxism-Leninism, look-
ing for the essence of problems on the basis of ideological and
political line, but instead adopting get-rich-quick schemes, hoping
to develop enthusiasm into a substitute for a correct line and hard
and patient work.

A good example of this came up towards the last meeting of
the NLC. BWC and PRRWO had incorrectly summed up that the
more they had taken up Marxism-Leninism the more isolated
from the masses of the oppressed nationalities they had become—
though this was not put forward in quite so straight up and bla-
tant a way. Of course, taking up Marxism-Leninism does not en-
able one to have quick success or that automatically at any given
time you have broad support among the masses. But it provides
a basis of applying mass line to unite with the needs of the people
in the practical struggle, while being able to point beyond that to
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the general and long-term interests of the working class and masses
of people, and to persevere through the twists and turns of strug-
gle, to keep sight of the long-range goal, and guide the mass move-
ment toward that goal.

But looking for get-rich-quick schemes BWC and PRRWO failed
Lo grasp this. This began to take sharp focus in the BWC with the
consolidation of the line put forward by the RU on the Black na-
tional question—that Black people in the U.S. are a nation with
their historical homeland in the Black Belt but today are dispersed
from that homeland and concentrated mainly as workers in the
urban areas of the North and South—that the Black national ques-
tion in the U.S. is no longer in essence a peasant question but a
proletarian question and that the Black nation in the U.S. existed
under new and different conditions (more on this question later).

BWC felt now it was set to go to recreate the BPP or the League
of Revolutionary Black Workers—on a higher basis, of course.
[fowever, it is not so simple a matter to recreate the pasi-because
both objectively and subjectively the conditions do not exist.
Again this line itself was rooted in the case of both BWC and
PRRWO in nationalism, namely that once communists of the op-
pressed nationalities take hold of Marxism-Leninism they could
really get this thing going. When this petty bourgeois scheme fell
short, when there was no instant mass base that fell into line be-
hind BWC and PRRWO, it was concluded that groups like the
BPP, the League of Revolutionary Black Workers and Young
Lords Party were able to get a base among the masses of oppressed
nationalities because they were both revolutionary nationalist
and Marxist-Leninist. This was the wrong conclusion, rather than
summing up correctly that these groups, while progressive and
even revolutionary and while raising the banner of Marxism- Le-
ninism for a time, did not make a complete rupture with nation-
alism and were essentially revolutionary nationalist and not Marx-
ist-Leninist.

The point is not that such groups automatically failed because
they were not from the start thoroughgoing Marxist-Leninists.
Such an analysis is metaphysics, not dialectics. The point is that
for such groups—and this was directly relevant for BWC and
PRRWO in early 1974—continuing to advance would have requir-
cd making a qualitative leap, to grasp and apply Marxism-Lenin-
ism more thoroughly, and definitely not to go backward into
bourgeois nationalism.

COMBINING MARXISM AND NATIONALISM
However, failing to draw the appropriate lessons from this,

BWC and PRRWO began to take their weakness in ideology and
raise it to a matter of principle. So the next get-rich-quick scheme
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consisted in first combining two into one—Marxism and national-
ism.

This was followed by another erroneous position. To recreate
the movement of the late ’60s, it was felt it was necessary to have
an upsurge. So BWC and PRRWO set about to invent such an up-
surge, or create it out of subjective desire to see it. BWC and
PRRWO refused to face objective reality, denying that the move-
ment of the oppressed nationalities had grown through a flow
reaching a high tide in the mid and late ’60s—and then began to
ebb in the early ’70s.

In their view there was no flow and ebb but just one continu-
ous upward movement in a straight line, and to say that the strug-
gle had ebbed was “‘racist,” was to say the oppressed nationalities
were “bogged down.” Further this overall line reflected BWC and
PRRWO’s retreat from a correct summing up of the movement of
the oppressed nationalities in the 60s, which was sharply undet-
lined in the September 1977 Revolution. ‘“Similarly, the power-
ful Black liberation struggle which reached its high tide in the ’60s
also suffered from the lack of class conscious working class leader-
ship within it. . . . As in the antiwar movement, the lack of a
strong working class ‘pole’ within the Black liberation struggle
made it easier for wrong and harmful tendencies to arise and more
difficult to combat them. . . . And without the working class being
in a position to clearly point a direction forward for the struggle,
many were easily taken in by various schemes promoted by the
capitalist enemy to direct the struggle from the real target—them-

selves.”
MARXISM VS. BUNDISM

This brings us right down to the heart of the matter which divid-
ed RU on the one hand and BWC and PRRWO on the other, Marx-
ism vs. Bundism. At the outset of the struggle there were two
questions around which the three organizations were divided into
two camps: First, is the slogan “Black Workers Take the Lead” a
correct slogan for the working class movement or for the Black
liberation struggle in particular? And second, the issue of revolu-
tionary nationalism—is revolutionary nationalism the same thing
as Marxism-Leninism, is there an equal sign between them? That
today a Black Marxist-Leninist must be a revolutionary nationalist
meant that ideologically they are the same thing.

The issues raised in this struggle were very important in the de-
velopment of the correct line and program on how to wage the
fight against national oppression as part of the overall class strug-
gle and how to bring about the merger of the national and class
struggle.

To understand the actual development of this struggle it is im-
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portant to grasp that while the RU essentially held a proletarian
line, for the RU, too, it was a matter of motion and development
and one dividing into two in this matter as well. The RU had also
held many of these incorrect lines, or aspects of them.

This is most evident, for instance, in a pamphlet on a strike by
workers at Temple University in Philadelphia, published by the
Revolutionary Union in 1972. This pamphlet called Black work-
ers “the most advanced section” of the working class—in essence
the “Black Workers Take the Lead” line. In fact the pamphlet
was entitled “Black Workers Lead Strike to Victory.”

STRUGGLE OVER “BLACK WORKERS TAKE THE TEAD”

It was in fact through the course of trying to apply such posi-
tions that the RU began to sum up that these policies were in con-
tradiction to a correct line and to the general development of the
RU’s work, that they were not aiding the revolutionary struggle,
not aiding the building of the unity of the working class, not aid-
ing the development of the struggle of the working class as a
whole or the Black people and other oppressed nationalities but
in fact were holding it back.

