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Against Pragmatism

Bourgeois Philosophy

“Made in US.A.”
J.S.

The Programme of the Revolutionary Communist Party, in
speaking of the degeneration of the American Communist Party in
the late 1930s, states:

“In this situation the Communist Party fell into
pragmatism, an American ruling class philosophy
which says, ‘It is not really possible to know the
laws which govern nature and society; if something
seems to work, never mind the reasons, do it.” This
leads straight to revisionism which proclaims, ‘The
movement is everything, the final aim nothing.’ ”
(p. 68)

Why is pragmatism characterized here as a specifically
American ruling class philosophy? How does it grow out of the
particular contradictions of U.S. capitalism? Is pragmatism, on
the other hand, related to other ruling class philosophies which
have sprouted out of the development of modern imperialism? Just
how is pragmatism opposed to Marxism? And how is pragmatism
related to the activities and outlook of the Menshevik-splitters
who recently attempted to wreck the Revolutionary Communist
Party, USA?

This article will attempt to answer these questions, as well as to
give a more precise characterization of pragmatism as a
philosophy and its role in the class struggle, specifically in the
ideological realm and in its relationship to the practical struggle
hetween the proletariat and the bourgeoisie.

Pragmatism is the philosophy of U.S. imperialism. As such, it
has had an extremely pernicious effect whenever it has gained in-
fluence within the working class and communist movements. Ex-
amples of such effects will be found in the old Communist Party,
USA, and in the activities of the revisionist headquarters recently
defeated in the Revolutionary Communist Party, USA.
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4 PRAGMATISM
WHAT IS PRAGMATISM?

Pragmatism as a philosophical doctrine was first formulated by
the American philosopher, physicist and mathematician Charles
Sanders Peirce (pronounced ‘‘purse”’) in the 1870s. Taking off from
a use of the term ‘‘pragmatic belief’ by the 18th century
philosopher Immanual Kant (who will reappear briefly below),
Peirce propounded what he called the pragmatic theory of mean-
ing. His original statement of the theory goes as follows: “Con-
sider what effects, which might conceivably have practical bear-
ings, we conceive the object of our conception to have. Then, our
conception of these effects is the whole of our conception of the ob-
ject.”

Now this may sound, at first, similar to Marxism. Isn’t he say-
ing that practice is primary, that there can be no knowledge apart
from practice, that theory and practice are intimately related, etc.?
Well, he is making a close link between theory and practice, but it
takes more than this to arrive at the Marxist theory of knowledge
and truth.

What Peirce is saying is that the whole concept of a thing can be
identified with the total effects which that thing has. In other
words, the thing = its effects. He goes on to give an example of
what he means. What, he asks, does it mean to call something
hard? He answers:

“Evidently that it will not be scratched by many
other substances. The whole conception of this
quality, as of every other, lies in its conceived ef-
fects. There is absolutely no difference between a
hard thing and a soft thing so long as they are not
brought to the test. Suppose, then, that a diamond
could be crystallized in the midst of a cushion of soft
cotton, and should remain there until it was finally
burned up. Would it be false to say that the diamond
was soft?. . . Reflection will show that the reply is
this: there would be no falsity in such modes of
speech. They would involve a modification of our
present usage of speech with regard to the words
hard and soft, but not of their meanings. For they
represent no fact to be different from what it is; only
they involve arrangements of facts which would be
exceedingly maladroit [awkward]. This leads us to
remark that the question of what would occur under
circumstances which do not actually arise is not a
question of fact, but only of the most perspicuous
[clear or fitting] arrangement of them. ’?
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There is no difference between something hard and something
soft unless they are ‘“brought to the test.”” A thing is reduced to its
offects; a quality is reduced to its manifestations. What this
amounts to is what is called in philosophy phenomenalism—the
doctrine that human thought can only grasp the appearances of
things (the phenomena), whereas the reality, the essence, remains
beyond our reach.

If a thing does not manifest a quality through actual effects,
then you can either say that the thing has the quality or that it
doesn’t—both will be equally true. The only criterion involved is
the ‘‘arrangement of facts.”” What Peirce means is that with regard
to this particular diamond, which had never come into contact
with anything (other than cotton) and hence had never manifested
the quality of hardness, if you were to say that it was soft, while
other diamonds (which had actually scratched something)® were
hard, then this would be a ‘‘maladroit,”” an awkward, arrangement
of facts. So, in order to have a graceful arrangement, you might as
well say that this cotton-swathed diamond too is hard.

Such were the beginnings of pragmatism. But it did not become
a powerful force in the world of ideas for another twenty years
after this essay, and the person who became its most well-known
exponent was not Peirce himself but his friend, the Harvard
philosopher and psychologist William James. After James began
to use the term, it was taken up in a widespread way both within
academic philosophy and among intellectuals in general. As James
noted at the end of 1906,

“The word ‘pragmatism’ spread, and at present it
fairly spots the pages of the philosophic journals.
On all hands we find the ‘pragmatic movement’
spoken of. .. It is evident that the term applies
itself conveniently to a number of tendencies that
hitherto have lacked a collective name, and that it
has ‘come to stay.” "™

This last statement is certainly true (except in the broadest
historical sense). Although pragmatism found expression as a
whole explicit philosophy in the writings of academics, their
writings simply crystallized a widespread tendency of thought.
Like all theory, in fact, pragmatism had a basis in social practice.
And the practice that it summed up (though of course not scien-
tifically), as we shall see, was that of the U.S. bourgeoisie as it con-
solidated its rule and moved into the monopoly stage of capitalism
in the period between the Civil War and World War 1.

James insisted that pragmatism was not a set of doctrines, but a
method, which he explained as follows:

4



6 PRAGMATISM

“The pragmatic method is primarily a method of
settling metaphysical disputes that otherwise
might be interminable. Is the world one or
many?—fated or free?—material or spiritual?—here
are notions either of which may or may not hold
good of the world; and disputes over such notions
are unending. The pragmatic method in such cases
is to try to interpret each notion by tracing its
respective practical consequences. What difference
would it practically make to any one if this notion
rather than that notion were true? If no practical
difference whatever can be traced, then the alter-
natives mean practically the same thing, and all
dispute is idle.”’

According to James, then, pragmatism is primarily a method for
dealing with philosophical disputes. As we shall see later, it is
more than this, but let us look at it first in the terms which James
lays down. What results does pragmatism have when applied to
philosophical questions?

One of the most basic and important philosophical disputes is
that between materialism and idealism. What result does
pragmatism give in this case? For James, this question posed
itself as a choice between materialism on the one hand and
“‘spiritualism’” or theism on the other. And on the question of
whether matter is primary, or whether God or some spiritual force
is the ultimate thing in the universe, the pragmatic method, says
James, offers a clear result; it shows that the difference between
materialism and ‘‘spiritualism’” comes down to the following.

“[Materialism is] not a permanent warrant for our
more ideal interests, not a fulfiller of our remotest
hopes.

“The notion of God, on the other hand,. . .has at
least this practical superiority..., that it
guarantees an ideal order that shall be permanently
preserved. . . . Materialism means simply the denial
that the moral order is eternal, and the cutting off of
ultimate hopes; spiritualism means the affirmation
of an eternal moral order and the letting loose of
hope.”’®

This same theme is developed by James in one of his most
famous essays, ‘“The Will To Believe,” in which he argues that,
from the point of view of philosophy and general intellectual rigor,
we have the “‘right to believe” in religion.” For Peirce also, one of

PRAGMATISM 7

tho important things about pragmatism was that it allowed for the
pomnibility of religious belief. As one scholar writing about Peirce
notes, “‘Although he opposed dogmatic theology vigorously, he
wus equally opposed to any philosophy which closed the door on
roligion.”’® And Peirce himself, defending the pragmatic theory of
meaning, makes a revealing remark: ‘It has been said to be a scep-
tical and materialistic principle. But it is only an application of the
nolo principle of logic which was recommended by Jesus; ‘Ye may
know them by their fruits’, and it is very intimately allied with the
ldeas of the gospel.””®

Indeed, this religious-justification theme, this fideism (belief in
fuith as prior and superior to reason), was so pronounced in the
boginnings of pragmatism that French writer Anatole France was
led to say that ‘“‘Just lately pragmatism has been invented for the
oxpress purpose of gaining credit for religion in the minds of ra-
tionalists.”’1?

John Dewey (1859-1952), the next major continuator of
pragmatism in philosophy, smoothed over the crudeness of many
of James’ formulations, while at the same time not basically alter-
ing the essence of the philosophical position. This was no less true
in the case of religion than in other areas. What he wanted, Dewey
snid, was a “‘religious attitude’” which

.. .would surrender once for all commitment to
beliefs about matters of fact, whether physical,
social or metaphysical. It would leave such matters
to inquirers in other fields. Nor would it substitute
in their place fixed beliefs about values. .. ."

What would be left would be ‘‘the religious attitude as a sense of
the possibilities of existence and as devotion to the cause of these
possibilities. . . .""1?

So pragmatism shows a constant inclination for religion, and
this may well lead us to think that it must be a form of idealism
rather than materialism. And indeed this will prove to be correct.
But before going on to show just how it constitutes idealism, and
how it relates to other trends in bourgeois philosophy, let us look
more closely at how it presents itself.

We have seen that Peirce introduced pragmatism as a theory of
the meaning of concepts. James developed it into a general method
for settling ‘‘metaphysical,” or philosophical, disputes. Further,
James introduced a pragmatic theory of truth, which takes us to
the most basic level of the meaning of pragmatism. This is how
Jumes explains it in some famous passages from his 1907 lectures
on pragmatism:



8 PRAGMATISM

“True ideas are those that we can a§similate,
validate, corroborate and verify. False 1dgas are
those that we cannot. That is the practical dif-

ference it makes for us to have true ifieas. ... Truth
happens to an idea. It becomes true, is made true by
events.”'"?

So if only verifiable ideas are true, and truth “‘happens” to an
idea, then the process of verification must be the process_whereby
an idea actually becomes true (and in fact James draws this conclg-
sion in the next sentence of this passage). In other words, there is
no such thing as something’s being true before it is found out tq be
true. In fact James is saying that there is no such thing as “f%ndm.g
out’”’ that something is true. For the process of verifying an idea is
actually the process whereby the idea becomes true—whereby
truth ‘“‘happens to’’ the idea. .

But what, then, does it mean to verify an idea? For J ames, it
simply means that the consequences of believing the idea are
generally useful and advantageous. Thus he says:

“You can say of it then either that ‘it is ugefgl
because it is true’ or that ‘it is true because it is
useful’. Both these phrases mean exactly the same
thing, namely that there is an idea that gets fulfilled
and can be verified. . . . When a moment in our ex-
perience, of any kind whatever, inspires us with a
thought that is true, that means that sooner or later
we dip by that thought’s guidance into the par-
ticulars of experience again and make advantggeous
connexion with them. ... ‘The true’ to put it very
briefly, is only the expedient in the way of. our Fhmk-
ing, just as ‘the right’ is only the expedient in the
way of our behaving. Expedient in almost any
fashion; and expedient in the long run and on the
whole of course. ...”""

Ideas are true when the consequences of believing them are in the
long run and on the whole useful. Truth = expediency.

These rather bald statements provoked a storm of controversy
following the publication of James’ book, and other pra'gmatlst:,s
hastened to dissociate themselves from the obvious crudity of his
position. As one writer puts it:

“Peirce dubbed James’ doctrine ‘suicidal’ and
rebaptized his own philo.sophy. as
‘pragmaticism’. . . . Dewey also dissociated himself
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from James on this matter. He disclaimed the no-
tion that truth is what gives satisfaction. . . .’’'s

Poirco preferred to say that ‘“‘the opinion which is fated to be
ultimatoly agreed to by all who investigate, is what we mean by
the truth. . .” and that if belief “were to tend indefinitely toward
abwolute fixity,” we would have truth.'® But, it might well be ob-
Jeetod to this, as one scholar did object,

“What pragmatic meaning can be attributed to no-
tions such as ‘absolute fixity’ or ‘the opinion which
is fated to be ultimately agreed to’? One would im-
agine that these concepts, too, would be unaccep-
table. .. .7

On closer examination, however, it seems that Peirce’s position
Is much the same as James’. It is obvious that ‘“‘ultimate agree-
ment”’ and “‘absolute fixity’’ of belief will not be upon us until the
ond of time. But what are we to do in the meantime? If ultimate
Lruth consists in ultimate agreement and absolute fixity of belief,
then provisional truth, or truth in the meantime, must consist in
rroviﬁional agreement and relative fixity of belief. So truth would

w goneral agreement and fixity of belief. In order for this to be the

mame as James’ position, all that is necessary is the additional
asmsumption that what will bring about such agreement or fixity
with regard to an idea is that it is useful or advantageous. And in
tact Peirce was forced to admit, in some of his unpublished
manuacripts, that he was actually uncomfortably close to James’
ponition.™

The case of Dewey is even clearer. Whereas Peirce shrinks from
accopting the full consequences of pragmatism, Dewey not only ac-
copls these consequences but expands pragmatism even further,
into a broad general theory. At the same time, however, he seeks to
#often the harshness of James’ crude statements. Even though ex-
pressed in Dewey’s characteristic mush-like prose style, however,
the essence of his doctrine of truth remains the same as that ex-
preased by James.

Dewey’s doctrine of truth is very consistent throughout his long
career. Thus in 1903 he holds that the test of the validity of an idea
Im "'its functional or instrumental use in effecting the transition
from a relatively conflicting experience to a relatively integrated
one.”" In 1916 his explanation of ‘the traditional theory of truth
um a correspondence or agreement of existence and mind or
thought” is that the correspondence or agreement here is “like
that between an invention and the conditions which the invention
in Intended to meet.”’? In 1920 he says:
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“The hypothesis that works is the true one; and
truth is an abstract noun applied to the collection of
cases, actual, foreseen and desired, that receive con-
firmation in their works and consequences.”

He goes on to say that truth can be defined as ““satisfaction,” and

“ . _the satisfaction in question means a satisfac-
tion of the needs and conditions out of which the
idea, the purpose and method of agtiop,
arises...[And] truth as utility means service In
making just that contribution to reorganization in
experience that the idea or theory claims to be able
to make.”’?'

In 1929 it is:

“The test of the validity of any particular inteliec-
tual conception, measurement or enumeration is
functional, its use in making possible the institution
of interactions which yield results in control of ac-
tual experiences of observed objects. ... We knpw
whenever we do know; that is, whenever our inquiry
leads to conclusions which settle the problem out of
which it grew.”’?

And finally, in 1938 he reaffirms his pragmatism, in the sense of
affirming

‘. .the function of consequences as necessary tests
of the validity of propositions, provided these conse-
quences are operationally instituted and are such as
to resolve the specific problem evoking the opera-
tions...."®

What is Dewey saying in all these places? He is saying that
ideas or theories come up out of certain needs, conditions, prob-
lems, and that an idea or theory is true if it ‘‘settles the problem’’
or ‘“‘satisfies the needs and conditions” which gave rise to it. A
theory is true if it solves your problems. In other words, it’s true if
it’s useful. Truth = expediency.* .

Now of course Dewey is very insistent that satisfaction doesn’t
mean some emotional or purely personal satisfaction, nor does
utility mean useful to me alone, or useful at the moment, or usefpl
for the purpose of private ambition or personal gain.?® And in
evaluating pragmatism we should keep away from the caricature
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to which it easily lends itself. Usefulness and expediency do not
have Lo mean something momentary or private. What James and
Dewoy mean to be talking about is usefulness and expediency in
the long run and on the whole. But of course at the same time this
tlovw not mean that they are any less talking about usefulness and
axpoedioncy. In fact they are, as we shall see, denying objective
Lruth and making truth dependent on its general usefulness and
sxpodiency to a certain class—the bourgeoisie—which they rep-
rement.

Where, then, have we arrived? We have seen that pragmatism is
not, only a theory of meaning, and not only an alleged method for
remolving philosophical disputes, but is also and most basically a
theory of truth. It is the theory that ideas are true if they are
umolul, or in other words if they accomplish the goal or task which
Lhey wore meant to accomplish. Underlying this theory of truth is
the notion that ideas are instruments, and indeed Dewey’s doctrine
In often called ‘“‘instrumentalism.” An instrument has some job
that it is supposed to perform, and if it performs it well, then it's a
good instrument—or in the case of ideas a true idea. Ideas, in other
words, do not correspond to reality, but rather they are in-
struments for dealing with reality; if they are useful in dealing
with roeality, then we call them “‘true.”

What this means is that it is impossible to describe the world,
lmpossible to actually grasp reality in thought. We may think
{hat's what we’re doing, but according to pragmatism what we are
netually doing is the following: we interact with the world; in the
procoss of interaction, ideas and theories are generated in our
minds; these ideas are used in further interactions with the world;
If thoy prove useful in these interactions then they are true; the
more the interactions in which they prove useful, the more the
ldoan or theories are validated or confirmed.

WHAT IS WRONG WITH PRAGMATISM?

While, again, this may superficially sound like Marxism, it
should be clear by this point that pragmatism differs fundamental-
ly from Marxism. For Marxism holds that it is definitely possible
to describe and understand the world, to grasp the nature of
realily—in all its complex interrelations and constant change—in
thought. For Marxism, an idea is not true because it is useful;
rathor, it is useful because it is true. And truth does not mean ‘‘in-
strumental usefulness,” ‘‘the expedient in the way of our
thinking,” or any such stuff; truth means the correspondence of
our Ideas with reality (more on this below).

But not only is pragmatism un-Marxist, it is also profoundly
anti-Marxist. In the late 19th and early 20th centuries, as
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capitalism moved into the stage of imperialism, bourgeois ideology
underwent a change as well. This change in ideology corresponded,
of course, to the changes in economic structure which were
brought about by the movement of capitalism inpo the stage qf im-
perialism. One important area of ideology is phllogophy, Whlch_ is
the general world-view and method of thinking which characterize
an ideology. Throughout the capitalist world at the turn qf the cen-
tury there arose a relatively new type of bourgeois phl!osophy,
which is known in general as positivism. This general philosophy
has taken on different forms-in different places and at different
times over the course of the 20th century, but it has always re-
mained, in all its different forms, the predominant bou1:geois
philosophy in the era of imperialism. And pragmatism is simply
one particular form of positivism.