In one plant, for example, the RU was putting forward the
need for a Black shop steward. In opposition to this, many work-
ers raised questions and objections. One Black worker pointed
out, “What’s important is that we have somebody good to repre-
sent us, to fight against discrimination in the plant and to fight
around all the questions the workers here face. It’s not the ques-
tion of what nationality somebody is that’s important, but what
stand they take and what they fight for that’s important.”

One white comrade under the influence of this incorrect line
failed to do anything about a blatant act of discrimination against
a Black worker in the shop, because he was white and “couldn’t
give leadership to the national struggle.” In another case a Black
comrade influenced by this line went into coalitions and commit-
tees of Black people, including many petty bourgeois Blacks, try-
ing to push “Black Workers Take the Lead” down their throats
and was unable to unite people broadly. In yet another case
where there had been some police shootings of several members
of the Nation of Islam (now the World Community of Islam in
the West), the Bundist line advocated doing nothing—white com-
rades shouldn’t take this up, and Black comrades cannot do any-
thing because they are connected with whites (see Red Papers 6,
“National Bulletin 13,” by the RU).

It became clear that these erroneous positions prevented com-
munists from getting involved in applying a correct line in impor-
tant struggles. Under the cover of upholding the national struggle
this line led communists to stand aloof from struggle on this front,
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and in the working class as a whole it meant maintaining divisions.

On the basis of this experience and the need to sum it up, a ]
sharp struggle broke out with the RU, with a small handful, led
by the RU representative to the NLC, taking a reactionary
stand of upholding all that was wrong and reactionary in these
positions. This representative carried this struggle into the NLC
and more generally colluded with leaders of the BWC and PRRWO
to oppose and attack the RU in its move to sum up and correct
its errors and the line that led to them.

The RU as a whole overwhelmingly rejected this line, while
BWC, PRRWO and a few within the RU (who soon split from it)
went on to seek profound justifications for it. This led to the
struggle between the organizations, which immediately was felt
most sharply on the NLC level.

NLC BECOMES A NATIONALIST CAUCUS

In fact it was the NLC that became one of the chief headquar-
ters of bourgeois nationalism. In the later stages of the NLC it
more resembled a “third world caucus” than communists coming
together to hammer out serious matters of line and to sum up and
give guidance to practical work.

In a real sense, however, it was the RU representative who took
the lead in consolidating many of these incorrect lines—though to
be sure there already existed fertile soil for this development in
BWC and PRRWO.

This relates to the fact that in the way the RU approached the
NLC involved a concession to nationalist tendencies in BWC and
PRRWO. This was manifested in the RU’s decision to have as its
representative to the NLC a Black member of its leadership in
place of the leading RU comrade who had represented it at the
YLP/PRRWO Conference in 1972 when the NLC was first form-
ed. The erroneous thinking behind this decison was the idea
that having a Black to deal with would “soften’’ things for BWC
and PRRWO in relating to a multinational organization. The full
consequences of this error were felt later when the RU representa-
tive on the NLC used it as a base for pushing a reactionary nation-
alist line.

In the later days of the NLC the question of Black leadership of
the American revolution was stressed, as a matter of principle, and
became a major rallying cry. The line was put forward that since
there is a Black nation therefore before a Party can be formed

there must be a Black communist organization to have a signifi-
cant base in the Black proletariat and deal a major defeat to the
Black bourgeoisie’s hold on the Black masses.

Then there was the position that revolutionary nationalism is
Marxist-Leninism for a communist of an oppressed nationality.
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I'RRWO were bent on raising the national divisions within the
cluss to a principle.

- Going hand and hand with “Black Workers Take the Lead”
wis the exaggeration of oppressor nation privileges, and running
throughout this argument was just plain old nationalism, which
had been posed against multinational unity in the ’60s,

This line was really no different than that pushed by the noto-
rious bourgeois nationalist and anti-working class advocate James
Boggs, who wrote, “Yet American radicals have sought to propa-
Kile the concept of ‘Black and White, unite and fight’ as if black
und white had a common issue and grievance, systematically evad-
ing the fact that every immigrant who walked off the gangplank
into this country did so on the backs of indigenous blacks and had

Lhe opportunity to advance precisely because the indigenous
blacks were being systematically deprived of the opportunity to
advance by both capitalist and workers (meaning of course the
white worker)” (from “Black Power—A Scientific Concept

Whose Time Has Come,” Racism and the Class Struggle, p. 54,
emphasis added).

CORRECT VIEW OF PETTY PRIVILEGES

But, as stressed before, in speaking of the privileges white work-
ers have, it is a matter of dividing one into two. On the one hand
Lthere are privileges often held by members of the Oppressor na-
lion, i.e. to get promoted to a skilled job, a little better housing
and schools, etc. On the other hand there is the common exploi-
lation and oppression, the common interest with the workers of
all nationalities. By far it is this latter aspect which is principal.

George Jackson pointed out that in many prisons the guards
allow white prisoners to smoke in nonsmoking areas, while Black
prisoners are treated more strictly. In this sense white prisoners
enjoy petty privileges denied Black prisoners. But the fact is that

all the prisoners are in prison and this is fundamental, while the
guards and ultimately the prison officials let some of them have
these petty concessions exactly because they are afraid of all the
prisoners uniting in common struggle. Jackson pointed out that
the correct demand was not that whites should be denied the
right to smoke there, but that Blacks should have it, too.

It is also a fact that although national oppression hits the op-
pressed nationalities sharpest, and most directly, even in the short
run there is no real gain for white workers. Take the matter of
the banks’ red lining of neighborhoods: while many Blacks and
people of other oppressed nationalities are forced to pay exorbi-
tant prices for old housing, often buying through FHA just to get
bad housing, and find themselves unable to pay FHA which fore-
closes, then the house is abandoned and the neighborhood deter-
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jorates, which means the white workers there are forced to sell
homes often at ridiculously low prices. The fundamental point to
all this is the material basis of unity of workers of different na-
tionalities exists exactly because of the exploitation and oppres-
sion common to all these workers, which is far greater and more
fundamental than national divisions. )

One last point with regard to BWC and PRRWO raising natlopal
distinctions above the common cause of workers of all nationali-
ties is the erroneous view that white chauvinism is inherent in
the white worker. This is clearly not the class view which points
to the source chauvinism comes from and is promoted by at every
turn—the ruling class.