One of the first forms of positivism was that developed by the
Austrian physicist and philosopher Ernst Mach and (independen.t-
ly) by the German philosopher Richard Avenarius, who called this
philosophy ‘‘empirio-criticism.” In the period between the 1905
revolution in Russia and World War 1, this bourgeois viewpoint
began to have some influence within the Bolshevik Party, par-
ticularly through the medium of A.A. Bogdanov and his sup-
porters, who had joined the Bolsheviks in 1905. To combat th1§ in-
fluence, and to reaffirm the philosophy of dialectical materialism
in the light of the developments in natural science since thg .de.;ath
of Engels, Lenin wrote Materialism and Empirio-Criticism:
Critical Comments on a Reactionary Philosophy in 1908. At one
point in this book Lenin makes the following remark about

pragmatism, noting its close affinity with the philosophy he is

combatting:

‘“Perhaps the ‘latest fashion’ in the latest American
philosophy is ‘pragmatism’ (from the Greek word
‘pragma’—action; that is, a philosophy of action).
The philosophical journals speak perhaps more of
pragmatism than of anything else. Pragmatism
ridicules the metaphysics both of materialism and
idealism, acclaims experience and only experience,
recognizes practice as the only criterion, refers to
the positivist movement in general, especially turns
for support to Ostwald, Mach, Pearson, Poincare
and Duhem, for the belief that science is not an ‘ab-
solute copy of reality’ and...and successfully
deduces from all this a God for practical purposes,
and only for practical purposes, without any
metaphysics, and without transcending the bounds
of experience (cf. William James, Pragmatism. A
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New Name for Some Old Ways of Thinking, New
York and London, 1907, pp. 57 and 106 especially).
From the standpoint of materialism the difference
between Machism and pragmatism is as insignifi-
cant and unimportant as the difference between
empirio-criticism and empirio-monism,’'%

In other words, there is no difference between Machism and
pragmatism in the respect that they are not only both forms of
hourgeois ideology in general, but also forms of positivism in par-
Licular. Lenin is saying that in respect of being anti-materialist,
and in fact leading to the support of religion, clericalism and
fideism, the distinctions between these different forms of
positivism at that time were insignificant. But there are par-
ticularities about pragmatism, and there are reasons why
positivism assumed the form of Machism and empirio-criticism in
Europe and the form of pragmatism in the United States. In fact,
just as positivism is the philosophy of the bourgeoisie in the era of
imperialism in general, so pragmatism is the philosophy of
American imperialism, of U.S. capitalism in the highest stage of
capitalism.

Let us look, then, at positivism, at just how it is an anti-Marxist
philosophy, and at the relationship of pragmatism to it. This will
be the task of the present section of this article. Then succeeding
sections will look into what is distinctive about pragmatism and
what its relation is to U.S. imperialism.

The originator of the word “positivism’’ was Saint-Simon, one of
the ‘*‘three great Utopians” about whom Engels wrote in
Socialism: Utopian and Scientific. Saint-Simon used ‘‘positivism’’
to designate what he took to be scientific method and its extension
to philosophy. This concept and term was taken over and formed
into a philosophical system by Auguste Comte (1798-1857), pupil
and secretary of Saint-Simon for seven years. Several theses ap-
pear with Comte which will continue to be characteristic of
positivism: (a) the claim to be above and beyond the
“metaphysical”’ systems of idealism and materialism; (b) the
thesis that valid knowledge can only be gained through science,
and that what this means is that facts are the only possible objects
of knowledge; (c) the contention that the job of philosophy is to
find the underlying principles of the ‘‘positive’’ sciences and use
these as a basis for the organization of society; and (d) the view
that reality undergoes a smooth, progressive evolution.

In fact, despite its claims to be beyond such things, positivism
has been consistently idealist, as well as metaphysical in the Marx-
ist sense (that is, undialectical). With Comte this idealism is fairly
blatant. He opens his most well-known work, Cours de Philosophie
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Positive, with a straight-out identification of human progress with
‘““the progressive course of the human mind,” and near the eqd
says: ‘It cannot be necessary to prove to anybody who reads this
work that Ideas govern the world, or throw it into chaos. ...’

Comte’s conservatism is also rather straight-out. Writing in
1851, three years after a wave of revolutionary upsurge had swept
across Europe, and also three years after Marx and Engels had
written that the spectre of communism was haunting Europe,
Comte offers positivism as ‘“...the only doctrine w}}ich can
preserve Western Europe from some serious attempt to brlng com-
munism into practical operation.”’?® Comte does not put himself
forward, however, as a simple partisan of the capitalists. Rather,
he claims to mediate, from a neutral position, between bourgeoisie
and proletariat. Concerning the view that the possessor of prop-
erty (in other words the capitalist) has an absolute right to do
whatever he wants with that property he says: ‘“The instinctive
objection of workmen to this view is shared by all true
philosophers.’’?®

But he does not want to do away with private property. Not at
all. He simply wants the capitalists to moderate their greed and
realize that their ownership gives them certain social respon-
sibilities. He then reassures the capitalist:

“This is the only tenable view of property, and wise-
ly interpreted, it is one that, while enobling to its
possessor, does not exclude a due measure of
freedom. It will in fact place his position on a firmer
basis than ever.’’*

In other words, he is telling the capitalists that in order to put
capitalism on a firmer basis, certain reforms must be made. In-
deed, as Comte revealingly remarks, ‘It will not. . . be difficult to
show that all the characteristics of positivism are summed up in
its motto, Order and Progress. .. .’’®" The existing order can only
be preserved through continuous changes and adjustments in
it—and this, for the positivist, is progress.

But before leaving Comte, it is impossible not to note his final
devastating blow against proletarian ideology:

“There is another point in which communism is
equally inconsistent with the laws of sociology. Ac-
ting under false views of the constitution of our
modern industrial system, it proposes to remove its
directors, who form so essential a part of it.”’3?

In this regard, the following remarks of Marx are to the point:
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“It is not because he is a leader of industry that a
man is a capitalist; on the contrary, he is a leader of
industry because he is a capitalist. The leadership of
industry is an attribute of capital, just as in feudal
times the functions of general and judge, were at-
tributes of landed property. (Auguste Comte and his
school might therefore have shown that feudal lords
are an eternal necessity in the same way that they
have done in the case of the lords of capital.)’’

Positivism continued to develop throughout the 19th century.
Fugen Duhring, against whom Engels’ famous polemic was
directed, can in certain ways be classified as a positivist. So can
lHorbert Spencer, the British philosopher who claimed to base
himself upon the new theory of evolution and who strongly defend-
od laissez-faire capitalism on the basis of what came to be called
"mocial Darwinism” (the doctrine that the capitalist struggle for
survival in society will lead to the “survival of the fittest” just as
in nature, so that government should not interfere to save the “un-
fiv").

Positivism reached its maturity in the work of Mach and
Avenarius, mentioned above, These thinkers held that facts are
the only reality. But for them, facts are defined as complexes of
Nensations. A sensation is simply the result of sensing
something—in other words, what happens in us as a result of using
the five senses. But these internal happenings in us constitute the
only building-blocks of facts, and facts constitute reality. The
rosult, as Mach explicitly says, is that “. . . the world consists only
ol our sensations.”’*

In the division of reality into ideas and matter, sensations would
have to be categorized as ideas. For they are the result in our
minds of the action of the external objective world on our sense
organs. For a materialist, sensations are ideas (though not fully
formed or rational ideas) which arise out of the interaction of our
bodies and bodily organs with the material world around us. Sen-
sutions are products of, and derivative from, the material world.
But these positivists are saying just the opposite: “‘the world con-
uists only of our sensations.” That is to say, the world consists of
our ideas. This is why Lenin justly summed up the “empirio-
criticism” of Mach and Avenarius as nothing but pure Berkelian
Idealism—that is, an idealism like that of George Berkeley, the
I8th-century British bishop, who held that nothing exists except
minds and their ideas, and who used this supposed fact to “prove”’
the existence of God.*

Mach was himself a physicist, and one of the objects of his
philosophy was to try to show that physics, and all science, is bas-
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ed upon sensations. Scientific laws, he said, merely state ggneral
relations among sensations, and scientific theories are s.1mp1y
devices to help us predict future sensations. For example, this was

his attitude toward atoms:

““He steadfastly refused to believe in the existence
of the physical atoms of modern atomic theory; if
anyone found their postulation useful for predicting
further phenomena, he was entitled to use them, but
anyone would be equally entitled to use any other
device which gave the same predictions.”*

In other words, Mach was trying to put science on an.i(.ie_al‘isyt,
rather than a materialist, basis. Thus we can see that positivism's
emphasis on science, its thesis that knowledge can be gained oply
through science, just like its insistence upon groupdmg everything
in ‘“facts” and ‘“‘experience,” is actually nothing but a semi-
concealed sort of idealism. For it turns out that they have z.alrea.dy
reinterpreted experience, facts, and science in a purely idealist
manner. o

But if the positivists are actually idealists, how is it phat they
can claim to have risen ‘above” both materialism and
idealism?The trick is just that sensations are regarded as
“neutral’’ building-blocks, out of which both the mental world and
the physical world are composed. Mind and matter are made of the
same stuff, which is itself supposed to be neither menta} nor
material. This is perhaps the shoddiest bit of sleight-of-hand in the
whole positivistic set-up—by mere fiat they declare that these
ideas which form the starting point of their whole world-view are
to be regarded as neither mental nor material! _ .

It should be clear by now what is the essential defect in
positivism from the point of view of science in.the fullest, most
comprehensive sense—that is, of Marxism. It is 1deahst—and. it is
not just idealism, but subjective idealism as well—that is, it
presents truth and the objective world as the Qroduct of the par-
ticular person’s (or subject’s) mind, proceedmg by the same
method as Berkeley, who was only able to arrive at objective
idealism through the intervention—or invention—of God.
Remember Mach's statement that ‘“‘the world consists only of our
sensations.”’ But, asks one writer, ‘By what right does Mach say
that the world is our sensations rather than my sensations? Does
his view not lead inevitably to solipsism?”’*’ Solipsism is the 'd_oc-
trine that nothing exists except me—obviously not a position
which anyone intends to hold, but one toward w}nph bourgeois
philosophers are often driven because of the individualism aqd
subjectivism which infects, indeed characterizes, the bourgeois
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world outlook.

Muach attempts to escape solipsism by the device, familiar to
philosophers, of the ‘“argument from analogy’’—1I observe connec-
tlons hbetween my outer behavior and my inner experience, and
then I infer, by analogy, that there must be ‘“other minds’”’ with
similar inner experience because I can observe other instances of
almilar outer behavior. But there are many objections to this line
of argumentation which are also familiar to philosphers—while the
"eommon man’’ will spontaneously reject this kind of convoluted
rensoning as unnecessary to establish the obvious fact that other
people and things exist besides oneself. The essential point,
though, is that positivism’s viewpoint is inherently subjective
hecause it starts out from, and bases itself on, subjective inner ex-
perionce; everything starts from the individual mind and its sensa-
tions, 1t then inherently faces the problem of breaking out of this
nolf-contained world of ideas and of somehow establishing the ex-
inlonce of the outer world and of other minds. This is why it is call-
ud nubjective idealism. This is in contrast to the objective idealism
of someone like Hegel, who also holds that ideas are primary—not,
howover, the ideas in an individual mind, but ideas which are
nomohow objective, existing apart from the individual. Another
good example of objective idealism are religions like Christianity,
Judaism, Islam, etc., which believe that the primary reality and
ntarting point is a god, which is supposed to be a purely spiritual,
nonmaterial entity.

The characteristics of the positivism of Mach and Avenarius
which have been outlined here continued to characterize
positivism, from Bertrand Russell and Wittgenstein in England,
to Carnap, Schlick and other members of the Vienna Circle in
Austria, to Reichenbach in Germany, to Tarski in Poland, to all the
other positivists in Europe and America. What the ‘‘logical
positivism’’ of this century, as represented by the above people,
hus added has been a somewhat increased sophistication and a
Hlress on logic and language.

Likewise it is clear that there is an essential continuity between
positivism and pragmatism. First, let us remember Peirce’s
phenomenalism. He held that the only thing we can sum up in our
idoas and concepts are the phenomena, the effects of things, and
nol. the essence, not the thing itself. All that we need do is identify
those effects with sensations, and pretend that they are neither
mental nor material, and we arrive exactly at Machism. '

With James the parallel is even clearer. He professed a doctrine
which he called ‘‘radical empiricism,” and in one of his essays on
this topic he put it this way:

“My thesis is that if we start from the supposition
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that there is only one primal stuff or material in the
world, a stuff of which everything is composed, a}nd
if we call that stuff ‘pure experience’, then knowing
can easily be explained as a pari.:icular s.ort of rela-
tion towards one another into which portions of pure

experience may enter.”’*®

is precisely the same attempt to escape from the opposition
(I)-Ife:r?altzsegalism Zs. idealism, an attempt ,w‘hich nonetheless}a'nds
the thinker head-first in idealism. James’ “‘pure experience, 1Just
like Mach’s ‘‘sensations,” is SL;lpptoseci to be neither mental nor

ial, but neutral between the two. o
m%szlillylis “‘pure experience’’ is so obvi.ously somet;hm_g,cf1 1nnetr,
something happening within the human mind, a s.trea_m.of ideas, to
which material reality is to be reduced, that it is difficult to see
how it could be missed that this philosophy is a form of subjective
idealism. And indeed James himself pretty wgll gives the flg{ame
away when he points out that his for(.erunr.lers in this outloo ir_e
none but the explicit subjective idealist Berkeley and 1.1s
predecessors, and that . . . the conception I am dgffendlng does ’1t};
tle more than consistently carry out the ‘pragmatic method whic
they were the first to use.”* Earlier he had said, in an even more

explicit admission:

“Berkeley’s criticism of ‘matter’ was. . .absqlutely
pragmatistic. Matter is known as our sensations of
colour, figure, hardness and the like. Thqy are the
cash-value of the term....These sensations then
are its sole meaning. Berkeley doesn’i; deny matter,
then; he simply tells us what it consists of Itisa
true name for just so much in the way of

sensations.’"*?

i it i i ic wi t one more reveal-
And finally, it is hard to leave this toplc w1.thou . .
ing quotat)i,on, this one from an interview with James published in

the New York Times:

“Our minds are not here simply to copy a reality
that is already complete. They are here to complgte
it, to add to its importance by their own remodehng
of it, to decant its contents over, so to speak, into a
more significant shape.”*'

*In fact at this time this general sort of doctrine, which enjoyed wide populari-

ty among bourgeois philosophers, came to be called “neutral monism.
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Dowey is, as usual, much less blatant. He would never be so
erudo as to hold up Berkeley as his own prototype. In fact, Dewey
In nt. groat pains to say that he is not an idealist. Of course he also
takes pains to point out (this time truly) that he is not a materialist
either. His stance is that both idealism and materialism bring out
nome valuable points, but each is too extreme, too one-sided.*? In
other words, his is the by now familiar claim to be “beyond” both
materialism and idealism.

And, as it always is, this pretense of going beyond both is actual-
ly u ploy, a cover to hide the fact that what Dewey embraces is
nothing but idealism. But let us see how this works out in his
writings.

Ho says that “modern idealistic theories of knowledge have
dinplayed some sense of the method and objective of science.”’**
Thin is because *“. . . they have framed a theory of the constitutive
operation of mind in the determination of real objects.”* In other
words, Dewey here pays homage to subjective idealism for its
thosis that the mind makes reality, and he actually identifies this
mibjoctivism as having something to do with the ““method and ob-
Juctive of science’’!

Dowey then goes on to try to pull away from a total identifica-
tion with idealism:

"“But idealism, while it has had an intimation of the
constructively instrumental office of intelligence,
has mistranslated the discovery . . . . That is, it took
re-constitution to be constitution; re-construction to
be construction.’’*s

T'hat is—the mind kelps to construct reality, or it “‘re-constructs”
ranlity, but it doesn’t do the whole job.

In other words, what Dewey wants to pull off is a kind of Kant-
funism. The most basic point of Kant’s philosophy was his distine-
tlon between appearances, or phenomena, on the one hand, and
things-in-themselves, or ‘“‘noumena,” on the other. Kant held that
the thing-in-itself was inherently unknowable, because the human
mind, in its interaction with the things themselves, molds things
In accordance with certain innate categories of the mind. The ap-
lmumnces or phenomena which result from this interaction thus
your the imprint of the mind as well as of the things-in-themselves.
Hut these phenomena are the objects of human knowledge. Hence
we cannot know things as they actually are, but only as they have
boen ‘“re-constructed” by the mind.

It should be apparent that this is actually a form of idealism.
And indeed Kant recognized this fact, calling his philosophy
"transcendental idealism.” But Dewey wants to pretend that this
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same sort of view is somehow a
materialism and idealism. He

bove and beyond the opposipion of
wants to say that ‘... while the

i i independent of
that life, feeling and thought are never in f
:)}L?:i}éal ea:fents may be deemed materialism, it may also be con

sidered just the opposite,” and that

i iliari in the way of
“Nothing but unfamiliarity stands in .
thinkingg of both mind and matter as different
characters of natural events, In wh.1ch matter ex;
presses their sequential order, and mind the order o

their meanings in their logical connections and

dependencies.”’*®

’s sli i iddle way, he
ite Dewey’s slippery attempts to (.:laqu a mi ; .
}c3:nt S: Sp%ifr?ededovx}f’n andpshown up for the idealist he certainly is.
All of the quotations from Dewey on the last couple o}f'1 'pﬁgﬁz
have come from his book Experience andf Ilyqture, 1irée:‘vli;§  he
i iti harge of being an , an
shows himself very sensitive to t_:he charge f belng an 1Coat His
i avoid formulations which w1!1 make him app
gl:i?l té(())ol in this is a muddy, obfuscating §tyle Xf ;vnt;l;lg;l ::rl(::g?
:ch he tries to befog his true meaning. A 1€W ,
K:vlvcelzfer?in The Quest for Certainty, he allows himself to be more

i i j i is book, in fact, is to
ioht-forward. His main object in this book, in
;tglzlrﬁicize against the idea that knowled_ge is a:. i—,l(l)s:z?}ll;es i;)i
ity.” his main point 1s

antecedent reality.”” In other worc.ls, . i
eativity”’ how the mind shapes reality

the “‘creativity’’ of the human ml.nd, . : realit
't just “‘di " hich already exists. There 1s
and doesn’t just “‘disclose” a reality w : hero 19

i Dewey argues for this and w
not the space here to examine how .

jes in hi t want to note some

fallacies in his arguments are. Here I jus : ,
ngm?ﬂations which at least disclose the reality of Dewey's
ld%‘ailrl:tfn '.what is it that we know? What is the qu ect of knowltiidge?
Dewey ’answers: . the object of knowledge is a constructed, :ﬁ:
istentially produced, object.”*” That is, dw”hatt) we know is not the

itself, but something ‘‘constructed”—by us.

W(Xlr?dl s;econd, what is it that the human mlr}d does?‘ Dlewe)t
answel,‘s this question in speaking of “‘mathematico-physical con

ceptions,”’ of which he says:

“In short, they do the business that all thinking and
objects of thought have to effect: they C(.)r}nect%
through relevant operations, the dlscon}tmultleg o
individualized observations anq experiences into
continuity with one another. Their vahdl‘.cy isa n}at:
ter of their efficacy in performance of this function;
it is tested by results and not by correspondence
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with antecedent properties of existence.”’*®

Here we can see the connection with the pragmatic theory of
truth. The validity of a scientific theory or concept is determined
by whether it works, by how well it performs its function. And
what is this function? It is to connect the discontinuous ex-
periences of individuals. In other words: the starting point of
Dowey’s philosophy is the disconnected mish-mash of ‘“‘ex-
wriences’’ which each individual has. Out of these atomistic
wiilding-blocks the mind must create an integrated and con-
tinuous whole which will be reality.

liet us compare this with Mach, for whom, as we saw above,
“ncientific laws merely state general relations among sensations,
and scientific theories are simply devices to help us predict future
wonsations.” Just substitute Dewey’s ‘‘experiences’’ for Mach’s
"sensations’” and you have an essentially similar view. And these
“experiences’” are just as much something private and inner, just
us much subjective ideas, as are Mach’s sensations. What it comes

down to in both cases is that the human mind is locked within the
circle of its own ideas and creates reality out of them: subjective
ldoalism.