On the other hand “Black Workers Take the Lead” is also incor-
rect for the Black liberation movement because to raise such a
slogan is to proceed as if Black people in the U.S. made up a sep-
arate country, apart from the rest of the U.S. It is to talk about
Black workers as though they are a separate working class apart
from the multinational proletariat. Again the reality is that it will
be the workers of all nationalities led by their vanguard Party that
will take the lead in the fight against all oppression, of which na-
tional oppression is a critical part.

Even in struggles in which mainly Black people are involved,
«“Black Workers Take the Lead” can have a sectarian effect, where
it is necessary to unite with other classes and strata. Proletaria'n
leadership is not declared—it is won through carrying out consis-
tent communist work guided by a correct line and winning people
to that line in the course of repeated struggles.

A SPECIAL ROLE FOR BWC AND PRRWO

«“Black Workers Take the Lead” also had an organizational
platform. It demanded a special role for Black Marxist-Leninists
within the communist movement. It insisted that Black Marxist-
Leninists must play the leading role—consistent with the general
error of “Black Workers Take the Lead’’; this says that Black com-
munists are the chief instrument through which Black workers
will play the leading role.

This line could only lead BWC and PRRWO away from Marx-
ist-Leninist ideology, away from building the vanguard Party. Be-
cause this position emphasizes national distinctions above the com-
mon cause of the proletariat, it liquidates the leading role of Marx-
ist-Leninist ideology and the need for a vanguard Party to repre-
sent the whole class. In the end it essentjally means advocating
separate vanguards for each nationality—whether that is presented
in the form of actually separate parties or separate factions by na-
tionality within one Party, with Blacks as the leading faction in
principle.
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This platform actively stands opposed to complete equality be-
tween nationalities and between communists and makes national-
ily, not ideological and political line, decisive. How was this con-
cretely done? On the one hand by reducing the question of being
in a multinational Party with no ‘“‘guarantee’ of ‘““third world lead-
ership” to simply “taking orders from whites’’—so the central is-
sue becomes whether there is a white or Black chairman, etc.

The flip side of this coin, which was implied in so many words,
was that the most effective way to fight white chauvinism, for
the RU in particular, was to accept Black leadership. As whites
had never been accustomed to taking orders from Blacks or hav-
ing decisions made for them by Blacks, the roles must be reversed
80 as to confront white chauvinism straight up—so the bottom
line went. This was the acid test for RU—to declare themselves
once and for all against white chauvinism by accepting Black lead-
ership as a principle. And while nobody dared to say it that open-
ly or crudely, this was very much the question.

CORRECT VIEW OF PARTICULAR TASKS

The real issue however is not nationality but a question first and
foremost of ideological and political line. Raising nationality to
the first place squarely avoids the matter of first importance—line.

This does not deny the correct understanding of the particular
tasks of communists of the oppressed nationalities, practically and
ideologically. 'There is a necessary division of labor among com-
munists, particularly with regards to the fight against national op-
pression. White comrades have a special responsibility of combat-
ting national chauvinism and winning support for the struggle of
the oppressed nationalities among white workers and white peo-
ple generally. Comrades of the oppressed nationalities have a par-
ticular role in the struggles of people of their own nationality, espe-
cially as it arises in the communities, against national oppression,
and in combating bourgeois nationalism.

But, first of all, this division of labor can never be raised to a
principle—communists of any nationality must always represent
and strive to give leadership to the whole working class and the
overall mass movement.

In this regard the RU laid out most sharply the correct posi-
tion—which was later developed further by the RCP—on how to
merge the national and class struggle. It is worth quoting this at
length here:

“...We have to work at it ‘from two sides.” On the one side,
we have to help unite the greatest numbers of the oppressed na-
tionalities, in the fight against national oppression. We do not say
to the oppressed nationalities, ‘do not wage a fight against your
oppression, wait for the working class to become fully conscious
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and take leadership of that struggle.” This would only guarantee
that the national movements would be under bourgeois leadership,
and it would also hold back the development of class conscious-
ness and class unity of the proletariat. As communists we must
involve ourselves in every possible struggle against national oppres-
sion, work to direct it against the imperialist enemy, to unite it
with other anti-imperialist movements and raise the class con-
sciousness of the struggling masses. . . .

“From the other side, we must work to develop the workers
movement as a class conscious movement, into a political force
that fights against all forms of oppression, recognizing especially
the crucial importance of the fight against national oppression™
(from ‘“‘Build the Leading Role of the Working Class, Merge the
National and Class Struggles—National Bulletin 13, Red Papers
6, by the RU, p. 16, emphasis in original).

REVOLUTIONARY NATIONALISM

Another matter of debate was BWC and PRRWO’s insistence
that an oppressed nationality Marxist-Leninist was both a Marxist-
Leninist and a revolutionary nationalist—that an oppressed nation-
ality Marxist-Leninist was both for his nationality first and above
all as well as for his class first and above all.

BWC now ran, “Revolutionary nationalism of Black people
and all oppressed peoples, is a reflection of the nationalism of
the working masses. In the world today, this sort of nationalism
doesn’t have to make any sort of ‘leap’ to a higher form of ‘con-
sciousness, class consciousness,’” because the national aspirations
of the oppressed Black masses are in themselves revolutionary, and
the national question is a class question™ (from ‘““Criticism of ‘Na-

tional Bulletin 13’ and the Right Line in the RU,” by the BWC, re-

printed in Red Papers 6, p. 28, emphasis in original).

If what BWC was trying to get at was that communists are the
most consistent fighters against national oppression, and that the
working class in liberating itself will liberate all mankind, it was
just a matter of a confused formulation, that perhaps could have
been quite easily cleared up. But as the statement of BWC indi-
cates, it was much more than mere confusion.

Revolutionary nationalism as put forth by BWC and PRRWO—
equating it with Marxism-Leninism—was nothing but combining
two into one—nationalism with Marxism-Leninism. On the one
hand this watered down Marxism-Leninism with nationalism and
from the other side could not lead to unity with progressive na-
tionalists because it tries to have it both ways and so pleases no-

body and provides no principled basis for unity over program com-

bined with struggle over ideology. In essence it was adapting the
internationalist policy of the proletariat to nationalism.
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Nationalism, no matter how progressive or revolutionary, in the
final analysis ends up saying my nationality first. On the other
hand revolutionary nationalism does have a revolutionary aspect,
namely the fight against the imperialist system. However revolu-
tionary nationalism is itself a question of motion, and in the final
unalysis, again, either it must take a qualitative leap to the stand
of the proletariat or go backward to bourgeois nationalism.

Revolutionary nationalism as put forth by BWC and PRRWO
came down, on the bottom line, to safeguarding the interests of
Black people and other oppressed people, from being victims of
“white man’s socialism.” So something more than Marxism-Lenin-
ism was needed—a little bit of nationalism, hence revolutionary
nationalism, the highest expression of communism for Black peo-
ple and other oppressed people.

MOST CONSISTENT FIGHTER AGAINST OPPRESSION

It is thought by some that the more nationalist one is the more
consistently one fights against national oppression. But the fact
ol the matter is, because nationalism as an ideology is the ideo-
logy of the petty bourgeois and bourgeois class not the proletariat,
it cannot guide you to wage any consistent battle against the
source of all oppression of the masses, including national oppres-
sion—the bourgeoisie and the capitalist system.

The proletariat, exactly because of its objective position and
role in society, is the most consistent fighter against all oppression
including national oppression. And in the world today it is only
the ideology of the working class with its goal of socialism and
communism that is toppling the old order in a thoroughgoing
manner. As for nationalism, while in the world today and among
Lhe oppressed nationalities in the U.S. it has played a progressive
role in spurring resistance to the imperialists, nationalism, even of
Lhe most progressive form, will waver and vacillate in the face of
the enemy.

Only Marxism-Leninism, with its illumination of the ultimate
goal of socialism and communism, the most radical rupture known
to mankind, stands staunch. ,

When all was said and done BWC and PRRWO were stepping
over a quarter (Marxism-Leninism) to pick up a nickel (revolution-
ary nationalism). And with revolutionary nationalism it is a mat-
ter of finally making a radical rupture. While people can advance
and move forward more and more in a revolutionary direction,
only by making the radical rupture with bourgeois ideology can
they advance to Marxism-Leninism, the stand of the working class.

And the ideology of the working class cannot be reconciled
with any other ideology. As Lenin pointed out, “Marxism cannot
be reconciled with nationalism, be it even the ‘most just,” ‘purest,’

b
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most refined and civilized brand. In place of all forms of nation-
ulism Marxism advances internationalism, the amalgamation of all
nations in the higher unity” (“Critical Demands on the National
Question,” Collected Works, Vol., 20, p. 34).

In the concrete struggle, however, Marxist-Leninists support
revolutionary nationalism while opposing reactionary nationalism.
Communists, while putting forward their independent line, Marx-
ism-Leninism, the stand of the single proletariat and not the stand
of any particular nationality, unite with the progressive aspect of
revolutionary nationalism and lead it forward. However, if they
fail to put forward an independent line, communists will not be
able to move revolutionary nationalists forward and in fact com-
munists will be dragged back to nationalism themselves as BWC
and PRRWO took to doing,

THE OTHER SIDE OF THE COIN—SECTARIANISM

On the other side of the coin BWC and PRRWO equated revolu-
tionary nationalism with Marxism-Leninism. With the posture of
representing the working class, they echoed the words of Huey
Newton more than five years after him: ‘““To be a revolutionary
nationalist you must be of necessity a socialist.”

BWC and PRRWO even made a play on the words of Malcolm
X, “If you love Black nationalism you love revolution [they in-
serted socialist revolution] and if you love revolution then you
love Black nationalism” (Message to the Grassroots).

It is wrong to equate these as being one and the same, and this
is all the more immediately harmful in the U.S. where we have a
single stage proletarian revolution. Since it is true that one cannot
remain revolutionary in the final analysis unless you become a
Marxist-Leninist, and because proletarian revolution is necessary
to eliminate the oppression of Black people, there is a strong ob-
jective basis for many revolutionary nationalists to become Marx-
ist-Leninists. But, once again, that means making a qualitative
leap to the stand of the working class.

By equating revolutionary nationalism with Marxism-Leninism
in the practical work one ends up isolating communists from many
honest members of the oppressed nationalities who genuinely
stand for the liberation of their people but are not Marxist-Lenin-
ists or for socialism.

Through the course of patient work communists can unite with
the progressive aspects of revolutionary nationalism and lead it
forward, but a communist must never compromise the stand of
his class first and above all, as say opposed to his people first and
above all. When all is said and done this is the watershed between
Marxism-Leninism and nationalism even of the most refined and
progressive sort.
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This ability to unite with revolutionary nationalists politically
flows directly out of the fact that communists take the stand of
their class which, as pointed out earlier, makes them the most con-
sistent revolutionaries, the most consistent fighters against all op-
pression, including national oppression.

SCIENTIFIC VIEW OF NATIONAL OPPRESSION

Sometimes it is raised that Marxism-Leninism, while good for
analyzing the class struggle does not deal with ‘“‘racism’’—meaning
the matter of national oppression. But quite the opposite is the
truth—Marxism-Leninism provides the basis for analyzing every
problem, but from the point of view of the working class, whose
ideology is the only thoroughly scientific world view and whose
interests lie in finally eliminating every form of exploitation and
oppression.

Marxism-Leninism poses the most thorough solution to national
oppression, placing the fight against it in a revolutionary context
as opposed to the reformist illusion that the oppression of Black
people can be solved within the framework of capitalism, such as
the election of Black mayors, Black capitalism, etc., or petty bour-
geois utopian, escapist schemes such as back to Africa, “get your
mind together,” cultural nationalism, etc.

The starting point for Marxist-Leninists regarding national op-
pression is the understanding that it is rooted in the productive
relations of society, that it cannot be solved within the frame-
work of capitalism but only with its overthrow. Since national
oppression is a product of a system based on class exploitation it
is only natural that the working class, which has the historic mis-
sion of wiping out all forms of exploitation, should be the most
consistent fighter against national oppression in any shape or
form.