In fact, pragmatism is bound to lead to this. Remember that
pragmatism’s basic doctrine is that ideas are true if they are useful
instruments for dealing with reality. But this means that truth is
cronted by the usefulness of ideas—which is to say that reality is
croated out of ideas.

We have seen, then, that pragmatism is a species of positivism,
nnd that the essential thing about positivism from a scientific
Marxist point of view is that it is a system of subjective idealism.
'T'he distinctiveness of positivism, as compared to other systems of
nubjective idealism, lies in the four points outlined earlier: (a) the
¢laim to be above both materialism and idealism; (b} the thesis that
vulid knowledge can only be gained through science; (c) the conten-
tion that the job of philosophy is to find the underlying principles
of the “‘positive’” sciences and use these as a basis for the organiza-
Lion of society; and (d) the view that reality undergoes a smooth,
progressive evolution. I have not devoted equal attention to all of
these four points so far, and there are variations in the case of in-
dividual thinkers in their adherence to these various aspects of
positivism. Speaking of the pragmatists, James, for example,
shows little interest in pursuing (c), and it is unclear to what ex-
tont he would adhere to (d). And Dewey, on the other hand, ap-
purently explicitly rejects (b). But then he does think that science
in **...an intensified form of knowledge in which are written large
the essential characters of any knowing,”’*® and this amounts, ob-
viously, to much the same thing as (b). On the other hand, as we
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will see in the next section, Dewey is particularly strong in the em-
phasis he gives to (c). The point is that these four are elements
which are characteristic of positivism, not arguments which all
positivists necessarily hold to.

If these, then, mark the distinctiveness of positivism, what con-
stitutes the distinctiveness of pragmatism? Essentially it is its
empbhasis on human will, activity, striving and practice. Its theory
of knowledge is active rather than the passive and contemplative
theory typical of other positivists like Russell, the early Wittgen-
stein, or Carnap. This emphasis on human activity and practice,
which are variable and changing, leads pragmatism to the effective
denial of any stable underlying structure to reality, and conse-
quently to the denial in practice of any stable laws which would ex-
press this structure. And this leads, in turn, to that general con-
tempt for theory which is so characteristic of pragmatism.

The emphasis which pragmatism puts on these two
points—namely (a) the changingness of reality and (b) human prac-
tice—leads it to exhibit a superficial similarity to Marxism, and
this has led more than one opportunist or anti-Marxist to identify
the two. Bertrand Russell, the British positivist, for instance,

claims that ‘“‘allowing for a certain difference of phraseology,"

[Marx’s] doctrine is essentially indistinguishable from [Dewey’s]
instrumentalism.”’*°

But, as noted before, the -contrast between Marxism and
pragmatism is very sharp. Marxists do recognize that reality is
constantly changing; to see it as static is part of the metaphysical
point of view. But this recognition does not lead Marxism to lose
its footing and surrender helplessly to the flow; the dialectical
method is precisely the way of grasping reality in its chang-
ingness. And when reality is grasped in this way, it becomes clear
that there are certain underlying laws of reality which are
knowable by the human mind. Reality is constantly changing, but
its changes have their inherent laws; reality and its laws are know-
able.

Likewise Marxism has always held that, in understanding the
world, human practice is primary. As Marx said:

“The question whether objective truth can be at-
tributed to human thinking is not a question of
theory but is a practical question. In practice man
must prove the truth, that is, the reality and power,
the this-sidedness of his thinking.”*'

And as Mao emphasized:

‘«“Marxists hold that man’s social practice alone is
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the criterion of the truth of his knowled

ge of the ex-
ternal. world. ...Only social practice can be the
criterion of truth..The standpoint of practice is the
primary and basic standpoint in the dialectical-
materialist theory of knowledge.’ "5

Finally, as Lenin said:

“The standpoint-of life, of practice, should be first
gnd fundamental in the theory of knowledge. And it
inevitably leads to materialism .. ."’%?

This l'ast statement by Lenin is exactly to the point at issue here
Murxxsm hqldg t.hat human practice (which, further, is essentiall :
social, not individual) shows that materialism is correct.s Mar)gf
Ism shows that through social practice we can come to l.{now the
lewn and structure of reality. Pragmatism, on the contrary, says:
Forget about objective reality and its laws; concentrate or; prac:
(,I;':‘ L\i/\(;laualtt:;}eiver'tl,appens t?j work is good enough. If it’s expedient in
*Lice, then it’s as goo — ¢ i i
m}}:ion," en it's 4 Wg0 rds.as true—and ‘‘expedient in almost any
T 10 main point is that pragmatism is from inni

fdvalist: practice, for the pragmatists, does nottheleclz):;glzig1 H;g
knowledge of an already independently existing reality, but actual-
Iy ereates reality. Remember James’ “Truth happens ;:o an idea.”
lRemember hgw for Dewey the mind creates reality out of disco.n-
Hnuot}s and 1pdividualized experiences. As was noted above, for
Muarxism, an 1(!eq is not “true”” because it is useful; rather, it is
uuufpl because it is true. And the reason for the centxjality of’prac-
tleo in the Marxist theory of knowledge is not because it discloses
what's useful, but because it discloses and verifies what's true—
attd therefore useful. As Lenin put it, o

“Knowledge can be useful...in human prac-
tice. . ..or_lly when it reflects objective truth, truth
yvhlch 1s’1ndependent: of man. For the materialist the
success’ of human practice proves the cor-
respondence between our ideas and the objective
nature of the things we perceive.’’s

Ideas arise out of practice; they are further deve

process of interaction of theory and practice—a prgggses \asl}:ir:}?ﬂlaﬁ
doncribes well .in ““On Practice.” If this process occurs in a scien-
Lific manner, 1f ideas continue to more fully reflect reality, it
renults_ in .the discovery and deepening grasp of the laws by which
the objective world operates. Of course this discovery and deepen-
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ing grasp, and the statement of the laws, is never final or absolute,

but is always being tested in practice and moving forward in a

dialectical way to higher levels of trut}}.} Th;%s true ir?rfa.sr;r;?doil;t-
i i tice. Practice 1s p
of practice and are testgd in practice. ? it
i tific approach to pra
dispensable. But the point ,of a scien : ach b0 D ead
d to the pragmatists bastardized view ot pi _ d
(t?g It)ﬁ:ediscover}g and use, of course of the laws which underlie reali
tyi\/larx in a famous statement, stressed th}alt the poith w;sd?(;); t(;)(;
’ i er, Mar
i et the world but to change it. Here, however,
g:etr?;pgut affirmed the importance of knowing the world tto change
it—that is grasping and apElving U1E S Tl nent o scientifi
Here enters the question ot theory. ! o o e
i in stage in the process the leap
truth requires that at a certain s oces D e
hat at certain times ana stag
realm of theory take place, and 't ain ti stages
in i ht as a scientific abstraction
theory be developed in its own right, ' on of
i dage of practice at any g
matter, and not simply as an appen Y
i , i 2 tion only solves the proble
time. As Mao pointed out: ‘‘Percep by o
; lve the problem of essence. t
e e vio B the. ist viewpoint of dialectical
cientific viewpoint, the Marxist viewp . ]
tx:r}:::tesri::dism, is very far removed from the vulgar anti-theoretical
“nractical” attitude of pragmatlsg}.. o
angutpbesides this, it always turns (;lut f' in 1practllcgis ti};a;',ov;ﬁ:;th fr}:g
tists mean by practice in the final analysis 'S 57 .
?é':aglrg? rilsental. It turns out to be the prac.tlce of,}'elatmg p(t):rtw;llz
of pure experience’’ (J ames) or ‘‘experiences (Dewey) to o
another. Pragmatism is idealist from the start.

THE IDEOLOGICAL MEANING OF PRAGMATISM

i Communist Party
Programme of the Revolutionary .
chzil:cterggégs pragmatism as an American ruhng ((ilasfv. ph1lc()isigp1}11();t.;
i i i f subjective idealism—
Pragmatism—this peculiar type of subje ) sm—dic not
i lier, like all ideas, it origina
fall from the sky. As pointed out earlier, : originates
i i i i i t was the practice of the U.S.
in social practice, and in this case 1 of the U
isi d years—although, again, 1 .
bourgeoisie over the last hundre ] Eai, I L e
ientifi i t practice. What 1s dis
a scientific summation of even tha e
i inni t a hundred years ago for U.S.
about the period beginning abou : ! A
jitalism i it is i i d that it has moved forward 1
capitalism is that it 1sin this period t moved Ko hus
tage of monopoly capitalism, or P
g;zgr;at%sm is the distinctive philosophy of U.S. monopoly
italism, of U.S. imperialism. . .
caglltlatﬁe varied and disparate facts ab(;;qt(:l pliagr.nafliumn (f:ll(l) Iintig
is, i terial base and 1deologica ,
place when S, oromir i take the constant connec-
derstood. As a prominent instance, ta _
Eir(lmerof pragmatism with religion. Why should pragmatism,
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ldoalist though it may be, have any special affinity for religion?
l.ooking just at the logical relation of ideas, the cause of this is
vory obscure. But as soon as the matter is examined in light of the
itloological needs of the U.S. ruling class, it becomes very clear.
Very simply, pragmatism pushes religion because pragmatism is
n ruling class ideology; and the bourgeoisie wants to have religion
pushed because it helps defend its rule. In the ‘“Introduction to the
linglish Edition” of Socialism: Utopian and Scientific Engels sets
himsolf the task of explaining why the British bourgeoisie was so
lied Lo religion, even at a time when its counterpart on the Euro-
pean continent was anti-religious. His answer is that in England
the bourgeoisie was able, by a combination of circumstances, to
hocome a part of the ruling classes of the country at an earlier
point than was any bourgeoisie in continental Europe. And when
this happened, the British merchant or manufacturer
.. .was not long in discovering the opportunities
this same religion offered him for working upon the
minds of his natural inferiors, and making them sub-
missive to the behests of the masters it pleased God
to place over them. In short, the English bourgeoisie
now had to take a part in keeping down the ‘lower
orders’, the great producing mass of the nation, and

one of the means employed for that purpose was the
influence of religion.’’s’

Religion has always been a potent weapon which the bourgeoisie

huas used (borrowing it, as Engels points out, from their feudal pre-
docossors) to spread submissive attitudes among the masses. And
neademic philosophy in the United States, up through the closing
docades of the nineteenth century, had always had as its chief
stock in trade various openly theological systems. But by the end
of the nineteenth century, religion was coming under sharp attack.
Boginning in the 1870s, powerful movements both among the
nmall farmers and among the workers pounded at the capitalists.
This was very much connected with the passage of U.S. capitalism
into its monopoly stage. As capitalism became more moribund and
parasitic, its contradictions became increasingly clear. The work-
Ing class was pushed hard, and it fought back vigorously through
powerful strikes and often violent confrontations with the
capitalists and their agents. The petty bourgeoisie (small farmers
nnd small businessmen), so numerous in 19th century America,
found itself pressed to the wall, and struck back at the monopoly
capitalists through the Populist movement. All this obviously re-
(uired some adjustments on the part of the ruling class, the evolu-
tion of some new tactics.
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i i f sub-
h reading of a doctrine o
d:rsgf the day for the ruling class.
t vehicle, but it had to be refur-
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On the ideological front, t
mission was definitely the ord
Religion was the most convenien

i i ced. o ‘
bli\?gg i’?’(iillliglr?lfgrames was very much aware of this ideological

i i i ight-forward way.

isi in fact he brings it up in a very straig : : :

%ﬁzlzb?aﬁ?nlgnchapter of his most famﬁus, ’boocllc,. P_rézﬁgngégstrgé g :Iilla
¢ ent Dilemma in Philosphy, " and in1

;(zlimgﬁfelt)rsvshich he thinks brings this dilemma forward most

sharply. The pamphlet is called Human Submission, by Morrison

1. Swift, an anarcho-syndicalist writer and wgrking c‘}zss %%12?}:3;
for sevéral pages James quotes and summarizes Swi t, ‘Zted v
case after case showing the miser)é apé 1n]uls_t%(t:iaypre:'é)§ti1(1ms d upan
in the U.S. at that time. Swiit explicitl]
Y:():g\i: Sig:3alist philosophers who were then in vogufen(s,élc};l;i 1211;
glosiah Royce and F.H. Bradley), ar}d liaccuses ﬁge}g}sobrought o
i i t of the cases D;
able to give a satisfactory accoun e e e ooy class.
i “the mind of philosophers and o p
he::llcll{ i)vhateJ ames quotes from Swift ends with the words,

invinci ligion a nullity. Man
“These facts invincibly provere .
will not give religion two thmﬁaang cen::ﬂﬁfn :II;

i itself and was
twenty centuries more to try itselr a e
ime. Its time is up; its probation is e ; its ov

f'g(r:lord ends it. Mankind has not aeons and et,e;gutles
to spare for trying out discredited systems.

n to do its job, and he ex-

So James is aware of the failure of rehgloals % ol the pragmatists

plicitly sets out to remedy the situation,

bove). _ .
(aSB?ﬁ:eIt?the is) also another element which must be brought into

the picture, and that is science. Pragmatism c(lloes; ng}tl :t;l:l :1!211‘1;
to jettison science in favor of reh_glox_l, Jus e Rsashid
Pragmatism, like the positivism of yvhlch it is a pa cé e oo
hatic in insisting that above all it upholds smenh - (Th e
lt)icularly comes to the fox:e Wi}i;ih };I ghzlh]%iv;rgf\.,)ig;g :ldep?; o
to note about the emphasis which bo ism ar gmatiom
i i only to subjectivize and raeatiz
Is)élit;r?crzle S(inv?/z ﬁaif};azeg;f}}(ioti((;m sZience is r_einterpreted within
the framework of a system of subjective 1d(e1a11§m.l eds of the
And this fact also expresses .the 1§ie9 og1§a e alists
capitalist class, particularly um_ier imperialism. ; or che capitalists
must use science in production. On the otd er ha th,e ot
bourgeoisie becomes a reactionary class, standing e oot
further human progress, its ideology must becgme ase scientific:
Now it comes to fear the discovery of truth—becau
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sure of the true features of the world and its history will only
raveal the impending doom of capitalism and the inevitable death
of the capitalist class. As Marx says, speaking of the development
of the science of political economy after 1830:

“In France and in England the bourgeoisie had con-
quered political power. Thenceforth, the class strug-
gle, practically as well as theoretically, took on more
and more outspoken and threatening forms. It
sounded the knell of scientific bourgeois economy.
It was thenceforth no longer a question, whether
this theorem or that was true, but whether it was
useful to capital or harmful, expedient or inexpe-
dient, politically dangerous or not. In place of
disinterested inquirers, there were hired prize-
fighters; in place of genuine scientific research, the
bad conscience and the evil intent of apologetic.’’s°

And how much more is this true in the epoch of imperialism,
whon capitalism has become completely reactionary! Imperialism,
which Lenin characterized as ‘‘parasitic or decaying capitalism,”’
nnd as a system for ‘‘artificially retarding the collapse of
cnpitalism,”®" reveals its decadent and reactionary nature just as
much in the ideological as in the political and economic realms. The
imperialists must devote a lot of effort to covering up the
backward and parasitic nature of their system, attempting to hide
the glaring fact that capitalism is out-moded, historically obsolete
nnd done-for.

Thus the dilemma of the imperialist bourgeoisie. On the one
hand it must use science, particularly the natural sciences. On the
othor hand its outlook is fundamentally anti-scientific. The solu-
Lion it has hit upon is at least four-fold, consisting of: (a) splitting
up the sciences into a vast multitude of specialities and blocking
an overall scientific point of view; (b) creating various pseudo-
meiences of society (sociology, political science, etc.) which serve
the function of generating needed information as well as
moechanisms of social control: (c) encouraging irrationalist fads
{llke astrology or Transcendental Meditation today) as well as
traditional religion; and (d) propogating bourgeois ideology in
lerms of an overall world-view.

Il is in performance of this last function, of course, that
philosophy plays its part. But in order to play this part effectively,
it must, on the plane of theory, solve the dilemma of the
hourgeoisie outlined above. And further, of course, it must provide

room for all of the other three elements of the “solution’’ given
nhova,
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It must be said that pragmatis

i the limitations of serving : ; N
f]galrrfe; was aware that this philosophy just fit the bill, and thus

that he had a hot item to sell. And he can be hea.rd., .in the pages of
Pragmatism, hawking his wares to the bourgeoisie:

m performs this task admi.ra.bly
a sinking ship.) Now William

“ what kinds of philosophy do you find actpglly
ofl\fIngd to meet your need? 'Y.ou find an emplrécal
philosophy that is not .rehglous .epough, ari1 fo?*
religious philosophy that is not empirical engugé h
your purpose. ..l offer the oddly-name p bll’;}gl
pragmatism as a philosophy.that.ce'm satis yh 0 :
kinds of demand. It can remain rg11g10u§ like the ra-
tionalisms, but at the same 'tlme, .hlfe the e?h
piricisms, it can preserve the rlc}}est. intimacy w1h
facts...On pragmatistic prmc.lpl.es, if dt (z
hypothesis of God works satisfactorily in the wi e_i :
sense of the word, it is true. Now whateveﬁ l.i
residual difficulties may be, experience shows that 1d
certainly does work . . .[Tlhe type of p11_1ra11st1c a:in
moralistic religion that I have .offered is as’%?o a
religious synthesis as you are likely to find.

ize-fi ing to be hired?
i t the speech of a prize-fighter begging
Islihsllslo?ﬁd be ap%arent from what has been said above th'aﬁ D(fivzflngl
represents an even slicker packaging of the same material.

his long career as an ideologist, exem'pl'ify'ing_ the utmost int }flmlteléﬁ;
d fulness to the U.S. bourgeoisie, 1t 15 no wond'er at th
Following ebrations of his

following description can be given of the cel
ninetieth birthday in October 1949:

«A dinner given in his honor at the Waldorf—Ast(iqua

Hotel was sponsored by .‘hqndreds of leatlng
citizens from all walks of llfg, namely.from vs;o.

from the capitalist class and. its labor.l{eutenartl. s.
Leaders of the trusts and their two political parties
were joined by the misleaders of labor ar_1d .repiessn-
tatives of the Liberal, Socia}lst and Soc1allst a qcr
partiesina carnival of jingoism and its counter;f)ar ,
red-baiting and anti-Sovietism. In nfewgpape{s rqn;
coast to coast, Dewey was hailed as .s.plrl'.cuay s;;vm

and defender’ of ‘Western c1V}11za§10n rom
‘atheistic, materialistic c.ommumsrn. .He twas-
eulogized as ‘a great leader in the yvorld-w1d(la1 s ]{[ug
gle for the minds of men.” Special issues of t ?C ew_
Republic and the New Leader were devoted to ‘Com
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memoration of Dewey’s Ninetieth Birthday.” Time,
Life, The Saturday Review of Literature, U.S. News
and World Report and News Week, among others,
added article and editorial space to the canoniza-
tion. There were congratulatory messages from
President Truman, Sir Oliver Franks, then U.S. Am-
bassador of the Labor Party government of Great
Britain, and from Giuseppe Saragat, then right-
wing socialist Vice Premier of Italy.”’®

(lan it be doubted that this sort of “‘reward’’ shows who had hired
Dewoy?