What is really the issue, is not that Marxism-Leninism does not
“deal with racism,” but the fact that different classes have their
own conceptions of the national question, representing different
class interests and therefore posing different solutions.

Communists, however, by putting forward their independent
line, subordinating everything to proletarian revolution, socialism
and ultimately communism, can in the practical struggle unite
with nationalists to the degree they objectively oppose imperial-
ism and fight against its oppression of people. This cannot be
done by adapting socialism to nationalism as BWC and PRRWO
took to doing. During this period BWC, for example, found it-
self unable to move revolutionary nationalists forward to Marx-
ism-Leninism, and on the other hand could not unite with them
in the practical struggle because BWC wound up bickering with
them over who were the real genuine nationalists—with these na-
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tionalists attacking BWC for being sham nationalists.
1974 BLACK LIBERATION CONFERENCE

This came out most sharply at the time of the Black Liberation
Conference organized by BWC and PRRWO on February 4, 1977,
which had initially been planned to discuss the way ahead for the
Black liberation movement and possibly to build some kind of
mass organization.

Instead the conference became a platform for BWC and PRRWO
to put forth in particular the dogmatist line on Party building,
which they had then taken up—one-sidedly stressing study of Marx-
ism-Leninism to the complete negation of practice—and in general
a nationalist, Bundist line.

Members of the Republic of New Africa (RNA) at the confer-
ence attacked BWC and PRRWO for prostituting the concept of
“nation time” (meaning their general attempt to pose as national-
ists). RNA stated ‘“nation time” speaks to the very special kind
of nationalism that is most emphatically nationalist first, as it is
based on an earnest need for a land base.

They went on to say, “We understand from past statements
of the sponsoring organization, that the workers (Black, White,
Yellow, etc.) will lead the struggle in Babylon. An ideology of
nation time speaks to Black people leading the struggle for nation
time. It does not isolate vague categories of Black people basical-
ly because we realize that almost all Blacks in this country are ex-
slaves, i.e. workers’” (emphasis ours).

In the course of the workshops on national liberation at this
conference, BWC and PRRWQO’s dilemma came out most sharply
when the RNA demanded from BWC and PRRWO—do you or
don’t you support our programme of building the Black nation
on a separate land base? BWC and PRRWO really couldn’t answer.

Their combining nationalism with socialism made it impossible
to put forth a Marxist-Leninist line—that is, on the one hand ex-
plaining the need to move forward to socialism and communism,
and at the same time stressing the need to unite all who can be
united against the imperialist ruling class. On the question of a
separate Black state, that would have meant pointing out the need
to support the right of self-determination but saying straight up

that under present and foreseeable conditions we don’t advocate
separation—a role especially important for Black communists. At
the same time, while being consistent in this position, it would
have been correct to point out to people who hold the RNA posi-
tion that even the realistic possibility of separation requires the
overthrow of imperialism. But BWC and PRRWO could not do
this because they were attempting to combine and reconcile na-
tionalism and Marxism.
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NOT A COLONIAL STRUGGLE

Another important aspect of promoting revolutionary national-
ism as the ideology of Black communists was to equate the Black
liberation struggle in the U.S. with that of a semicolonial or colo-
nial country—claiming that revolutionary nationalism is applied
internationalism. This was supposedly a takeoff on Mao’s state-
ment about China during the War of Resistance against Japan,
“Can a communist, who is an internationalist, at the same time be
a patriot? We hold that he is, not only can be but must be . . . in
wars of national liberation patriotism is applied internationalism.”

The fact of the matter is that the Black nation in the U.S. is not
a colony nor will the struggle for Black people’s emancipation
take the form of a war of national liberation. When Mao wrote
The Role of the Chinese Communist Party in the National War,
the situation in China was one where it was necessary first to
achieve national liberation—liberate the country from the domina-
tion of imperialism and its feudal and bourgeois accomplices—and
then proceed to the stage of socialist revolution. The struggle be-
tween the Chinese proletariat and the Chinese bourgeoisie, be-
tween the socialist road and the capitalist road, could only come
to the fore after this anti-imperialist, anti-feudal new democratic
revolution had been completed.

As Mao pointed out during this first period and within that the
War of Resistance against Japanese imperialism in particular, every-
thing must be subordinated to the interests of resistance. This
meant that the class struggle itself must be subordinated to the
national liberation struggle at that point. Mao summed this up:
“We do not deny the class struggle, we adjust it.”

This is not the case for the Black liberation struggle in the U.S.,
that it must first achieve national liberation before the question
of the proletariat vs. the bourgeoisie can come to the fore. In fact,
the most basic and the most important class struggle Black workers
are involved in is not the struggle against the Black bourgeoisie for
leadership of the Black liberation struggle, but the struggle, togeth-
er with other workers of all nationalities, against the imperialist
ruling class in this country. It is only through the overthrow of
the U.S. bourgeoisie by the proletariat—the whole working class
of the U.S.—that the Black masses can win liberation.

It is not a matter of subordinating class struggle to the national
struggle but of developing the struggle against national oppression
as part of the overall class struggle.

RESURRECT 1928-30 COMINTERN POSITION

This leads us to BWC and PRRWO’s mad dash into dogmatism.
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Unab}e to get over with raggedy nationalist lines in the crude form
described, BWC and PRRWO had to find a more sophisticated cover
for nationalism. So the next step was to resurrect the 1928 and
1930 resolution of the Communist International on the Negro na-
tional question, clinging to this most religiously, attempting to
pose the reality of some 50 years ago as today’s reality, under the
guise of upholding Marxism-Leninism.

The general description of the Comintern resolution was correct
in those times—that the Black masses “live in compact masses in
phe Souti, most of them being peasants and agricultural laborers
in a state of semi-serfdom [referring here to the system of share-
cropping] settled in the ‘Black Belt’ and constituting the majority
of the population, whereas the the Negroes in the Northern states
are for the most part industrial workers of the lowest categories
who have recently come to the various industrial centers from the
South (having often fled from there).”

Further the Comintern pointed out that 86 per cent of all
Black people lived in the South and ‘“74 per cent live in the rural
districts and are dependent almost exclusively upon agriculture
for a livelihood.”