But at the same time it must be realized that neither James nor
Dewoy present themselves as bourgeois apologists or hired prize-
fighters. Far from it. Both try to associate themselves in every
way with the cause of human progress and often speak against
various outrages of capitalism. James, for instance, describes M.I.
Nwift, the anarchist writer quoted above, as ‘‘valiant’’ and says
that he “‘sympathizes a good deal”” with his point of view. James
wan 0 member of the Anti-Imperialist League until 1903, and op-
pomod the annexation of Cuba, Puerto Rico and the Philippines
during the Spanish-American war, writing that ‘.. .alas! our
sducation as a nation, so far, little fits us for success in administer-
ing inlands with inferior populations. Spain deserves to lose them,
hut do we deserve to gain them? '

Hul, as can be seen from this quotation, it was not exactly that
he opposed imperialism as such, but merely that he was not sure if
the U.S. was at quite the right point, at the moment, to embark on
it. The same sort of picture is presented by James’ love-hate at-
titude toward Theodore Roosevelt, who throughout his career was
a wmort of living embodiment of U.S. imperialism at this stage.
James’ friend and biographer, Ralph Barton Perry, sums this at-
titude up as follows: ““As a fighter for ideals Roosevelt was a man
nftor James’s own heart; while the roughness of his methods—his
lack of taste, sympathy, and discrimination—was profoundly of-
fonnive,' '8

Another social question of the day was that of militarism, whose
rime in capitalist countries was associated with their becoming im-
perlalist. One response to this growing militarism was a current of
wurgeois pacifism, particularly among the middle classes. James’
relation to this was similarly ambivalent. One of his writings on
the subject was ‘“The Moral Equivalent of War,” an essay which
waun published as a leaflet by the Association for International
Conciliation in 1910, and which also appeared in several popular
maguzines. On the one hand, James says, ““I devoutly believe in
the reign of peace and in the gradual advent of some sort of
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socialistic equilibrium.””® On the other hand, he also devoutly
believes that ‘“militarism is the great preserver of our ideas of har-
dihood, and human life with no use for hardihood would be con-
temptible.”’®” In order to preserve these militaristic virtues, James
proposes that what must be found is a ““moral equivalent of war.”

An even more revealing example of his attitude is to be found in
his speech at the Universal Peace Congress held in Boston in 1904:
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"'He ’extqllfad Theodore Roosevelt and the ‘Bj

St}.lck pohcle§ of U.S. imperialism. He fought to e%
phls country into the First World War. He scurriged
to the defense of Leon Trotsky. And through a
;wber}ty-year campaign of vilification he helped
abricate the big lie of ‘Soviet imperialism’. He came
out in support of the Korean War and contributed
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“A deadly listlessness would come over most
men’s imagination of the future if they could
seriously be brought to believe that never again in
saecula saeculorum would a war trouble human
history. In such a stagnant summer afternoon of a
world, where would be the zest or interest?

This is the constitution of human nature which we
have to work against. The plain truth is that people

want war.

“The last weak runnings of the war spirit will be
‘punitive expeditions.” A country that turns its
arms only against uncivilized foes is, I think, wrong-
ly taunted as degenerate. Of course it has ceased to
be heroic in the old grand style. But I verily believe
that this is because it now sees something better. It
has a conscience. It will still perpetuate peccadillos.
But it is afraid, afraid in the good sense, to engage in
absolute crimes against civilization.’’®®

There are several noteworthy features of this passage: the locating
of the source of evil (“wanting’’ war) in the masses rather than in
its true source, and James’ own apparent attitude that only war br-

substantially to the doctri ‘inevitabili
World W }’H,.”eg octrine of the ‘inevitability of

Al the same time that he i
Al € Was carrying on this sort of politi
:; :‘; :l‘(&ol;iglerfgmwa.s carrytllrig i:)n the sort of work in the vlzforllc;cgi
onizes with this practice. It wa t
wan developing the theory of ism b s o s anat he
b ng Y of pragmatism, which is a species of
0is gy. He was also applying thi i i
o the actual historical situati vill be incimmcra s aeology
i tion. It will be inst i
thin, his concrete politi i i T doring th oo 2t
. his political and social thinki duri i
decado of the 1930s, and thus t s ideoleiat oy mcial
I thin sahors. Yop, ,wa s to see a bourgeois ideologist at work
. s the time that saw a 1d-wi isi i
#tinlism and the rise of fascism i conplod ity s of fmx
r ‘ in Europe, coupled with th
ng strength of socialism in the Sovi ion, the resur o of the
: t Union, the re
workors’ movement in this e n , S el
. ountry and elsewhere d
tomimunist-led movements against i ialism i  colonial ong
np'ul:'ullz(-olonial Canoveme gainst imperialism in the colonial and
1Mo world-shaking historical devel
. ) opments could not -
!f::: ‘1‘/:"!1:\( )d;ag:lopfmetnt (;f bourgeois ideology, and Dewey isove?;rJ ts:If
: 0 these lacts. In a series of articles written for i l
. . 1 . . th
:’::?5“:(l)?;{eTgf It\l/;ew quublzc In 1929 and 1930, he bringz ltl(?etr}i
e main evils of capitalism: the "
unemployment, where ““. . . aside fr cal deprossions thore oy
( , S om cyclical de i i
s ut,fl hndlng army at all times who have no regulaf I;i?i{of}sé};egsels
duchos on aspects of the contradiction between .the sociaI}

ings ‘‘zest and interest’’ to life. But even more revealing is his opi-
nion that while war between different imperialist countries would
be a crime against civilization, wars of colonization by the im-
perialists, on the other hand, are ““peccadillos”’ —petty of-
fenses—which actually show the conscience of the imperialists.

A moralistic mouthing of ‘‘high ideals”” and sanctimonious sym-
pathy for the ‘‘downtrodden masses,” while at the same time

theoretically seeking to undermine the basis for the successful !

struggle of the masses and practically standing with the ruling

class at every turn—this sort of technique, which is to be found in |

James, is characteristic of pragmatism, and is brought to perfec-
tion by Dewey. Dewey’s practical politics are summed up by

Harry K. Wells, a theoretician with the old Communist Party,

U.S.A.:

Hut not, of course,
Leninint sort of socialism:

“We are in for some kind iali
of socialism, call it b
whatever name we please, and : it will
, no mat i
be called when it is realized.”’” ter what ltv wil

‘/‘\lt; v&_rould. be. in accordance with the spirit of
merican life if the movement were undertaken by
voluntary agreement and endeavor rather than by

¢haracter of productio i
i, riat,ion,“’p n and the private character of

nd he has an opinion about what the outcome of all this will be:

the dangerous and un-American Marxist-
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governmental coercion. There is that mu'ch epdur;?lg
truth in our individualism.. A coorgilr(liat1;1g and
directive council in which captains of indus fr}i end
finance would meet with representatives O ?in-
and public officials to plat_l the regul:;tlgn otered
dustrial activity would sxgn}fy that we ha sn ered
constructively and voluntarlly upon the roat wd ch
Soviet Russia is traveling with so much attenda

‘ T
destruction and coercion.’
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So the Wage and Price Control Board set up und]e)r l\tli));olr;,evavrég

other typical capitalist measurels), were Jusstyv{/;lat oc
_“gocialism’’ American-bourgeois- . ,

Orier:ngevsvg(;aslees the seeds of this benevolent future in the

philanthropic efforts of America’s monopoly capitalists:

“The impulse and need which the existing egon;nzgg -
regime chokes, through preventing its artlculad d
expression, find outlet in_ actions that acknow ete%n
a social responsibility which the system a‘i a :});?0 m
denies. Hence the development of phi ar}ﬂ__ pof
measures is not only compensatpry toa stlt }ngn "
human nature undergone in business, butﬂ i és i 8
way prophetic.. . .One does not need_ to reflect 1‘1;p on
the personal motives of the great p_lulanthrcc;plsf sthe
see in what they do an emp_ha'gc record o he
breakdown of our existing econom

organization.””
es of the great philanthropists”

as Dewey recognizes), at least
out that the objective causes of

i ide ** 1 motiv
Leaving aside ‘‘the persona
(sordid though they no doubt are,

ious fact might be pointed at {
Egi quﬁﬁgitﬁropy’g of the great imperialists, from Carnegie to

Rockefeller to Ford, were (a) the need todp'Uth ;cigzi: &a;rgs(ﬁ) ?hteﬁz
i in ;
wealth beyond the reach of income an itance taxes: hon
i lves as public benefa

need to create the image of themse; 1 i b e oppor-
i i exposed; and (C p

their real nature had bfaen increasing 3}71 0880, e ontro
iti hich foundations, etc. gave them to exerc ‘ )

zlirr;‘tt:euslrtgr;l ideological and educatlonal1 llnStltlétl?nS ]1)1':a ;:c;e‘;cgét

' i illustrate for
uch an analysis would probably illustrate Dewey that
“nl?t;llfisstic and one-way philosophy of history which is ‘‘par

ticularly unacceptable to me In
munism. . . .”" Dewey believes .
an almost entire neglect of the specl
traditions which have operated to s
and action in America.”’ These statements

hape the patterns of thoqght
are from Dewey’s little

the ideology of official Com-
that ‘‘such Communism rests upon ,
fic historical backgrounds and |
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ennay on “Why I Am Not a Communist,”” appearing in the Modern
Monthly in April 1934."* These uniquely American traditions,
Dewoy preaches, are of course those of democracy and in-
tlividualism, and it is their neglect which leads communists astray:

“It is a possibility overlooked by official Com-
munists that important social changes in the direc-
tion of democratization of industry may be ac-
complished by groups working with the working
class although, strictly speaking, not of them. The
other point ignored by the Communists is our deep-
ly rooted belief in the importance of individuality, a
belief which is almost absent in the Oriental world
from which Russia has drawn so much.””

T'o comment on this would be like adding salt to the sea. But lest
I he thought that there are no lower depths to which Dewey can
wink, let it only be added that he also contends that communist ac-
Hvity is a powerful factor in bringing about fascism, so of course,
"'am nn unalterable opponent of Fascism in every form, I cannot be
n Communist.”’® And furthermore,

A revolution effected solely or chiefly by violence
can in a modernized society like our own result only
in chaos. Not. only would civilization be destroyed
but the things necessary for bare life. .. . For this
reason, too, I am not a Communist.”’”?

Daeway returns to all of these therhes in more depth in 1935. That
wan the year in which he published Liberalism and Social Action,
u:w of the places in which he sets out his political line fairly com-
pletoly.

"T'hat line is, as he explicitly and indeed vociferously says, that of
[Ihoralism, whose task is the “mediation of social transitions.”
"T'hin in a significant phrase, and Dewey spends some time talking
nhout it, saying that until the time (if ever) when a classless society
tomes into being, liberalism will be needed in order to mediate be-
tween the new and the old in the process of social change. What
Dewey is talking about is the “need” to make continual ad-
Jumt.monts in society while keeping its basic structure intact. It is
prohably unnecessary to point out that this is a need which
tlefinitely exists for the ruling class; they must make continual ad-
justments in order to continue and consolidate their rule in the face
0f the rocurrent crises and increasing bankruptey of their system,
aitl for this purpose, in most (but not all) situations, liberalism is
thelr line. But by the same token and just as certainly of course,
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this need to mediate and adjust is not that of the working class,
and liberalism is a line opposed to the interests of the proletariat.

It may be worthwhile to note, parenthetically, that the
capitalists are by no means wedded to liberalism, any more than
they are to bourgeois democracy, with which it is usually
associated. The only thing to which they are committed is their
own ruling position, and they have never shown any hesitation in
resorting to fascism in order to maintain it. But here too,
pragmatism is of use to them—it is no more indissolubly connected
with liberalism and bourgeois democracy than are the capitalists
themselves. Mussolini, for instance, found James entirely accep-

table—and useful:

“The pragmatism of William James was of great
use to me in my political career. James taught me
that an action should be judged by its results rather
than by its doctrinary basis. I learnt of James that
faith in action, that ardent will to live and fight, to
which Fascism owes a great part of its success.”’™®

Now Dewey actually comes very close in these lectures to openly
admitting the fact that the liberalism he espouses is simply the
philosophy of the bourgeoisie. Thus he notes that “liberalism’’ has
changed its meaning. The word originally denoted the program of

laissez-faire, of the government letting-be ‘‘the people” in order -

that they might compete and scramble for the biggest share of
material goods—in other words, the classic Adam Smith doetrine
of “free competition” and the “invisible hand”’ which served the
needs of early, competitive, capitalism. But, with the growth of
capitalism to its monopoly stage, or imperialism, the needs of the
capitalist class change, and so does the meaning of the word
“liberalism.”’ Now it comes to mean, according to Dewey, . . .the
use of governmental action for aid to those at economic disadvan-
tage and for alleviation of their conditions.””® (Well, it does stand
for increased government action and intervention in economic af-

fairs, but hardly for such altruistic purposes as Dewey would have |

his readers imagine!)
What is notable, however, is that Dewey recognizes this

historical change in the meaning of the word, and then goes on to |

state that the theory of “‘intelligence” which was associated with
the old laissez-faire liberalism must be changed. That old theory
was not scientific anyway, he says, but ... was rather a political

weapon devised in the interest of breaking down the rigidity of |

dogmas and of institutions that had lost their relevancy.”® But
later, he says, “‘when conditions had changed and the problem was
one of constructing social organization from individual units that
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:r\fildbeell? re}ge}sed from old social ties,. ..” the old “‘atomistic i
fh blijltll. 1‘Sfrr1r‘1he1£1h1;g¥}; ;;?yncl}_lo(lio%clgl limd social theory no longer frllt
hoyond depencmory ind held by the early liberals advanced
) : pon the past but it did i i
of lc;]xp(;r}:mentaldand constructive intelligencé1 ggzarrlve at the idea
other words, the old theories ‘
: .  the grouped under t
:'I'I‘)sr::ifx, Yaluable in their time, have outfived t}:eix‘h isr(:?lrlrllr?e;)sf
nd m; give way to a new liberalism demanded b i
;l;;::'l‘l’??:;.e Ilgb(iggf' not take niucg discernment to see};;}?::] t}fg Cc:la(;
: - 1sm was valuable to one specific class
:::2 ;mtw program which Dewey is recommending is derll,ailr:iictlhl?t
) " n ert?st§ of thgt same class in the new conditions Y
e (Wﬁaly }s; ideological function and commitment is .onl barel
" neath the surfa.ce here. But lest the bourgeoisie should fy'l t gor
.he message, their faithful servant warns antoset
r;g)rl;jecttﬁonsf thé:tt aﬁe brought against liberalism ig-
e fact that the only alternatives

- . t
c.iependfence upon intelligence are either drift an((i)
casual improvisation, or the use of force stimulated

by unintelligent {0 ;
dogmatism,_,_g”ss emotion and fanatical

In other words, the al i i
, ternatives to liberalism are driftj
. X rift
;:I;rgt:lf::tli?rl;li’ F?tﬁlizagter, QE t?e use of force stimulated b}lrl}gn?t?irclgi
oesn't refer to a violent prol i i
o o {thts d ! proletarian revolution
) -known fanatics, the communists, does i
; S, , does it?).
“‘L hll )L( Bfg;}i;isewc’g};is and do;:trmes are not only words of lad)vice to
, . Ihey are also directed toward oth i
noeloty, and for them his m o ona ot paasses In
Moy, and fo : essage must not be one of how good
preserving the basic structure of th
- [ : ’ : e
:::: :l u:‘: tzg:i Sotfhg(.)vg E_adlcald liberalism really is hosvsafrlﬁc%u?é
injustice and contradictions of capitali
the mnme time how much i ol o T et
: ] a revolut i
Ia.l‘?;:ict,m}r;s is both bad and 1'mpossit§i)(:l Ay solution o these con-
rul though, he must lay the indi . i
7 though, 15t | spensable basis: ideali
ﬁ)glt‘ll"alggtﬁonsf of capitalism are due to the ideas in ;ngg!lssﬁix;lzihse
} as for most of its history lived in a conditi jec-
ind | n : onditio -
ilgi ;L.ﬂorfg;tgéet;é.t ltlian:fs t? science and technology we :11035 l?sgeeicn
, 1al plenty.”’®* What must b i
6 renlize this potential, is “ i i g e in crder
7 , is “‘the habits of mind and action,” **
Allerns of belief and v i Hosire and effne
, ' purpose,” “‘the habits of desi
hat wore bred in the i 5 these thinhes dory
? age of scarcity.’’8 Once th linging i
AFe canl aside, ‘‘a cooperative ind i " can be oty oo
i 12, 12 cooper > in ugtrlal order” can be instituted.®
. . cing liberalism. “In short,”
'lihernlism must now become radical. . . . "¢ Bgt ’nog) ;Zeza;igls.,
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“But radicalism also means, in the minds of many, |
both supporters and opponents, dependence upon

use of violence as the main method of effecting

drastic changes. Here the liberal parts company.

For he is committed to the organization of in-
telligent action as the chief method.”’®

eners that he is not blind to the elemen-

Now Dewey assures his list
built upon force and violence:

tary fact that capitalism is

nt to which, as a
t force is relied
s of

“It is not pleasant to face the exte
matter of fact, coercive and violen
upon in the present social system as a mean

social control.”’®®
But this does not shake Dewey’s firm rejection of violence:

“It is true that the social order is largely condition-
ed by the use of coercive force, bursting at times in-
to open violence. But what is also true is that
mankind now has in its possession a new method,
that of cooperative and experimental science which
expresses the method of intelligence.”’®°

votes a good part of his discussion to a polemic;

against violence. This is not, however, his only polemicai target. |
He also aims his blows (predictably) against Marx, Marxism, and!
class struggle as the motor of historical change. In opposition toj

this viewpoint, Dewey holds that

In fact, Dewey de

« the rise of scientific method and of technology
based upon it is the genuinely active force in produc-
ing the vast complex of changes the world is now
undergoing, not the class struggle whose spirit an
method are opposed to science.”’ ~

In other words, the same idealist, reactionary and poisonous

pablum that we have seen before.
Besides the enunciation of political liberalism, an area in whic

Dewey had an even greater practical impact was in educational]
theory, which should be touched on briefly. What we find is the
familiar mixture of claims to scientific procedure and pros

gressivism coupled with

the most pressing needs of the
In fact, the whole movemen

“‘progressivism’ in education.

bourgeoisie in this field. ‘
t which Dewey led was known a§

a total subservience to the carrying out o

Dewey wanted to institute “thd
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#hlid-contored school” and “ i
) : nd “education for life,”’ that is
o . ’ t
:h:.mmn!o(li]ed rigid a}nd authoritarian 19th century edt?c;ili)gi:l?
o ,Bl.l‘\ w1IL one that is supposedly more scientific, more geared to
e n‘( ,u;n nee(.is of the Chl.ld and more in touch with the life of
o o v 1‘1 reality, progressivism was the ideological expression of
mm‘:‘;:‘l l.rlru al Ot;;erha‘:ll of fa schooling system which was indeed out
om the point i illi :
Muitac Iror p of view of fulfilling the needs of monopoly
rom the point of view of the capitali
7 . pitalists, the educational
g::‘r .:(uv l:::l c;edt(flgged' to kttl'flin large masses of futureoaz:)ri)gtsseirg
¥y and other basic skills increasingly necessary fo i
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and other professionals,''**

This article has touched on the "'high points’ of the philosophy
of this ruling class ideologue. The bourgeols nature of Dewey’s
thought and of pragmatism in general could be brought out in
much greater depth and detail, but vnough has been said to in-
dicate the main outlines.

It has been seen that pragmatism is tho American variety of
positivism, which is a bourgeois philosophy arising out of im-
perialism. What remains to be shown, though, is the connection of
pragmatism with the particularities of U.S. imperialism. This is a
subject which could be explored in much greater depth than will be
possible here, but the main points can be indicated.

Remember that earlier it was pointed out that the distinctness of
pragmatism from other forms of positivism lies in the emphasis
which pragmatism puts on human will, activity, striving and prac-

*It should be pointed out that these two liberal-radical scholars, despite their
recognition of the practical effects of Progressivism in fulfilling the needs of the
bourgeoisie, by no means have a Marxist analysis of John Dewey’s role. They
think that Progressivism won an “ideological victory,” whereby “professional
journals, education textbooks, and even the various publications of the U.S. Of-
fice of Education mouthed the rhetoric of Progressivism:” but they lament that
.. .progressive education, though triumphant in educational theory, was never
given a chance in practice.” The problem was that “...the history of
twentieth-century education is the history not of Progressivism but of the im-
position upon the schools of ‘business values’ and social relationships reflec-
ting the pyramid of authority and privilege in the burgeoning capitalist
system.”® What these authors do not see, and what they cannot see in the
absence of the Marxism:Leninism which they so obviously lack (despite their
eclectic use of a few Marxist concepts), is the genesis, role and functioning of
bourgeois ideology. Progressivism was, as pointed out above, the ideological
expression of bourgeois social practice in education.

What at first might seem more surprising is that someone who writes a book
called Pragmatism versus Marxism holds the same position (if not worse) as do
these two bourgeois radicals. The person in question is George Novack,
theoretician of the Trotskyite Socialist Workers Party, who praises Dewey’s
“progressive ideas in education” to the skies, and then notes that these ideas
have had a “paradoxical career’” —for while “they are the entrenched creed in
education” throughout the U.S., “yet this supremacy in the domain of educa-
tional theory has not been matched by an equivalent reconstruction of the
educational system.” The reason is that “. . .the kind of education he [Dewey]
urged went counter to the demands of monopoly capitalism.”’®s Overall, Novak
says, Dewey’s philosophy has been “...a necessary phase in the evolution of
American thought, and in its time and place even a progressive one, which has
been rendered obsolete by new conditions.” It is hard to tell whether this sort of
garbage is an outcome of pure opportunism on the part of the Trotskyites—who
are willing to throw out even the pretense of a materialist analysis in order to de-
fend Dewey because of his role in heading the “Commission of Inquiry” which
claimed that Trotsky was being framed and defamed in the Soviet Union in the
middie 1930s—or whether it is simply the expression of the straight-out
rightism and bourgeois liberalism for which the SWP is justly famed.
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Lice. What do these characteristics have to do with the features of
U.S. capitalism, especially as it developed into imperialism?

Essentially they are connected with two of the most distinctive
features of the development of capitalism and imperialism in this
country. First, U.S. capitalism did not develop out of feudalism
and did not have feudal remnants to contend with. This meant that
the bourgeoisie could bring forward its own philosophy without
having to contend with the modes of thought characteristic of the
feudal ruling class.*

Cornforth, for instance, says of pragmatism that

“It has never had the same appeal in Europe.
Almost without exception the European bourgeois
philosophers. . . have found it hard to understand,
unconvincing, and even shocking,’'%

He connects this with the unfettered development of capitalism in
the U.S. after the Civil War and contrasts the situation here with
that in England, where *‘. . . the successful capitalists had tended
to imitate the way of life of the landed gentry.”®” This is because of
the fact that the aristocracy in England, at a fairly early date, had
made a compromise with the bourgeoisie and admitted them as
purtners to the ruling class. Hence the culture of the bourgeoisie
wasd mingled with elements of the culture of the feudal
uristocracy—causing the ideological representatives of the
bourgeoisie to feel shocked at such a crude and vulgar expression
of the aggressive outlook of imperialism as pragmatism is. And
substantially this same analysis could be applied to other Euro-
poan countries, for in all of these the bourgeoisie made com-
promises with the past rulers.

Secondly, U.S. capitalism and imperialism was able to develop
vory rapidly and vigorously, rolling over all opposition both inter-
nally and externally. Hence the bourgeoisie could emphasize pure
action and the malleability of the world to their action because this
was indeed how the world appeared to them. Because of their suc-
cows, they could produce a pure philosophy of success—if
momething succeeds, don’t worry about why, just go ahead.

*The exception to this, of course, was the South, where first a slaveowning
aristocracy existed and rivalied the capitalists in the North for control of the
govarnment and then, after the Civil War, semi-feudal survivals existed on a
algniticant scale for 75 years or more, until World War 2 and shortly after. But
overall In the U.S,, capitalism was able to develop relatively free of the restraints
of leudallsm. And in the ideological sphere, reflecting these material condi-
llanw, the kind of struggle that had to be waged by the bourgeoisie in Europe
against the ideas and traditions promoted by the feudal aristocracy was not a
nanassity In the same way for the U.S. bourgeoisie.
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Boecause of the succoss of their practice, their philosophy could be a
theory of contempt for theory. This doctrine of ““something’s true
if it works' and never mind about theory was all the truth they
needed.

And this was all the-truth they needed because once capitalism
really developed in the United States as full-blown capitalism with
a national market and slavery eliminated, monopolies grew up
relatively quickly and thus it developed into imperialism in a rapid
and uninterrupted way. This meant that the U.S. bourgeoisie
never really developed the progressive bourgeois philosophy which
was brought forth in Europe as a weapon against the feudal
aristocracy. The theoretical contribution of the U.S. ruling class
has instead been a philosophy of decadence and reaction.

So because of these features of the development of U.S. im-
perialism, the U.S. monopoly bourgeoisie expressed its world
outlook in an emphasis on success, on pure practice, in a total con-

tempt for theory unless it is linked in the most narrow and im-

mediate way with successful practice. There are many examples of
this outlook that immediately come to mind—Thomas Edison as
the prototype of an American scientist, with his string of suc-
cessful inventions, his shrewd business sense through which he
could make his ‘‘science’’ pay, and his reliance upon tinkering and
his hostility to scientific theory; or Henry Ford, with his
“fabulous’’ business success and his statement that ‘‘history is
bunk,” that is that there is nothing to be learned from history, no
historical laws.

A very revealing statement of this idea of success which is so in-
timately associated with pragmatism is given by Ralph Barton
Perry, friend and biographer of William James, in a speech on the
topic, “‘Is There a North American Philosophy?’”:

“It is a mistake to suppose that the American idea
of success is limited to material success. That which
is characteristically American is not the exclusion of
art, literature, science and religion by the pursuit of
wealth, but the introduction into art, literature,
science and religion of something of the same spirit
and attitude of which the pursuit of wealth affords
the most notable or notorious manifestation: not the
drowning of culture by the hum of industry, but the
idea of making culture hum. And so material suc-
cess, yes, but any kind of success, with no prejudice
whatever against cultural attainment provided it
can be recognized and measured as success. The
standard is not essentially sordid or commercial,
but it is essentially competitive, whether that con-
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sists in beating records or in beating other com-
petitors.’’®®

T'o which one can only say: Amen! You have indeed captured the
upirit of your masters admirably, Professor Perry. It’s refreshing
Lo have such a candid statement from an ideological representative
of the U.S. bourgeoisie.

COMMUNISTS AND PRAGMATISM

Contemporary pragmatists in the United States are legion, not
only among professional philosophers, but within all the ranks of
ruling class ideologues. Of special importance for the working
¢lasg and its Party, however, are pragmatist opportunists within
the working class movement, and particularly pragmatists who
musquerade as communists.

And, although pragmatism is a specifically American bourgeois
phenomenon in its origin, its influence is not restricted to this
country. This also holds true for the working class and communist
movements as well as for the ruling classes.

A good example of this can be found in the Chinese revolution.
In the early part of this century, when a strong national-
democratic and anti-imperialist movement was beginning to stir
within that semi-colonial and semi-feudal country, two lines clearly
confronted the nascent revolutionary movement: communism on
the one hand and bourgeois ideology on the other. In fact, of
vourse, only communism offered a way of carrying even the
national-democratic revolution through to completion and totally
throwing out imperialism, and in so doing make the necessary ad-
vunce to the next, the socialist, stage. As Mao said: “‘Only
wocialism can save China.””®® But of course this fact was not ob-
vious to many in the revolutionary movement, to whom it ap-
poared that China’s problem in the face of the onslaught of
Woestern imperialism was its backwardness. Hence in opposition to
the line that only socialism could save China the slogan was raised
that “Only modernization can save China.”’ In fact what was
meant by ‘“modernization’’ was ‘“Westernization,” i.e., capitalist
development. And, not so coincidentally, the way in which this line
was often put forward was in the form of an explicit posing of
pragmatism against Marxism.

This battle between Marxism and pragmatism was first waged
within the May Fourth Movement, the massive student anti-
imperialist struggle which swept across China after a huge student
demonstration in Peking on May 4, 1919. Just three days
proviously, John Dewey had arrived in Shanghai to give a series of
loctures. He was to stay in China, as it turned out, for more than
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two years. While in China he was very actively promoted and gain-
ed a sizable following among those who did not want the May
Fourth Movement to take a revolutionary direction. His lectures
were immediately translated and published in Chinese, in a book
which went through fourteen printings of ten thousand copies each
within the next two years, and which continued to be reprinted up
until the 1950s.' His chief proponent and disciple was Hu Shih,
who called for “More Study of Problems, Less Talk of Isms.”"'
Pragmatism was advocated in the ‘‘Manifesto of the Hsin Chin
Nien [New Youth] Magazine,”” put out in December 1919, which
said in part: ‘“We believe that it is requisite for the progress of our
present society to uphold natural science and pragmatic
philosophy, and to abolish superstition and fantasy.”’'*> Hu Shih
had soon joined the staff of this monthly magazine after it had
been founded in 1915 by Chen Tu-hsiu, and together Hu and Chen
had been two of the foremost leaders in the New Literature move-
ment, which had attacked Confucian culture and which later merg-
ed with the anti-imperialist student uprisings to form the New
Culture movement. Hu Shih went on to become a staunch anti-
communist, and later joined the Kuomintang government, serving
Chiang Kai-shek as ambassador to the U.S. from 1942 to 1945.
Chen Tu-hsiu, on the other hand, became one of the founding
members of the Communist Party of China in 1921. His conversion
to Marxism, however, did not free him from the influence of
pragmatism, and in fact he called for a united front between
pragmatism and Marxism in the philosophical realm—while at the
same time (and surely not coincidentally) calling for all unity and
no struggle between the Kuomintang and the Communist Party on

the political front. Chen headed the CPC until 1927, and the *

rightist and capitulationist line which he advocated bore bitter
fruit in 1927, with the infamous Chiang Kai-shek massacre of com-
munists and workers.

Thus the fight against pragmatism was a crucial one both within
the anti-imperialist movement and within the Communist Party in
China. Nor should it be thought that pragmatism ceased to have
influence in China after the 1920s. In 1950 the Chinese journal Peo-
ple’s Education noted:

“If we want to criticize the old theories of education,
we must begin with Dewey. The educational ideas of
Dewey have dominated and controlled Chinese
education for thirty years, and his social philosophy
and general philosophy have also influenced a part
of the Chinese people.”’ "%

But despite the vigorous campaign against the influence of Dewey
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and IHu Shih which was carried on during the early 1950s, as might
he expected this did not mean that the influence of pragmatism
nnd bourgeois lines generally in education was rooted out. In fact
one of the decisive struggles in the Great Proletarian Cultural
Revolution, beginning in the mid-1960s, was the battle to overturn
the domination of the bourgeoisie and bourgeois academic
uuthorities in education. And in many ways the debate which
hogan during the Cultural Revolution concerning the contradiction
hot.ween ‘‘being red” (i.e., grasping Marxism-Leninism and the cor-
rect. ideological and political line), and “‘being expert” (i.e., being
technically skilled), reflects this. Obviously both redness and ex-
portise are needed, but the question is, which is principal? The revi-
sionist position on this question was to put technical proficiency in
command, and it is easy to see how this is the expression of a
pragmatic outlook. At several key junctures of the Chinese
Revolution, Mao Tsetung waged sharp struggle against those who
saw the achievement of immediate results, especially in produc-
tion,as justifying bourgeois practices and methods. It is no exag-
Koeration to say that throughout its history the struggle against
pragmatism has been of tremendous importance in determining
victory or defeat in the Chinese Revolution.

The defeat of pragmatism is perhaps even more crucial for the
revolutionary movement in the United States. As a specifically
American ruling class philosophy, its influence in this country has
renched everywhere. Marx and Engels pointed out in The German
ldeology and the Communist Manifesto that ‘‘the ideas of the rul-
ing class are in every epoch the ruling ideas, i.e. the class which is
the ruling material force of society, is at the same time its ruling in-
tellectual force.”'** This has certainly been true of pragmatism in
the United States. And furthermore, besides the general truth that
nH the ruling class philosophy it is bound to have been the ruling
intollectual force, the relative success of U.S. imperialism has
illowed the imperialists to propagate pragmatism broadly among
tho masses. And it has meant that it has also penetrated deeply in-
ll,o the ranks of the workers’ and the communist movements in the

1.8,

It is obvious that the ideas of ‘‘business unionism,”’ of ‘“‘trade
unionism pure and simple,” that have been pushed by figures in
the labor movement from Samuel Gompers to George Meany, rep-
resont pragmatism. For their line has always been to go for what
pays, for what offers immediate advantage, and they have also
heen vociferous in their total rejection of theory, of even the most
wurfuce-level laws or principles to guide the workers’ struggle. But
ol course this pragmatism, which is supposed to lead to success,
nctually leads to capitulation to the bourgeoisie, and to defeat of
the interests of the working class even in the short term—in other
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wordn muceosn for the bourgeoisie in fact. This is conneeted with
the fact that this type of traitor has become more and more openly
nothing but an apologist and errand-boy for U.S. imperialism both
within this country and abroad.

This sort of pragmatist, of course, does not even claim to be
anything more than a reformist. But within the workers’ revolu-
tionary movement, pragmatism has also often raised its head. One
notable form in which it has arisen has been that of ‘‘ American ex-
ceptionalism.” In 1920, for example, the Socialist Party, under the
leadership of the notorious opportunist Morris Hillquit, made an
application to join the Communist International, but on the condi-
tion that the Comintern recognize the supposed fact that the prin-
ciple of the dictatorship of the proletariat did not apply in the
United States!'%®

Later in the 1920s a faction within the Communist Party, USA
was organized by Jay Lovestone around a similar line, one which
came down to claiming that the principles of Marxism-Leninism
did not apply in this country. (In fact it was in application to this
faction that the label ‘* American exceptionalism’ was coined.) The
Lovestoneites’ general line was that U.S. capitalism was somehow
an exception to laws of capitalist crisis, coupled with a glorifica-
tion of the role of the U.S. bourgeoisie. In 1928 Lovestone claimed
that the U.S. bourgeoisie was entering a ‘‘Hooverian age’’ of pros-
perity and stability, and even after the crash of 1929 he claimed
that this ‘“‘panic in Wall Street” was actually a result of the
strength of American capitalism!'°®

The same themes reappeared in an even more virulent form in
the Browderite revisionism of the late ’'30s and early '40s.

Although, as has been pointed out in previous articles in The Com-

munist, the basic policies of the CPUSA during this period were
closely linked to certain errors in the line of the Communist Inter-
national which were formulated at its Seventh Congress in 1935, it
.is also clear that even before this the CPUSA made significant er-
rors based on pragmatism and that the ways in which the CPUSA
implemented the 7th Congress’ Popular Front policy ‘.. .were
among the most disgraceful in the world.”'”” Browder promoted
the disgusting slogan, ‘“Communism is 20th Century
Americanism,” trying to portray communism as the heir, not to
the tradition of such ‘‘foreigners’” as Marx and Lenin, but to the
American ‘“‘revolutionary tradition’’ of Washington, Jefferson and
Lincoln. The CP even held up the genealogy of Earl Browder, trac-
ing it back to Virginia before the American Revolution, bellowing
that “The Browders have a right to say that they are among the
founders of America. They are of the ‘blood and bone’ of America.”
And writing such drivel as the following:
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“It was in the springtime of 1776 and Thomas Jef-
ferson may well have been driving his one-horse
shay...with a draft of the Declaration of In-
dependence in his pocket, when a certain boy, just
turned 21, stepped into a recruiting station in Din-
widdie County, Virginia. He gave his name as Lit-
tleberry Browder and was sworn in as a soldier of
the Continental Army of General George Washing-
ton.’’108

But Browderism was to reach even more extreme forms. In 1942
Browder wrote in his book, Victory and After:

“The CP has completely subordinated its own ideas
as to the best possible social and economic system
for our own country . . .to the necessity of uniting
the entire nation, including the biggest capital-
ist. ... We will not raise any socialist proposals for
the Umted States, in any form that can disturb thls
national unity.’'"*®

'I'wo years later, with the victory of the Allies over the Axis powers
) P
in sight, he wrote that

. .the policy for Marxists in the United States is
to face with all its consequences the perspective of a
capitalist postwar reconstruction of the United
States, to evaluate all plans on that basis, and to col-
laborate actively with the most democratic and pro-
gressive majority in the country in a national unity
sufficiently broad and effective enough to realize the
policies of Teheran,’’'*

What Browder is referring to by the phrase ‘“the policies of
'M'oheran” are the agreements reached at the Teheran Conference
hotween the Soviet Union, Britain and the U.S. concerning their
common aims in the war against the fascist powers and their plans
for cooperation in the postwar world. For Browder, a capitalist-
mocialist ‘‘coalition”’ should also be built in the U.S., and this
heralded a whole new era, one in which

“We must be prepared to give the hand of coopera-
tion and fellowship to everyone who fights for the
realization of this coalition. If J.P. Morgan supports
this coalition and goes down the line for it, I as a
Communist am prepared to clasp his hand on that
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and join with him to realize it. Class divisions or
political groupings have no significance now except
as they reflect one side or the other of this issue.”!"