In this light it explicitly pointed why self-determination—i.e.,
the right to political secession—was the highest expression of the
BIack liberation struggle at that time: “Owing to the peculiar
situation in the Black Belt (the fact that the majority of resident
Negro population are farmers and agricultural laborers and that
the capitalist economic as well as political class rule there is not
only a special 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 appropriate.”

It was estimated also that it would be possible, through revolu-
tionary struggle, for Black people in the Black Belt area of the
South to break away from imperialist rule in that region and es-
tablish a Black Republic even before the overthrow of the imperial-
ist ruling class throughout the country.

The essence of all this is “Today (1930) this landed property in
the hands of white American exploiters constitutes the most im-
portant material basis of the entire system of national oppression
and serfdom of Negroes in the Black Belt . . . These are the main
forms of present Negro slavery in the Black Belt and no breaking
of the chains of this slavery is possible without confiscating all the
landed property of the white masters. Without this revolutionary
measure, without agrarian revolution, the right of self-determina-
tion of the Negro population would be only a utopia . ...” (1930
Resolution)
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DOGMATISM TO COVER FOR NATIONALISM

While as stated before this position was essentially correct at
that time, it is no longer essentially correct today. BWC and
PRRWO used the 1928 and ’30 resolution as a cover to promote
their bourgeois nationalism and separatism.

In turning the wheel of history backward some 40 years, BWC
and PRRWO were reducing the essential thrust of the Black liber-
nlion struggle today to agrarian revolution—land to the tiller
(10 acres and a mule, or 400 acres and a tractor). They saw pro-
letarian revolution as a means to achieve self-determination—the
highest goal of Black people in BWC and PRRWO’s view.

Proletarian revolution was kind of a necessary evil. Since Black
people couldn’t make revolution in the U.S. alone, they needed
the struggle of the proletariat to achieve self-determination. This
position, of course, may be quite natural and understandable for
a revolutionary nationalist, but for a Marxist-Leninist it is unfor-
givable. But this shows what really was guiding BWC and PRRWO.

And while claiming to uphold the Black liberation struggle this
position really cuts the real revolutionary thrust out of the
Black liberation movement as essentially a proletarian question to-
day. In fact, the stand of representing the proletariat in its historic
struggle to achieve socialism and ultimately communism and lib-
crate all mankind was essentially out of the picture.

RIGHT OF SELF-DETERMINATION

As BWC and PRRWO moved more into dogmatism, the debate
centered directly around the question of the essential thrust of
the Black liberation struggle today; interconnected with this was
the question of the present material basis of the national oppres-
sion of Black people and the Marxist-Leninist approach to the
matter of self-determination in multinational states.

The issues of debate were not, as BWC and PRRWO claimed,
to uphold the right of self-determination or not to uphold it.
Rather it was to take the stand of the proletariat on the Black na-
tional question or a bourgeois nationalist view, placing the nation-
al question above the class question, advocating separation, frag-
mentation and the formation of smaller states.

Firstly the RU had always upheld the right of self-determina-
Lion going all the way back to the publication of Red Papers 2
written in 1969—although at that time its understanding of the
question was still primitive and tended to downplay the fact that
the historical homeland of Black people in the U.S. was the Black
Belt. Still the RU was correct all along in insisting that secession
in the Black Belt is not at the heart of the Black liberation strug-

gle today.
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In Red Papers 5 the RU’s stand was laid out most clearly, indi-
cating that the Black Belt was the historic homeland of Black peo-
ple and the area where a separate state would have to be set up, if
that were a necessary step.

BWC and PRRWO, after first uniting with the RU position, then
reversed themselves and fell back on the dogma that the essential
thrust of the Black people’s struggle is an agrarian revolution,
“land to the tiller,” and that it is liberating the Black Belt South
area.

The RU insisted that significant changes had taken place since
1930—such as the fact that the average Black person is not a share-
cropper in the rural South but an industrial worker concentrated
in the urban areas both North and South.

Further, the RU pointed out that today the majority of Blacks
have been dispersed from their historic homeland through a com-
bination of economic compulsion and terrorism of the state and
“private” fascist organizations like the Ku Klux Klan. The fact of
the matter is that the white population presently outnumbers
Black people in the Black Belt.

The reconstitution of large numbers of Black people in the
Black Belt in order to exercise self-determination, which is what
would be involved, could only be done after proletarian revolu-
tion throughout the whole country (unless one would consider
the ruling class making a “‘South African solution,” forcing Black
people into some kind of “Bantustans” in the. Black Belt).

The RU did not advocate separatism under the present and fore-
seeable condition nor the reconstitution of Black people in the
Black Belt to wage a war of national liberation.

The RU also drew a clear distinction between the historical and
the present day material basis of the oppression of Black people.
The oppression of Black people is due in part of course to the
whole history of slavery, followed by the period of semi-feudal

exploitation as sharecroppers.

But the present material basis is essentially the superexploitation
of Black people as wage workers in industry and capitalist agricul-
ture. This is reenforced in the superstructure. It is reflected in the
political, economic and social oppression which affects all classes
of Black people. But in the face of all the evidence and analysis
presented, which they could not refute, BWC and PRRWO con-
tinued to insist that the present material basis was still semi-feudal
survivals,

DON'T FAVOR SEPARATION
It is necessary to stress several points regarding this matter of

self-determination. First, there is a difference between upholding
the right of self-determination and being in favor of the actual
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exercising of the right. Here again BWC combined two into one.

As Lenin pointed out, “The social democrats [communists]
will always combat every attempt to influence national self-deter-
mination from without by violence and injustice. However, our
unreserved recognition of the freedom of self-determination does
not in any way commit us to supporting every demand for self-
determination” (“National Question and Our Programme,” Col-
lected Works, Vol. 6, p. 452).

Lenin goes on to point out what this actually means, ““After all
recognizing the right of all citizens to form free association does
not at all commit us . . . to supporting the formation of any new
association; nor does it prevent us from opposing and campaign-
ing against the formation of a given association as an inexpedient
and unwise step. We even recognize the right of the Jesuits to
carry on agitation freely but, we fight (not by police methods of
course) against an alliance between the Jesuits and the proletar-
ians” (ibid., p. 453).

In a word, the proletarian stand on self-determination is not the
same as the bourgeois nationalist demand for separation. For
bourgeois nationalists the national question is an isolated and self-
contained question or as BWC put it, self-determination is an *“‘ab-
solute right.” For Marxist-Leninists, however, the national ques-
tion is part of a bigger question—proletarian revolution—and is in
that sense subordinated to the interest of the working class to
achieve and exercise its overall dictatorship and advance to com-
munism as the ultimate goal.

In a multinational state where there is the direct possibility of a
single proletarian revolution throughout the entire state, the
right of self-determination is a negative demand. That is, while com-
munists uphold the right of self-determination because it is a genu-
ine right, it is not because communists want to see a separate state
created but to create the condition for proletarian unity against
the bourgeoisie.

The dialectics of the situation are that by upholding the right
of self-determination for Black people the basis of voluntary union
of proletarians of all nationalities as well as opposing the for-
cible oppression of the Black nation by the imperialist ruling
class.

Further, under the conditions of all other things being equal—
meaning of course the equality of nations, the right of self-deter-
mination being a key aspect of equality between nations—the
needs of the Black masses would be better met in a larger single
socialist state, for it allows for the fuller development of the pro-
ductive forces and of the struggle against the bourgeoisie. As Le-
nin has pointed out, “Other conditions being equal, the class-
conscious proletariat will always stand for a larger state.” (For
more on this see the article, “Living Socialism and Dead Dogma-
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tism,” in The Communist, Vol. 1, No. 2, May 1, 1977.)

The attempt by BWC and PRRWO to cling to an essentially cor-
rect but now outdated analysis of the past could only lead in one
direction—‘‘cutting the toes to fit the shoes” (as Mao put it) and
into distortions and demagogy of the highest order—to completely
depart from Marxism-Leninism and therefore from the real inter-
ests and struggles of the masses of Black people and the whole
working class.

INTO THE ARMS OF CL

This dogmatist and nationalist line led BWC dead into the arms
of one of the most notorious anti-communist outfits posing as
Marxist-Leninists to discredit Marxism-Leninism--the Communist
League, which for many years was a chief representative of dog-
matism and sectarianism which existed within the U.S. commu-
nist forces at that time.

In late 1974 CL changed its name to Communist Labor Party
(CLP) and became more openly rightist. However, in the time
from its inception in 1968 to its name change in *74, it held a con-
sistent and consolidated line that party building must in principle
be separated from the mass movement. And while it was formed
at a time marked by the high tide of the Black liberation move-
ment, CL stood aloof. This was not only because of its erroneous
line on party building but because the actual character of the
Black people’s struggle does not conform to CL’s line: that the
heart of the so-called “Negro National Colonial question” lies in
the fight of the white and Black members of the ‘“Negro Nation”
in the Black Belt South for independence. CL also held the in-
famous line that the basic industrial proletariat was the social base
for fascism in this country.

In 1974 BWC and PRRWO joined with CL, in its National Con-
tinuations Committee, a supposed organizing committee to build
a new party. In reality it was only CL and a very few forces direct-
ly under its wing and for a time BWC and PRRWO.

SCURRYING FROM CL’S RIDICULOUS LINE

However as CL’s founding party congress moved nearer and
nearer, its line got so ridiculous, particularly at the point when CL
began stating openly that capitalism had not been fully restored
in the Soviet Union, that BWC’s leadership, fearing its own politi-
cal Watergate, quickly turned around and drew up a full polemic
touching on all major questions, denouncing CL as thoroughgoing
revisionists.

This move to attack CL and leave its National Continuations
Committee—which some BWC leaders had called the road of Le-
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nin and Stalin to the party today—was propelled not by Marxist-
Leninist conviction, but by the fact CL would give BWC and
PRRWO no special place within its party.

Further the BWC leadership in particular felt that for their own
personal interests more might be gained by cutting CL loose and
charting an independent course. BWC then declared it had led the
fight to expose CL’s line., As BWC had got wind that CL’s latest
move to run its line on the Soviet Union would be bad publicity,
BWC quickly ran to write a 123 page polemic against CL. A mem-
ber of PRRWO happened to be in Detroit before BWC had a meet-
ing with CL, and this PRRWO leader quickly summed up that af-
filiation with CL was bad for business and joined in with BWC in
denouncing CL.

However, after the CL episode, BWC’s only self-criticism was
that it had not investigated more of CL’s line than its position on
party building. BWC still said that CL still deserved credit for
raising the question of party building.

A PERVERSE NEGATION OF THE NEGATION

In understanding the road that BWC and PRRWO followed, tak-
ing refuge in nationalism, it is critical to understand that nation-
alism rooted in dogmatism was a kind of a perverse and backward
negation of a negation for these groups.

As noted before, during the early period of the contemporary
revolutionary movement there was the line that treated the strug-
gle of the oppressed nationalities in the U.S. as similar to that of
a colonial country. This line held that the oppressed nationalities
would make revolution by themselves or with a few petty bour-
geois white supporters, i.e. John Brown. ‘““Black Communists Are
Revolutionary Nationalists’> was another attempt at such analysis
in a bit more sophisticated way. The dogmatist line summarized
earlier (insisting on upholding the Comintern Resolutions of 1928
and ’30) was an attempt to superimpose the situation of a colony,
as in Africa, Asia and Latin America, onto the U.S. situation, using
a still more sophisticated line.

Further as BWC and PRRWO first came to Marxism it was off
the high tide of the struggle of the mass movement, especially of
the oppressed nationalities, and they fancied themselves as the
ones who could get out there and do it—really build the people’s
struggles. Their attitude toward groups like the RU was that they
were a bunch of “‘white boys’ who had read theory—and some of
it was pretty good—but ‘“‘they don’t and can’t link up with the
people’s struggle like we can.”

Later in the turn to dogmatism what arose was nothing but the
bourgeois line of Booker T. Washington in a Marxist-Leninist
guise: the way to gel ahead is to get an education and show them
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we are more educated—know more theory in this case—than they
are (twice as good) and until we get this education we’ll always be
led around by the white folks. ’

While the study of theory in its own right is of utmost impor-
tance, it cannot be approached from this kind of bourgeois out-
look if any good is to come out of it. Nor can the study of theory
be approached one-sidedly—completely divorced from the question
of how to apply it to actual mass struggle.