This contrasts very strongly indeed with Mao’s correct analysis
and method of dealing with the postwar situation. In his 1946 ap-
praisal of the international situation, Mao noted that certain com-
promises would be reached between the Soviet Union and the
United States, England and France, but that

“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.’’''2

But this sort of revolutionary and materialist analysis was not for
Browder. Rather, this opportunist snake declared that

“Marxists will not help the reactionaries, by oppos-
ing the slogan of ‘Free Enterprise’ with any form of
counter-slogan. If anyone wishes to describe the ex-
isting system of capitalism in the United States as
‘free enterprise’, that is all right with us, and we
frankly declare that we are ready to cooperate in
making this capitalism work effectively in the post-
war period with the least possible burdens upon the
people.”’'"? '

With this as his ‘“‘theoretical base,” Browder soon succeeded, in
1944, in actually dissolving the Party and instituting in its stead
the “Communist Political Association,” which declared itself to be

‘... a non-party organization of Americans which,
basing itself upon the working class, carries forward
the traditions of Washington, Jefferson, Paine,
Jackson and Lincoln, under the changed conditions
of modern industrial society.”"*

The CPA went on immediately to take up as its main activity—all-
out organizing in support of Roosevelt’s presidential candidacy.
It is clear that what is displayed here is revisionism of a gro-
tesque sort. And it is also clear that what led to this revisionism
was pragmatism. The Party’s interpretation of the popular front
policy, and even more its ‘‘everything for victory’ policy after the
invasion of the Soviet Union, did bring immediate and tangible
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results. Its membership multiplied rapidly and its influence in-
creased tremendously. Two anti-communist scholars write:

“During the early years of its existence, the CP had
been marginal in American society; during the
Popular Front, it had influenced important
segments of the liberal public; but ofly during the
war years, when it could fuse American and Russian
patriotism and penetrate a great many wartime in-
stitutions, did it seriously begin to approach the
centers of American political power.”’''5*

In this situation, the Party simply threw the fundamental laws of
history and society revealed by Marxism-Leninism out the win-
dow. Revisionist policies seemed to work, so in effect the Party
muid, ‘‘Never mind the reasons, let’s just do it.”’” A clearer example
of pragmatism would be hard to find.

And it would also be hard to find a better. example of the
disastrousness of pragmatism for the working class. For the
ideological capitulation to the bourgeoisie, which pragmatism rep-
rosented, led to, and was bound to lead to, capitulation to the
onomy in the political and even economic spheres as well. And in-
dood this abject surrender is clearly apparent in Browder’s words,
with his hand outstretched to J.P. Morgan, symbolic of the whole-
¢lass of monopoly capitalists. In fact, Browderism (never
thoroughly rooted out of the Party despite Browder’s expulsion)
simply set up the working class for the blows which the
bourgeoisie directed against it in the late "40s and early '50s. All
the *'successes” for which the Browderites were willing to throw
out Marxist principles were blown away like dust. The political in-
fluonce which the Browderites thought they had was eliminated,
and communists were expelled from the unions which they had
worked so hard to build.

This influence of pragmatism in the Communist Party is also il-
lustrated by the fact that the Party did not put out a full-fledged
ntudy of this U.S. ruling class philosophy until 1954, and even then
the book (Pragmatism: Philosophy of Imperialism, by Harry K.
Woalls), while containing some valuable Marxist analysis, also ex-
hibits some striking flaws.

Most prominently, Wells does not write as if pragmatism is a
tangor or has ever had an effect in the CPUSA or in the working
¢lawn movement. Virtually his sole mention of the influence of
pragmatism in the working class is the hypothetical and
platitudinous statement that

“*If the working class were to follow the teachings of
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Dewey, it would cast aside the generalized ex-
perience of the class embodied in the science of
Marxism-Leninism, and would rely in its strategy
and tactics solely on the power of its day-to-day ex-
perience to provide, in its own ongoing movement,
the needed principles of class_struggle.”’*®

There is no discussion of the influence of pragmatism within the
Party of the working class, nor is there any mention of Browder.

Further, Wells’ analysis of pragmatism does not actually show
how it is the ideological expression of the production relations of
U.S. imperialism, but he rather analyzes it for the most part as if
the imperialists adopted this philosophy as a conscious ploy. Thus
he continually falls into the following line of argument:
Pragmatists say that whatever is useful is true; this means they're
saying that whatever is useful to U.S. imperialism is thereby true;
thus the spread of pragmatism merely represents a waAy in which
the imperialists try to convince the American people that the lies
which are useful to U.S. imperialism are true. But of course this
does not represent the way in which pragmatism actually arises,
besides which this thesis fundamentally fails to explain why
pragmatism should have widespread influence among the ranks of
conscious revolutionaries. If it were nothing but a plot, it should
not be that hard for revolutionaries to reject it.

The summation of this mistaken line can be found in Wells’
analysis that the essence of pragmatism ‘“‘is to be found in its
usefulness to the dominant power in the United States today,””""”

which is to say that the essence of pragmatism lies in the fact that,

the imperialists push it for pragmatic reasons. While it is certainly
true that it is useful to them, this is not its essence. The essence of
pragmatism is that it is the ideology of U.S. imperialism. This
means that it does serve the interests of the American im-
perialists. It also means that it represents the way in which these
imperialists actually view the world. This is because bourgeois
ideology (of which pragmatism is one type) is part of the
superstructure of capitalist society. It arises out of the relations of
production of capitalism. As Marx and Engels put it: ‘‘the ruling
ideas are nothing more than the ideal expression of the dominant
material relationships grasped as ideas; hence the relationships
which make the one class the ruling one, therefore, the ideas of its
dominance.”'"® Thus pragmatism is undoubtedly useful to the U.S.
imperialists, but it is useful precisely because it expresses their
world outlook and because it arises out of the social-material rela-
tions of a society in which these very imperialists are the ruling
class.

Another aspect of this same feature is that Wells often writes as
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if avery twist and turn of imperialist apologetics could be deduced
from the philosophy of pragmatism. But this is actually idealist,
reversing the correct relation between theory and practice, for in
fact pragmatism is the generalized philosophy of imperialism and
apologotics for imperialism—it arises out of these practices, the
practicos do not arise out of the philosophy.

I'his illustrates a failure to grasp pragmatism adequately on the
theoroticul plane, a failure which is surely related to the Com-
munint Party’s infection with pragmatism on the practical level.
"Phin pragmatism, of course, manifested itself as a strong reformist
tendency, and this is also reflected at one point in Wells’ book
when he attempts to analyze reforms:

“T'here is nothing wrong with reform providing one
condition is insisted upon, namely, that it is not
made an end in itself, a final, single fixed end. Only
when day-to-day struggle is seen as quantitative
change preparing the way for qualitative change,
the change which is at once the destruction of the
old evil and the leap to the new good, is there
nothing wrong with reform.”’"'® ‘

'hin is by no means an adequate analysis of reforms, and in fact
toflects reformism. For, as Lenin points out more than once, the
snnonlin! Lhing for a communist is the quality of the fight for
raforms --that it be done in a revolutionary and not a reformist
wny uand the quality of the reforms themselves.'? But Wells talks
un if there's no difference in the way these immediate gains are
fought, for, or in their intrinsic quality, but merely in how they're
viewod-—either as ends in themselves or as stepping stones to

tevolution. But in fact the piling up of any quantity of bourgeois

reforms will not lead to the qualitative change of revolution, as
Waulls seems to be saying here. This is nothing but classic revi-
slonist. reformism.

Another example of revisionism and reformism, in more recent
thmow, is the Jarvis-Bergman clique which was recently defeated in
ita nitempt to seize and wreck the Revolutionary Communist Par-
ty. Their line, characterized by economism and eclecticism, was
alno clearly pragmatist. Their whole focus was on results and suc-
rann in the most narrow and immediate sense, and their contempt
for theory was profound. Rather than seeing Marxism-Leninism as
a meiontific theory for understanding the world and guiding the
revolutionary struggle of the proletariat, they saw it as a
*eookbook’ from which to select recipes to whip up successful
nolutions to immediate problems.

In area after area of work in which the Party is involved—among
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employed workers, among youth, among the unemployed, among
veterans—these Mensheviks pushed the line of liquidating in-
dependent communist work, of focusing only on how many people
could be brought to a particular demonstration or how much press
coverage could be gotten, of ‘‘organize, organize’’ and ‘‘fight, fight,
fight,” of making winning ‘‘palpable results” in the immediate
battle into the main or only thing, of negating the work of raising
the consciousness of the masses and training the advanced in
Marxism-Leninism. It is clear that this is rightist and revisionist,
a glaring application of the original revisionist slogan, ‘‘the move-
ment is everything, the final aim is nothing.”” But it should also be
clear that this line is an embodiment of pragmatism, whose slogan,
it might be said, is ‘‘results are everything, underlying principles
and laws are nothing.”

Characteristic of this particular form of pragmatism and
rightism is the fact that this clique has written almost nothing of
substance on any of the particular line questions involved. At
most, all they have put out is a combination of vile personal abuse
and a rather thin pseudo-theoretical smokescreen to try to
camouflage their actual positions. As a recent article in Revolution
commented, this makes polemicizing against them more like grab-
bing a handful of slime than taking hold of a consistent (if oppor-
tunist) political line.'?’ Nonetheless they have not actually suc-
ceeded in covering over their real nature and line, as many vivid ex-
amples reveal.

Two slogans which were pushed by Mickey Jarvis as he was
helping to set up a revisionist headquarters within the Party are
particularly revealing. They are:

{1) The general resides in the particular; and

(2) It’s easier to steer a truck once it’s moving.

Inspiring slogans to guide the proletariat in its revolutionary
struggle! By (2), the Mensheviks meant that it’s easier to steer
some movement in the “right”’ direction after it gets going. The
meaning is clear: don’t try to base yourself on and put out a revolu-
tionary line first off; just try to get somessort of movement going,
and then it will be time enough to worry about steering it in a
revolutionary direction.

This hardly deserves comment. Marxism-Leninism as a tool for
analyzing the objective world and disclosing the underlying laws
at work is negated—instead the job of a communist is reduced to
“stirring things up’’ until the ‘““truck’ gets moving, then sitting in
the driver’s seat and steering it according to his own ideas. The
commandism and contempt for the masses which is an integral
part of all rightism comes through here loud and clear too. Com-
pletely liquidated is the role of Marxist propaganda and broad ex-
posures. Everything must be linked to the particular strug-
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Kle—olther in terms of getting it “stirred up”’ in the first place or in
termn of ‘‘steering” it. This is the basis for the statement in their
""Waorkoer'' newspaper that ‘‘the task of the Worker is to stand with
the people and build the battles that they are in [my emphasis].”’'22

In the attempt at a justification of their line which they have
finally issued, they proclaim defensively, ‘“‘steering the truck is
eanlor when it’s moving.” Indeed it is. And the path which these
opportunists have chosen undoubtedly is the easier road. The only
Kroblem is that it is not the path which will lead to revolution—a

ard, high road which these pragmatists have turned tail and rac-
od away from,

An for (1), like many revisionist slogans, it is not, taken by itself,
fulwo. General truths are abstracted from concrete reality and are
manifested in it. But the way in which this slogan was used by this
ravisionist headquarters was to focus in entirely on the particular
and to try to make the entire general truth reside in one or a few
imolated particulars. Again, of course, the effect is to bank
evorything on the particular struggle, to pretend that all the
Koneral truths about capitalism and imperialism can be drawn out
ol whatever struggle these scabs happen to be involved in.

In fact, of course, it is not the real general which they draw out of
these particulars, but a counterfeit. Their *‘general truths’ are not
tho truths discovered by Marxism. Often enough, the general
stutements that they do make are nothing but the “truths” of
straight-out pragmatism. Take their official speech at their May
Day event this year:

“In 1968 people thought big. Thinking big in 1968
meant buidling organizations, building
movements . . . against the war in Vietnam, against
discrimination, in support of people of color [sic] for
liberation. . . .

“In 1978 we again have to start thinking
big.. . No bosses, no foremen, no bloodsuckers
allowed. . . That’s the blood and guts of what we are
talking about. No bosses allowed on one day is fine,
a just, a righteous demand. No bosses around on
any day is even better. To get from one to the other
is a question of conditions and thinking big.”'2*

It is needless to refute this from the point of view of Marxism-
Leninism, since from that point of view it refutes itself. Perhaps
the only thing worth discussing in this statement is the question of
what is most obviously revisionist. Is it their description of
socialism or is it their description of how to get there? For the pur-
poses of this article it is only necessary to note the complete and



52 PRAGMATISM

total absence of the Marxist-Leninist science of history and socie-
ty. Gone are the underlying laws of history, the laws of capitalism,
the laws of proletarian revolution, the laws of socialism. Present
only is “bigness”’—truly a palpable result!

Even in the absence of such blatant slogans and self-exposures,
the practice of these Mensheviks would speak volumes. This prac-
tice, in different spheres of work, has been described by those
familiar with it in recent issues of Revolution and certain common
themes come out of all these descriptions. One of these is the cons-
tant practice of presenting the enemy not as the capitalist system
and its ruling class, but as particular policies of these rulers and
particular people implementing them. A striking example was
their attempt, within the Unemployed Workers Organizing Com-
mittee (UWOC) over the past year, to steer all work into a cam-
paign against “‘Carter’s unemployment offensive.”” The hallmark
of this campaign was the implicit analysis that there was a
“gystematic national policy”’ attributable to individuals or groups
of individuals, a policy that could be turned around if UWOC could
just organize a big enough demonstration in Washington against
it. In other words, instead of a Marxist analysis of growing
unemployment and all-around attacks on the working class in the
context of a spiral of deepening crisis—analysis based on the
underlying laws of monopoly capitalism—they put forward an “‘ex-
planation” in terms of conscious plots by bourgeois politicians.'**

Another theme which was very pervasive in the line of this revi-
sionist clique was that the masses cannot grasp principles, that
they are basically not interested in revolution, and that they will
not follow real communist leadership. This was shown in their at-
titude toward the formation of the Revolutionary Communist
Youth Brigade, which they opposed because they thought that
there is so much anticommunism among the masses that no one
would join an openly communist organization.'?® It is shown in the
way they dropped the Party slogan, “Workers Unite to Lead the
Fight Against All Oppression,” from their May Day events this
year like a hot rock. And the reasons they give for dropping it are
at least as revealing: “‘It is an abstract call to fight all oppression
divorces [sic] from the actual struggles that workers are already
waging,” and ‘‘the slogan is nothing but a reflection of the desires
of the petty bourgeoisie to get the working class to fights [sic] its
battles. .. "% It is shown by the work they have done this Spring
around the Davis Cup demonstration, the Kent State struggle, the
Bakke Decision,'” in all of which they attempted to reduce
everything to the lowest common denominator and the most
philistine, petty and reformist political line.

Examples could be multiplied in sickening profusion, but enough
has been said to indicate the prominent features of their line.
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Again, the rightism and revisionism of this line is clear, but what
also needs to be seen is how it embodies pragmatism. And in see-
ing this, one more example might be useful. The Central Commit-
tee of the Revolutionary Communist Party issued an important
report to the membership in 1976 entitled ‘‘Revolutionary Work in
a Non-Revolutionary Situation.”'?® The Jarvis-Bergman clique
covertly opposed the Report at the time and tried to subvert it
aftorwards. Now, since their defeat, they have come out in open op-
ponition to this as to other points in the Party’s revolutionary line.
()ne of the things that they have raised is that you shouldn’t call
the present situation a non-revolutionary one. It is not, of course,
that they think it is a revolutionary one—it’s just that they don’t
think it's helpful in the day-to-day struggle to call it non-
rovolutionary. Here their pragmatism stands naked. Don’t worry
about analyzing the actual situation by the use of Marxism-
lieninism, they say—just dish up whatever ‘“‘analysis’” will give
the best immediate results!

And the same thing underlies all the different aspects of their
lino. Why did they concoct the ‘‘Carter offensive?”’ Because they
thought they could organize a big and successful demonstration
aguinst it. Why did they oppose the formation of an openly com-
munist youth organization? Because they thought they could
unite more youth by hiding communism. In every case, they simp-
ly grabbed at whatever seemed to promise the best immediate
ronults. And the basis for clutching at immediate results is a
disbelief in the real possibility of using Marxism to analyze the im-
mediate situation in terms of the underlying laws of capitalism and
imperialism, and of arming the masses with Marxism to enable
them to consciously make revolution and transform the world.

Lot us return to the characterization of pragmatism in the RCP
Programme:

‘““...an American ruling class philosophy which
says, ‘It is not really possible to know the laws
which govern nature and society; if something
seems to work, never mind the reasons do it.” "’

This study of pragmatism has confirmed the correctness of this
characterization of pragmatism. And what it says is that the
premise of this philosophy is the idealist one that it is not really
possible to know the world and its laws; knowing the real truth is
impossible, and in this situation, pragmatism says, whatever is
useful and expedient is as good as truth—in fact, let’s just say it is
truth. And this is precisely the unifying theme of the line of this
Menshevik clique—focusing upon the immediate results in the par-
Licular struggle, premised upon the disbelief in the possibility of
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knowing the underlying laws of society.

Pragmatism, then, is the philosophy of U.S. imperialism. It is
poison for the proletariat and its Party. Where it infects the com-
munist and working class movements, it causes rightism and revi-
sionism. It represents capitulation to the bourgeoisie in the realm
of theory, and this is inseparable from capitulation in the political
and economic struggles of the working class. The desperate grab
for “success’’ in bourgeois terms leads to defeat in terms of the
revolutionary interests of the proletariat, as the history of the
CPUSA so well illustrates. The road to proletarian success leads
over the dead body of this philosophical agent of the bourgeoisie.ll
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On the Outcome of
World War 2
And the Prospects for
Revolution in the West

C.R.

This is the last of three articles dealing with the origins, nature
und effects of World War 2 and the role of communists in relation
to it. The previous articles appeared in Vol. 1, No. 1 (October '76)
and Vol 2, No. 1 (Winter '77). This article focuses on the closing
months of World War 2 and its immediate aftermath in Europe,
the focal point of World War 2 and where revolutionary ferment in
the imperialist countries was at the highest pitch.

A s the previous articles in this series stressed, the current world
mituation, characterized by escalating contention between the
rulers of the U.S. and the USSR over who will control the im-
perianlist world, is leading rapidly toward a third world war. Such a
war will undoubtedly cause untold suffering for the masses and its
outbreak will provide further evidence of the bloodsucking,
eriminal and moribund nature of the imperialist system. But such
n war and the deep-going crisis of capitalism which war entails will
nlso give the working class a tremendous opportunity to take ad-
vantage of the situation to advance its struggle and perhaps—even
nuceeed in throwing off the yoke of capital. Dealing correctly with
much a war is a task of cardinal importance for communists, class-
conscious workers and revolutionary-minded people everywhere.

"The final months of World War 2 and the transition to the post-
war world was a period of struggle and revolutionary ferment con-
Luining many lessons of relevance today. The war was perhaps the
pravest crisis ever faced by imperialism. As with the previous
world war, which opened the gate to proletarian revolution in
Russia and led to the development of revolutionary situations in
noveral other countries, WW2 led to successful revolutions in

61



62 OUTCOME

Eastern Europe, China, Indochina and Korea and to tremendous
growth in revolutionary struggle elsewhere.

This was, however, also a period of sharp conflict between
Marxism-Leninism and revisionism in the international com-
munist movement, and in several countries—and to a significant
extent on the international level—communists made serious
mistakes, failing to take full advantage of the crisis. Previous
weaknesses in not grasping correctly the class nature of the war-
time united front, weaknesses which were rooted in certain revi-
sionist errors arising from pre-war experience and developing in
particular after the 7th Congress of the Comintern in 1935, led in
many cases to communist parties being ill-prepared for the rapidly
changing situation at the close of the war. (On the pre-war period
see ‘‘On the Origins of World War 2,” The Communist, Fall/Winter
1977) In several instances the real possibility of moving forward to
proletarian revolution after the war was ignored. Thus, despite the
advances the proletariat made during the war, gains were often
turned into their opposite as the bourgeoisie was able to suc-
cessfully restructure the imperialist system on the basis of U.S.
domination and in most countries the proletariat found itself still
enslaved to the chains of capital.

At the war’s end the Soviet Union had successfully beaten back
the savage Nazi onslaught. The Red Army was the most important
factor in the Allied victory and Soviet strength and prestige were
at their highest in history. Yet the Soviet Union had lost 20 million
people, including the bulk of the pre-war Communist Party. The
economy was devastated, agriculture thrown into chaos and much
that was new and exciting about socialism had been under stress
and even distorted by the peculiar demands of the war and the
necessary alliance with Germany’s imperialist rivals. The interna-
tional situation was perilous: the U.S. and Britain, which had
depended upon Soviet power to defeat Germany, now sought a new
imperialist peace and this could only be achieved at the expense of
the Soviet Union and the masses of working people everywhere.
Even in victory the danger of a new war, waged by the strengthen-
ed and relatively fresh U.S. military forces against the Soviet
Union, was real indeed.

In this difficult situation the Soviet leaders chose to bend every
effort to maintain the alliance in order to obtain peaceful condi-
tions for the reconstruction of socialism and consolidation of pro-
letarian power where it was newly won. While generally upholding
principle, taking an unyielding stand on questions of primary con-
cern to Soviet security and overall upholding the interests of the
world revolution, as in Poland, the Soviet leadership was forced to
make important concessions to the U.S. and British rulers. These
made it difficult to come to the aid— or in some cases to even sup-
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port politically—revolutionary struggles in areas beyond the reach
of the Rec.l Army. Moreover, on the basis of this overall correct
policy an incorrect tendency also developed which came to view
wuch compromise as capable of guaranteeing peace, denying the
l’und'umentally war-like and parasitic nature of imperialism. And
this incorrect view also led to significant errors in underrating the
mtrongth of the masses and the possibility of successfully carrying
through revolutionary struggle—China is an important example.

The CPs in those countries where the working class did not hold
power and where the Red Army could not be relied upon for
nmnistance faced a very different situation. As part of their interna-
tlonalist duties, these parties had to support the struggle for peace
waged })y the Soviet Union. But more important was the task of
tloopening their own struggle and, if possible, moving forward to
m'uke revolution. This was not in contradiction to the obligations
of proletarian internationalism but was—and still is today—at the
hoart of this basic principle. As Mao Tsetung noted in an impor-
tant statement shortly after the war’s end:

H .- .compromise between the United States, Bri-
tain and France and the Soviet Union can be the out-
come only of resolute, effective struggles by all the
d.emocratic forces of the world against the reac-
tionary forces of the United States, Britain and
Frapce. Such compromise does not require the peo-
ple 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
is;taruggles ,in 1accord.ance with their different condi-
ions.’”’

"The failure to grasp this important and correct principle lay at the
root of many of the errors made by communists in the immediate
post-war period and, in that specific situation, this dovetailed with
revisionist tendencies toward national defensism and bourgeois
“patriotism” which pulled the working class toward unity with
nnd capitulation to its own bourgeoisie.

liven le'aving aside the errors of the communist parties it was, of
course, highly unlikely that at that time the imperialist system
would have met its doom. Certainly in the U.S. the bourgeoisie
omerged from the war greatly strengthened. But even in this coun-
try and in others where the possibility of directly seizing power did
not present itself, had the CP stuck to the revolutionary road more
closely, the proletariat would have found itself in a stronger posi-
Lion to advance its struggle for the overthrow of the bourgeoisie.

Thus, with our present situation in mind, it is important to
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study closely both the positive and negative lessons of that critical
time. The problems which present themselves today are those of a
pre-war period and it would be impossible and ridiculous to
forecast the precise form and exact conditions in which the im-
perialist war now brewing would conclude. Nonetheless, the
lessons of the final period of WW2 show clearly that the ideological
and political line which guides the proletariat in preparing for and
during a major war is a matter of life and death for the revolution
and plays a critical role in just how such a war comes out.

THE DEFEAT OF GERMANY

1943 marked the decisive turning point in the monumental
struggle against the Axis. The defeat of the Nazis at Stalingrad,
where Soviet troops battled the Germans from block to block,

house to house, even room to room while a massive pincers sur--

rounded and captured or killed over 300,000 German troops, sealed
the fate of the Third Reich. This great victory was quickly followed
by an even larger one, the destruction of the German salient at
Kursk which militarily was even more significant than the more
dramatic and politically decisive gains at Stalingrad

These victories paved the way for opening the longest sustained
offensive in modern military history. The Red Army began its
counterattack on July 12, 1943 along a 1,500 mile front. By
January 5, 1944, four months after Anglo-U.S. forces invaded the
Italian mainland and six months before D-Day, Soviet troops
penetrated pre-war Poland. Though the Red Army was still up
against 70-75% of the total German forces, its superiority grew
daily.

The Soviet advance transformed relations among the Allied
powers. Before Stalingrad and Kursk, Stalin engaged in sharp
struggle with Roosevelt and Churchill over the opening of a second
front in the West. This front, necessary to relieve the tremendous
pressure which the German war machine, in control of all of con-
tinental Europe, had placed on the Soviets, was promised first for
1942, was postponed until 1943 and then delayed once more until
1944. Instead of battling the Germans head on, the Western
powers devoted their efforts to side-show operations in north
Africa and Sicily.

One reason for the delay was a dispute between the U.S. and Bri-
tain over where to open the front. The U.S., hoping to establish
predominance in Western Europe and weaken its British partner,
was in favor of launching a major invasion of occupied France. The
British proposed a foray into the Balkans since, as Churchill is
said to have put it, ““a Soviet rush’’ into the area would threaten
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Important. “English and North American interests.’”? At the
Puherun conference the Soviet delegation, led by Stalin, took ad-
vantage of this contradiction and threw its support to the
American plan, although, for diplomatic reasons, arguing against
Lhe British proposal solely on military grounds.

‘I'here was also a much more significant reason for the Western
tlolny in opening the second front. The U.S. and British im-
perinlists had never been confident of a Soviet victory and were un-
whling to put much effort into saving a society which they hated
to their souls. They hoped the war in Russia would wear out both
Uermany and the Soviets and that they would be able to step in to
rl('k up the spoils. This was a tried and true strategy tested by the

I.S. imperialists with impressive results in WW1.*

This is why U.S. claims that American economic might,
manifested in the lend-lease program, won the war for the Soviet
Union are so disgusting. As the first article in this series noted,
lend-lease was a real concession won by the Soviet Union from its
ally. But it was hardly a decisive element in the Soviet victory and
the U.S. was always miserly about the assistance granted. U.S.
shipments of arms accounted for a mere 4% of total Soviet ar-
maments. During 1943 and 1944 the U.S. lend-leased only 15%
nnd 13% of its munitions and 9% and 8% of its food output to all
the allies, including Britain and China as well as the USSR. In
1944 the U.S. lend-leased only 4.6% of its steel and iron produc-
tion.*

It was the Soviet Union, backed by the growing resistance of the
masses in the occupied nations, which played the decisive role in
Lhe defeat of Germany. The alliance with the U.S. and Britain
played a part in this, but only insofar as the self-reliant strength of
the Soviet army and people forced Germany’s imperialist rivals to
abandon their schemes of ‘‘sitting on the mountain and watching
the tigers fight.”” This experience clearly shows that in its defense
n socialist country must uphold the principle of self-reliance. To
muke use of contradictions among the imperialists (not even ruling
oul, in certain limited situations, the acceptance of some aid from
imperialists), is a key aspect of the foreign policy of a socialist
state, but to make of this an absolute principle and to rely on aid
from one group of imperialists to defeat a rival group is, in the final
unalysis, only to capitulate to imperialism. The growing struggle
botween the Soviet Union and its allies and the breakup of the
“grand alliance”” after Germany’s defeat testifies to this.

"It is interesting to note that a recent Soviet publication on the war argues
that “blame for the deliberate delay may be laid at the door of British and U.S.
reactionary groups” (emphasis added) and not on the bourgeoisie as a class.
Boe G. Deborin, Secrets of the Second World War, p. 160.
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THE BREAKUP OF THE “GRAND ALLIANCE”

With the Red Army’s advance on Berlin, British and U.S.
perceptions of the second front changed rapidly. It was apparent
that the Soviet Union might, with the aid of the resistance
movements, be capable of defeating Germany alone. In November
1943 an alarmed Roosevelt thought that ‘“‘by next spring, the way
things are going in Russia now, maybe a second front won’t be
necessary.’’

This possibility terrified these imperialists. Even before the
start of the Soviet counter-offensive U.S. Secretary of War Henry
Stimson noted that if the Russians did most of the fighting, “I
think that will be dangerous for us at the end of the war. Stalin
won’t have much of an opinion of people who have done that [sat
on the sidelines] and we will not be able to share much of the
postwar world with him.”’s Of coﬁrse, Stalin’s opinion of the U.S.
leadership was hardly of consequence to these imperialists. More
significant was the prospect pointed to in fear by British Foreign
Secretary Anthony Eden as early as J anuary 1942: “Russian
prestige will be so great that the establishment of Communist
governments in the majority of European countries will be greatly
facilitated. . .’’®

In 3hort, the second front had become essential for the U.S. and
British rulers more for defense against the Soviet Union and
revolution than to defeat Hitler. In fact, shortly before the Nor-
mandy landing the British government significantly expanded its
intelligence operations against the USSR.* Only a month before
D-Day, Roosevelt’s Chief of Staff, Admiral Leahy, warned that in
the event of war with Russia the U.S. could at best defend Britain.
“In other words,” he mourned, ‘“we would find ourselves involved
in a war which we could not win.’’”

Despite all this the Soviet Union continued to agitate for the sec-
ond front. In his 1944 May Day message Stalin insisted that the
liberation of Europe still could not succeed without ‘““the joint ef-
forts of the Soviet Union, Great Britain and the USA, by joint
blows from the east dealt by our troops and from the west dealt by
the troops of our allies. . . There can be no doubt that only this
combined blow can completely crush Hitlerite Germany.’’

As the military situation grew ever more favorable, Stalin ac-
tually stepped up efforts to cooperate with his allies. For instance,
on the eve of the Yalta conference in early 1945 when a German
counter-offensive at Ardennes, the Battle of the Bulge, threatened

*Of course they made quite a blunder in assigning the famous Soviet agent
Phitby to head up the operation, which is how we know of these maneuvers to-
day.
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Lo wplit the Anglo-U.S. forces, the Red Army, with its supply lines
still dangerously stretched, obligingly launched an offensive
acrons the Vistula in Poland several weeks ahead of schedule so as
Lo roliove the pressure in the west, in essence opening up another
"“mocond front” in the east. In November 1944, on the anniversary
of the victory of the October Revolution, Stalin went so far as to
declare that ““the alliance between the USSR, Great Britain and
the United States of America is founded not on casual, transitory
considerations, but on vital and lasting interests.’”

If the Soviet Union was in a position to liberate Europe without
an Anglo-U.S. invasion, why did Stalin go to such lengths to push
for this invasion and maintain the alliance? In answering this it
whould first be noted that a fundamental principle which the Soviet
U/nion had learned through its own bitter experience in Poland in
1920 was that revolution is not for export. Although Stalin was
sagor Lo utilize the Red Army to assist the workers of the occupied
nations in advancing their struggle, it would have been wrong to
try to launch a European revolution simply by force of Soviet
arms. A Soviet drive through Germany into France would have
beon disastrous. Far from being welcomed as liberators, the Soviet
troops might well have met opposition from forces which might
otherwise have been on the side of revolution.

Moreover, the Red Army, while proud and victorious, was also
tired. The Soviet people had suffered grievously during the war
and Stalin was eager to lighten their burden. If a second front
might have this effect, even if not absolutely essential for victory,
then, he believed, it was certainly worth struggling for.

But far more important than these considerations was the very
ronl fear that, faced with both the Soviet advance and the
dovelopment of revolutionary struggle in the occupied countries,
the Western allies might make a separate peace settlement with
(iormany and, together with their former enemy, turn upon the
Noviet state.

While there were powerful forces which would have made such a
move extremely difficult, not the least of which being the tremen-
tlous opposition this would surely have aroused among the people
and soldiers of the Western powers, such fears were hardly
puranoid delusions. Late in the war Hitler pointed out to his
cronies that the only chance for their survival rested upon the fact
that “Never in history was there a coalition like that of our
tnemies, composed of such heterogeneous elements with such
divergent aims...”"" And had Hitler fallen and a more
"moderate” German regime come to power, a separate peace aim-
od at containing or destroying the Soviet Union would have been
vven more possible. In early 1944 representatives of the German
military opposition to Hitler attempted to contact British and
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American agents in Switzerland to make just such an ar-
rangement. Even after Hitler’s suicide on May 1, 1945, when the
Reich controlled only a small part of Schleswig-Holstein, (a pro-
vince in northwestern Germany) the temporary government of Ad-
miral Doenitz desperately sought a deal with the West."

Thus, though the prospect of a separate peace remained unlikely,
it could not be ruled out. Indeed, the true loyalties of the British
and U.S. leaders had already been revealed by their attitude to
Hitler’s close partner in butchery, Benito Mussolini. Neither the
Americans nor the British had resigned themselves to Mussolini's
hostility until the war was well underway. Roosevelt had even
sought the Italian dictator’s aid as mediator of the conflict in its
early stages. In his war memoirs Churchill ventured the view that
Mussolini was really

‘“ ‘the Italian lawgiver.” The alternative to his role
might well have been a Communist Italy, which
would have brought perils and misfortunes of a dif-
ferent character both upon the Italian people and
Europe. . . Even when the issue of the war became
certain, Mussolini would have been welcomed by the
Allies.”"2

The final defeat of Germany only made the situation more dif-

ficult, as the entire basis of the alliance itself, the need to defeat ;
the Axis, was eliminated. In 1954 Churchill admitted that when ]
the Nazi troops surrendered he telegraphed Field-Marshal Mont- 1

gomery ‘‘to be careful in collecting the German arms, to stack
them so that they could easily be issued again to the German

soldiers whom we should have to work with if the Soviet advance |

continued.”""*

In spite of Stalin’s statements about an alliance based on ‘‘vital
and lasting interests’ the Soviet leaders were well aware of this
situation. Such statements were not really declarations of fact but
attempts to make it more difficult for the imperialists to get out of
the commitments to post-war unity and cooperation which they
had made, and to make clear before world opinion the Soviet desire
for peace and cooperation. Unfortunately, however, such
statements, and in particular the one cited here, also served to
spread serious illusions among the masses about the intentions
and nature of the U.S. and British rulers. This opened the door for
revisionists like Earl Browder in the U.S. (and, a decade later,
Nikita Khrushchev in the Soviet Union itself) to jump out with the
theory that imperialism had changed, had become more peaceful
and democratic, and that capitalism could now grow calmly and
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grudually into socialism. In fact, the maneuvers of the Western im-
porinlists revealed that any conjuncture of interest between a
socinlist country and an imperialist ruling class can only be
“ensual’”’ and “transitory’’ and is never ‘‘vital and lasting.”

But the situation was highly complex. While encouraging and
nnsisting the development of the revolutionary forces wherever the
ed Army went, and providing some moral and political support”
to Communist-led resistance movements in the West, the central
nim of Soviet policy right after the war was to work toward an in-
ternational situation of relative peace and improved security in
which it would be possible to engage in the tasks of postwar
roconstruction.* This entailed a struggle, mainly in the diplomatic
sphere, to maintain the alliance for as long as possible. And this
struggle meant that the Soviet Union would have to continue
mntering into compromises with and making certain concessions to
the U.S. and British imperialists. v

The people of all countries also hoped that the alliance would
continue since they wanted international relations in the postwar
world to somehow break with the bankrupt ways which had led to
war in the first place. It was essential for communists to unite with
the thrust of this sentiment. At the same time, communists had
the task of showing how the laws of the imperialist system were
rosponsible for World War 2, and how these laws would still be in
operation as long as imperialism exists, thus leading to new wars.
As part of this, the efforts of the Soviet Union to maintain the
alliance and thus champion the cause of peace made clear that
rosponsibility for new conflicts and the breakup of the alliance
must fall squarely on the shoulders of the imperialists.

THE YALTA CONFERENCE AND THE ATOM BOMB

In early 1945 Stalin, Roosevelt and Churchill met in the Crimean
town of Yalta to discuss the postwar world. The Soviet Union
cume to this meeting in a position of strength, having been the
main force in defeating Germany and liberating Europe. But this
could easily be transformed into a position of weakness were the
imperialists able to break the alliance and paint the Soviet Union

*The necessary strengthening of the Soviet Union was not solely economic.
One of the key tasks facing the Soviet workers was the rooting out of significant
and influential revisionist currents which had emerged and gained considerable
strength in the Soviet party during the war. Unfortunately this effort, though
undertaken, was not successful and in 1956 the revisionist elements coalesced
under the leadership of Khrushchev, seized power and began to restore
capitalism. For more on this process and on the role of the war in its
dovelopment see Red Papers 7: How Capitalism Has Been Restored in the
Soviet Union and What This Means for the World Struggle, especially chapter
two.
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as an aggressor in the eyes of the world’s people.

In much of its cold war propaganda the bourgeoisie has por-
trayed the Yalta talks as a great sellout of the ‘‘interests of the free
world” to ‘‘godless Communism’ or ‘‘Russian imperialism.”
Right-wing writers and some liberals have castigated Roosevelt
for his limp-wristed stand and inability to outfox Stalin.
Roosevelt, others say, was dying and Churchill was too demoraliz-
ed by the eclipse of the British empire to put up much of a fight
against Stalin’s ever-growing ambitions.

Of course this is all hogwash. Roosevelt and Churchill were
neither traitors nor fools to the imperialists they represented, and
Stalin was anything but a new Hitler seeking to overrun Europe.
Actually, given the balance of forces at the time of the meeting,
with Germany not yet defeated but with Soviet arms liberating
most of Eastern Europe and the resistance movements making a
major contribution in the West, the negotiations were marked
mainly by Soviet moderation and willingness to compromise.*

At Yalta the three countries reached agreements concerning the
occupation and future of Germany, including reparations, on the
formation and structure of the United Nations and on the future of
Poland, among other things. The Soviet Union compromised with
its allies on all these issues except Poland. Here the Western
Powers sought to impose upon the Polish people a government
dominated by elements from the infamous London exile govern-
ment which, even as the conference was in session, was waging a
guerrilla war against the Red Army, the kind of fight they had
refused to wage against the fascists. Yet even here the Soviet
delegation agreed to word the accord in a way which would save
face for the Western governments.

Far from ““seeking to win at the negotiating table what could not
be won on the battlefield,”” the Soviet Union sought instead to pro-
tect through cooperation and compromise in negotiations what the
Red Army had gained on the battlefield. The Soviets acted accord-
ing to the policy described before of seeking to maintain the
alliance or at least place the stigma of its breakup on the im-
perialists.

At Yalta the Soviet delegation skillfully took advantage of the
sometimes sharp contradictions dividing the U.S. and Britain. Bri-
tain, weakened considerably by the war and deep in debt to
Washington, sought desperately to maintain its empire and world

*U.S. Secretary of State Edward Stettinius confessed that “The record of the
Conference shows clearly that the Soviet Union made greater concessions at
Yalta to the United States and Great Britain than were made to the Soviets.”'.
This view has also been given impressive support in the most thorough study of
the Yalta proceedings yet published by the American historian Diane Clemens.'®
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position. By contrast the U.S. hoped to supplant the British as the
dominant power in Europe and, under the guise of anti-
colonialism, to dismantle the British empire and expand its own
nwo-colonial rule. These contradictory ambitions led to sharp con-
flicts at the conference over the future of central Europe, the
Unitod Nations and the role of France.