This bourgeois (nationalist) line goes hand and hand with the
line that when the CP went revisionist it simply sold out the Black
people’s struggle—and even that the reason it went revisionist is
that it sold out Black people. The fact of the matter is that the
betrayal by the CPUSA meant the all-around betrayal of the
working class and the American people’s struggle generally,
including, as an important part, the Black people’s struggle.

OL SNIFFS AFTER BOURGEOIS NATIONALISM

A word must be said here regarding the role of the October
League (OL)—now Communist Party (Marxist-Leninist)—in this
major struggle which represented a major watershed break with
bourgeois ideology and a significant advance in basing the struggle
on the stand of the proletariat and no other class. Rather than go
against the tide of bourgeois nationalism, OL outdid BWC and
PRRWO in tailing after bourgeois nationalism ideologically and
tailing bourgeois nationalists and reformists among Black people,
like Hosea Williams and Maynard Jackson in Atlanta, Jesse Jack-
son and others around the country. OL sucked up to a whole ar-
ray of nationalist forces, even some who left BWC because they
feared it was going multinational. Virtually every nationalist slan-
der that came out against RU found its way into the pages of the
Call—the OL’s main organ for rumor mongering. And BWC,
while supposedly criticizing RU “‘rightism,” had a kind word or
comradely criticism for the then unabashedly rightist OL.

Instead of dealing with the decisive questions of ideological and
political line raised in the struggle between the RU and BWC/
PRRWO, OL joined with BWC and PRRWO in reducing these im-
portant questions of line to a matter of bourgeois psychology—
guilt, blame, etc. which lets the ruling class dead off the hook and
sets the proletariat off the track.

As the RU pointed out at the time, the issues that were being
debated were certainly not who is more ‘“messed up,”’ the com-
munists of the oppressed nationalities or the white communists,
as BWC and PRRWO, with OL chiming in, tried to pose the mat-
ter.

The question was one of ideological and political line. And it
was no accident that the OL would line up where it did. For the
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OL leadership had itself resurrected the “Black Belt Is Key” line
in recent years (and had through flips from “left”” to openly right-
ist lines rigidly held to party building as the central task all along).

Earlier in Students for a Democratic Society and right after it
split in 1969, it was some of these same OL leaders who tried to
forge the “leading” Marxist-Leninist circle by linking up with
forces putting forward the strategy of ‘“white skin privilege,” in
something called the Revolutionary Youth Movement-2 (RYM2).

At each point the role of those who head the OL (CP-ML) has
been to unite all who can be united against whatever represents
the road forward.

So much for OL—CP (ML). Back to BWC and PRRWO. Be-
cause these groups never scientifically summed up the line that
led them to link up with CL in the first place, they continued
in their dogmatism and nationalism, taking on the worst Trotsky-
ite features, turning inward, splitting and dividing and further di-
viding, while many honest rank and file members of BWC and
PRRWO got demoralized and took a ‘““rain check’ on trying to
make revolution.

RWC DEVELOPMENT

On the other hand, one of the groups which emerged out of
the splits within the BWC, the Revolutionary Workers Congress,
did, on the basis of taking part in mass struggle and applying
Marxism-Leninism to sum up previous experience, begin to get
back on the right track. In particular, over the last year, it played
an important role in the African Liberation Support Committee
(ALSC). Recently many members of the RWC came to see more
clearly the essence of the errors that shipwrecked the BWC and to
recognize that while there was the problem of knowledge and ig-
norance back then, the main problem was the consolidation of an
opportunist line on BWC and PRRWO’s part, in opposition to the
proletarian line which was put forth by the RU.

On this basis the RU went on to play the major role in the
formation of the Revolutionary Communist Party, the Party of
the U.S. working class, armed with a correct line.

IDEOLOGICAL AND POLITICAL LINE DECISIVE

The struggle between the BWC and PRRWO on the one hand
and RU on the other was in fact a struggle between Marxism and
incorrect lines rooted in nationalism; it was a struggle over burn-
ing questions of the class struggle, matters which had to be resolv-
ed on the basis of Marxism-Leninism, in order to build on the ad-
vances that had been made and make a leap forward. This strug-
gle and its outcome demonstrate once again the truth that ideo-
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logical and political line determines everything.

The line of BWC and PRRWO which was rooted in nationalism
could only lead to degeneration. On the other hand, the Revolu-
tionary Communist Party, in whose formation the RU played the
major part in 1975, has continued to advance, bearing out the cor-
rectness of its line.

In closing, one argument that sometimes comes up is that yes,
BWC and PRRWO fell into nationalism but it was caused by RU’s
“white chauvinism.” This is bourgeois logic pure and simple, not
Marxist dialectics, and liquidates the all important question of
ideology.

The heart of the matter is that bourgeois nationalism, chauvin-
ism, etc. are deviations in the direction of bourgeois ideology—
none of them is proletarian ideology and there is no basis for op-
posing one form of bourgeois ideology with another; bourgeois
ideology can only be opposed with proletarian ideology. And,
most fundamentally, the fact is that the RU’s line was not “‘chau-
vinism”’ but proletarian internationalism—it was the bourgeois na-
tionalism of BWC and PRRWO (and others) that led these groups
to brand this internationalism ‘“‘chauvinism.” This, as has been
said, was clearly shown in the direction that was taken by BWC
and PRRWO on the one hand and the RU (and the RCP) on the
other.

For many of us, it is clear how this struggle contributed to the
development of a true vanguard of the working class, the Revolu-
tionary Communist Party. And this understanding will help con-
tribute to the continuing task of building the Party, in close con-
nection with carrying out what is stated in the Party Programme
on its central task: “The central task of the Revolutionary Com-
munist Party today, as the Party of the U.S. working class, is to
build the struggle, class consciousness and revolutionary unity of
the working class and develop its leadership of a broad united
front against the U.S. imperialists, in the context of the world-
wide united front against imperialism aimed at the rulers of the
two superpowers. As this is developed, together with the develop-
ment of a revolutionary situation, the question of mobilizing the
masses for the armed insurrection will then come to the fore as
the immediate question.”
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