Roosevelt, for instance, tried to muster Soviet support against
Churchill’s  colonialist ‘‘intransigence.” The issue of UN
trusteeships greatly agitated Churchill who thought them a device
for American dismantling of the British empire. When U.S.
Nucretary of State Stettinius proposed establishment of this essen-
tinlly neo-colonialist institution in areas formerly ruled by Britain,
Churchill caustically replied:

“I absolutely disagree. I will not have one scrap of
British territory flung into that area...I will have
no suggestion that the British Empire is to be put
into the dock and examined by everybody to see
whether it is up to their standard.”'®

According to Eden these remarks produced a gleeful response
from Stalin:

“Though the Prime Minister’s vehemence was a
warning signal to the Americans, it appeared to give
the most pleasure to Stalin. He got up from his
chair, walked up and down, beamed, and at intervals
broke into applause. This embarrassed Roosevelt
and did not really profit anybody, except perhaps
Stalin, who was able to please himself and to point
to the division of his Allies at the same time.”’"’

There were definite advantages for the Soviet Union in such
disputes, yet, at the same time, these were distinctly limited.
Looking over the proceedings at Yalta it is easy to see where Stalin
sought to manipulate his imperialist allies by encouraging their
need to fight each other, but it is more difficult to find concrete
Kains stemming from this. Of course, if nothing else, such
maneuvering did create a generally more favorable atmosphere for
the Soviet Union. Still, the agreement on Poland, for example, was
won mainly on the basis of Soviet strength in the area and the
rosultant inability of the imperialists to affect things there and not
on the basis of divisions between Roosevelt and Churchill on the
question.

The Anglo-U.S. alliance was more solid than Stalin perhaps
nssumed. This was because it was an unequal alliance reflecting
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the new situation after WW2. The war made it apparent that the '

imperialist system could only be successfully restructured on the
basis of U.S. leadership and control. While lesser imperialists like

Britain, France and even the defeated Germans might grumble |

about this and even wage sharp struggle for it to take place on
terms more favorable to them, when push came to shove they were
forced to accept it. As Eden put it, “‘If it came to a direct conflict of
policies and we had to choose between the United States of
America and the Soviet Union, we should no doubt decide that

Anglo-American cooperation is more indispensable and the more

natural. . . '8

The U.S. too was concerned not to strain relations with Britain.

As presidential aide Harry Hopkins stressed, ‘‘It was vital for the
United States to have a strong Britain because we must be
realistic enough to understand that in any future war England

would be on America’s side and America on England’s. It was no |
use having a weak ally.”"* Imperial Britain might have fallen |

under the wing of its former colony (the U.S.) but it was still an em-
pire and not an oppressed nation.

Summing up the experience in particular of the Brest-Litovsk ;

treaty Lenin formulated

‘‘a rule which will remain fundamental with us for a
long time until socialism finally triumphs all over
the world: we must take advantage of the an-
tagonisms and the contradictions that exist be-
tween the two imperialisms, the two groups of
capitalist states, and play them off against each
other.”’?

As this series of articles has shown, employment of this rule was ;

crucial to Soviet foreign policy under Stalin.

But it was not for circumstantial reasons that Lenin pointed to |

the contradictions between ‘‘the two groups’ of imperialists. The

most critical contradictions among the imperialists are those be- |

tween rival blocs. The contradictions which divide lesser from
more dominant powers within the same bloc are significant, but

definitely secondary. This is especially true as the major powers '

gear up for war and seek to consolidate control over their junior
partners. But it was also definitely true that the contradiction be-

tween the U.S. and Britain at the close of the war was just such a

secondary contradiction with only limited potential for the Soviets
to make use of. It was very different from the contradiction be-

tween the Anglo-U.S. and German blocs which the Soviet Union |

had tried to exploit before the war.

To many, Yalta represented a spirit of postwar cooperation. Yet,
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soon after, the U.S. rulers accused the Soviet Union of going back
on the agreements. It was really the other way around. The U.S.
and Britain refused to live up to a single promise made in the
Crimea. The new U.S. president, Harry Truman, declared that
altor Yalta the Russians “could go to hell.”’%

It is often argued that the turn away from U.S.-Soviet coopera-
tlon which began the cold war was Truman’s personal responsibili-
Lty. Roosevelt, it is claimed, had been dedicated to a policy of peace
und was willing to work with Stalin.* But actually the Truman ad-
ministration really just continued Roosevelt’s policies under new
postwar conditions. As we have seen, Roosevelt’s dedication to
tooperation was a product of wartime necessity which he was will-
ing and eager to reverse when it was to the advantage of U.S. im-
perialism. In China, for example, it was Roosevelt, not Truman,
who at the end of WW2 rejected the advice of his ‘‘China hands’ to
cooperate with Mao Tsetung and instead dispatched the reac-
tionary Ambassador Hurley to give unqualified support to Chiang
Kui-shek, thus unleashing a new civil war in that country, a war
which ended in disaster for U.S. imperialism and victory for the
Chinese people and the world proletariat.

Both presidents were political representatives of the
bourgeoisie, no matter what the differences between them in
background and style. Their policies flowed from the objective
neads of this class and were never determined according to per-
nonal preference.

One area where Truman continued Roosevelt’s policy was in
dovelopment and deployment of the atom bomb. Both presidents
wont to great lengths to keep word of the new weapon’s develop-
ment away from their Soviet ally, sharing the seeret only with Bri-
tain, Security precautions surrounding its development were aim-
od almost entirely at blocking Soviet rather than German es-
pionage.?? General Leslie Groves, director of the Manhattan Pro-
Ject, later declared: ““There was never from about two weeks from
the time I took charge of this Project any illusion on my part but
;.hu!, fggsssia was our enemy, and the Project was conducted on that
sis.

In fact Truman’s boldness in breaking the Yalta agreements was
conditioned by his knowledge of the bomb’s successful develop-
ment and his conviction that it would intimidate the Soviet Union

*This view, championed by liberal admirers of Roosevelt, is also given
urodence by the Soviet revisionists who always point loyally to a “more
musopable” wing of the bourgeoisie for the proletariat to slavishly back.
Doborin says that “with Roosevelt’s death and Truman’s assumption of the
presidency, the tendency to toughen the attitude to the Soviet Union gained
uscendancy in the U.S. administration.” {op. cit., p. 243) This was also the line
pushed by the CPUSA, even after Browder was ousted.
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and the world’s people. Truman deliberately scheduled his
Potsdam meeting with Stalin to coincide with the test explosion of
the bomb in New Mexico. And it is now certainly clear that
Hiroshima and Nagasaki were subjected to this barbarous weapon
mainly to impress and frighten the Soviet Union and the peoples of
the world. The U.S. imperialists hoped the bomb would force the
Soviet leaders to make concessions, and U.S. diplomatic
maneuvering was closely tied to its deployment.?*

These were, of course, idle hopes. While still a terrible weapon of
destruction and mass murder, the atom bomb is also, as Mao
Tsetung described it, a ‘‘paper tiger.”” The U.S. imperialists were
so taken by the awesomeness of their new weapon that they did
not even recognize how its use against Japan so late in the war ex-
posed their own hideous features. And it turned out not to be so
easy to employ the bomb as a club against the Soviets, since it was
one thing to make veiled threats and quite another to make good
on them. Indeed, shortly after the war Soviet Foreign Minister
Molotov joked about the bomb with the Americans, belittling its
utility and thus engaging himself in a little ‘“‘reverse atomic
diplomacy.”’” He and Stalin called the bluff of these nuclear
blackmailers. And there was little the imperialists could do or say
in response. Use of atomic weapons against the USSR or revolu-
tionary struggles (such as in China) could not decide the military
outcome of a conflict and would have galvanized public opinion
throughout the world, including in the U.S., against the U.S. im-
perialists.

STALIN AND “SPHERES OF INFLUENCE”

The main summation of the Yalta conference and relations be-
tween the Soviet Union and the West which the bourgeoisie has
propagated is that ‘‘we’” were sold out or caught napping by an ex-
pansionist Stalin. But they have been aided in putting this over by
the mirror-opposite position of the Trotskyites and some other
“leftists’’ who complain that the Soviet Union cynically abandon-
ed the international movement in order to engage in a big-power
division of the war spoils.*

As we shall see, the Soviet leadership under Stalin did make er-
rors in fostering false illusions about the possibility of postwar
peace, in overestimating the strength of the imperialists, and,

*The most recent and thorough presentation of this view is the two-volume
work by Fernando Claudin, The Communist Movement: From Comintern to Com-
inform. Claudin left the revisionist CP of Spain in the early '60s. He makes a
number of important and correct criticisms of revisionism but his “leftism’ is
really a thin disguise for a social-democratic stand. This is revealed in his em-
bracing of Tito’s revisionist “‘national communism.”
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Mmosl important, in encouraging communists in the countries still
ruled by imperialism and reaction to make compromises at home
wlmilar to those which the Soviet Union found necessary. But the
Soviet Union, while bargaining and compromising with the im-
perialists in order to consolidate gains and defend its borders, did
not. join with these bandits to carve up the world. In fact, it was
the intervention of the Soviet Union in the diplomatic process
which made it more difficult for the Western powers to reorder
things to their liking. There was no way Stalin could make
IRoosevelt, Truman or Churchill into principled men who wanted
inn end to exploitation and oppression. To a great extent he had to
deal with the imperialists on their own terms, those of power
politics, but within this necessity he was able to maneuver and
nchieve greater freedom.

One is reminded here of Trotsky’s behavior at Brest-Litovsk in
[918. Sent to negotiate a peace with Germany, Trotsky stalled for
Lime and delivered stirring speeches to the German generals which
vxposed them as imperialists. Of course, this was of little value to
the working class since these imperialists listened politely to the
tirndes and, losing patience, launched a new offensive which forced
t peace settlement on even more unfavorable terms for the new
workers state. Stalin, as is well known, was no Trotsky. He was
willing - to soil his hands by sitting down to bargain with these
vampires, even chatting jovially with them, if real gains could be
made. Errors were certainly possible in this situation—and Stalin
made some errors, even some serious ones—but the possibility of
making mistakes is no excuse for a communist to shy away from a
difficult yet necessary task.

A somewhat apocryphal story told by Churchill reveals the in-
tricacy of the situation and is very often dragged out to “prove”
that Stalin was indeed an imperialist himself, seeking only to carve
out a Russian sphere of influence. According to Churchill (and this
nlory has never been denied), he met with Stalin on October 9,
1944:

“The moment was apt for business, so I said, ‘Let us
settle about our affairs in the Balkans. Your armies
are in Romania and Bulgaria. We have interests,
missions and agents there. Don't let us get at cross-
purposes in small ways. So far as Britain and Russia
are concerned, how would it do for you to have 90%
predominance in Romania, for us to have 90% of the
say in Greece, and go 50-50 about Yugoslavia?’
While this was being translated I wrote out on a
half-sheet of paper:
Romania: Russia 90% The others 10%
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Greece: Great Britain (in accord with USA) 90%
Russia 10%

Yugoslavia: 50-50%, Hungary: 50-50%

Bulgaria: Russia 75% The others 25%
I pushed this across to Stalin, who had by then
heard the translation. There was a slight pause.
Then he took his blue pencil and made a large tick
upon it, and passed it back to us. It was all settled in
no more time than it takes to set down. . . After this
there was a long silence. The pencilled paper lay in
the center of the table. At length I said, ‘Might it
not be thought rather cynical if it seemed we had
disposed of these issues, so fateful to millions of peo-
ple, in such an offhand manner? Let us burn the
paper.” ‘No, you keep it,” said Stalin.”’?

But does this story really indicate that Stalin joined with Chur-
chill to carve up the Balkans? What, after all, did such figures
mean? Were they in reference to the nature of the social systems to
be established in these countries? Were they to reflect troop
dispositions? If so, they were already completely irrelevant. These
figures can only be taken to indicate the broad perimeters of very
limited kinds of diplomatic influence to be carried by each of the
relevant powers and even this must be understood in a broader
context of military force, negotiation, compromise and struggle.
Actually Stalin’s flippant attitude to the whole business is most
sensibly explained by recognizing that this conversation was real-

ly pretty frivolous. Imagine, a tick of a pencil transforms a com-

munist into an imperialist! Indeed, it is hardly surprising that
these percentages ended up bearing very little relation to the ac-
tual outcome of events in the affected countries.

Of course, the actions of the Soviet Union in relating to its im-
perialist allies really did affect the fate of millions in the formerly
occupied lands. And here in particular it must be said that Stalin
made errors. At one point he is reported to have said that “this
war is not as in the past; whoever occupies a territory also imposes
his own social system as far as his army can reach. It cannot be
otherwise.”’?” To a great extent, of course, this was true. Certainly
in Eastern Europe the Red Army played a pivotal role in enabling
the people there to develop the struggle against the occupying
regime into a broad social upheaval which succeeded in bringing
these nations under the rule of the working class. But while the
presence of Soviet guns was decisive, socialism was not simply im-
posed by the Red Army but was won through complicated strug-
gles which differed from country to country.*
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Stalin tended to make an absolute rule of his observation. To a
rertain extent he lost faith in the ability of the masses of workers
Lhemselves to make revolution and tended to exaggerate the in-
fluence and importance of the major armies alone. In Western
Iiurope the presence of U.S. troops was an extremely important
fnctor, but it need not have been, at least in all cases, the decisive
fnetor. Stalin’s failure to fully recognize this was an error which led
him to semewhat overestimate the strength of the imperialists in
Western Europe and elsewhere and, perhaps, to make more conces-
nions Lo them than necessary. But this error ran counter to his
overall correct and generally successful conduct of diplomacy at
this time. However, when Stalin’s errors were mechanically
repeated, actually magnified, by communists in the capitalist
countries—to some extent at Soviet insistence but mainly on the
hasis of the growth of revisionism in their own ranks—the results
wore disastrous.

THE COMMUNIST PARTIES IN THE RESISTANCE

In the occupied countries of Europe the movement to resist Nazi
rule was, objectively, inextricably joined to the struggle for the
vmancipation of the working class. In most of these countries mass
movements developed and played an important part in the libera-
tion of Europe. The people did not fight simply to bring back the
old regimes. All over, resistance to German occupation developed
into a struggle for very broad social change, even though this was
nol. often articulated as a demand for socialism (including and
enpecially, as we shall see, by communists). One British diplomat
noled that by late 1944, “the main tendency was to the Left and
ougerness to raise the banner of revolution in Europe was
widespread.”’?®

The growing influence of the communist parties and the general
hinkruptey of the great majority of bourgeois parties and political
loaders testified to this desire of the masses to do more than ‘‘save
the nation” and return to the old order. In most countries the
bourgeois parties, including most of the social-democratic groups,
wore shattered by the Nazis and their organizations disintegrated.
The bourgeois ‘‘resistance’” was generally centered in the rather in-

*The establishment of socialist states in many countries of Eastern Europe in
(ho aftermath of World War 2 was, of course, one of the most significant results
ol the war. Because of the centrality of the role of the Red Army in most of these
tountries, the class struggle developed along much different lines than in the
Wast, on which this article focuses. The errors that characterized many of the
communist parties in Western Europe undoybtedly had their reflection in some
ol the Eastern European countries as well, however this is a question that re-
yuires further investigation and study.
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effective exile ‘‘governments’’ established in London. By contrast, .
the communist parties grew rapidly in numbers and influence. In

Austria the Communist Party grew from 16,000 members in 1936

to 150,000 in 1948. In Italy the party had a mere 12,000 members |
in 1924 but grew to 402,000 in July 1944 and 2,068,000 by the end
of 1946. In France the CP had a prewar peak of 328,000 members |

in 1937 and this declined sharply after the Nazi-Soviet pact and
the errors made by the party around this.* But by 1946 the French
Party had 1,034,000 members. In Belgium the CP grew tenfold
and in the Netherlands it more than tripled its electaoral vote.?

In this excellent situation, however, most communist parties !
failed to stick firmly to the high road of revolution. They tended to

limit the content of the united front to the national struggle. It
was correct for these parties to tactically unite with certain

bourgeois forces, like De Gaulle in France, who opposed the Nazis

for their own imperialist aims. But the parties did more than this.

They united as well with the bourgeois definition of the struggle as |
fundamentally a fight for the survival and independence of their |
nations, in essence for the restoration of the rule of the domestic

bourgeoisie. This they presented as a separate stage of the revolu-
tion, a struggle for national liberation and democracy, as if these
were colonial countries and not imperialist ones. On this basis they
tended to abandon the principle of proletarian leadership of the
united front. As a result, considerable support which the parties

built was based narrowly upon their role as the best fighters for

the “nation,”” the only real nationalists. Such support could not be
solid and much of it evaporated as the terms of the struggle chang-

ed.
To understand the weaknesses of the communist parties in this

period it is essential to grasp why the struggle of the masses in oc-

cupied Europe was never, fundamentally, a struggle for national |

independence and survival, nor could it have been. The resistance
movements needed to be an integral part of the struggle for

- socialism, although conditioned by the particularities of the oc- |

cupation regimes and the international situation in which the

Soviet Union was allied with U.S. and British imperialism against
the main enemy, German imperialism, after the overall character

of the war changed with the German invasion of the Soviet Union
in 1941.

After the occupation of Western Europe, the immediate target

of the people’s struggle in these countries were the new occupation
regimes which now represented the state power of the capitalist

class. In essence, these regimes were not the enemy because they |

were German but because they were capitalist. In this situation it

*See the first article in this series, Vol. 1, No. 1 (October 1976).

OUTCOME 79

wan necessary and correct to tactically unite with those segments
of the domestic bourgeoisie which refused to collaborate, as part of
unlting all who could be united and aiming blows at the main
snomy. And such unity did restrict somewhat the proletariat’s
ability to bring out its own independent interests and its final goal
In the struggle. But it did not change these. Nor did such a tactical
alllance mean that the proletariat could abandon its leading posi-
tlon. The invasion of the Soviet Union changed the overall
tharacter of the war and in so doing increased the necessity to tac-
tleally unite with bourgeois forces as part of the international
united front (which was also a tactical united front). But this inva-
wnlon too did not and could not change the proletariat’s strategy of
tuking advantage of the war-time situation to move forward to the
revolutionary seizure of power where possible. For the working
vluss in the capitalist and imperialist countries the strategic goal
of the resistance movements should have been socialist revolution
ahd not national liberation.

Of course to a great degree the resistance took on the form of a
national revolutionary war, but not a national war of the pro-
Kressive bourgeois variety that Marx and Engels supported in the
INth century. Indeed, revolutionary national struggles are, with
the exception of oppressed nations and national minorities within
those countries, a thing of the past in advanced capitalist coun-
tries. Lenin pointed out repeatedly that Marx and Engels were
"working on the problem at a time when there existed indubitably
progressive bourgeois movements, which moreover did not merely
oxisl, but were in the forefront of the historical process in the
louding states of Europe.” By WW2, however, this was not the
¢wwe. As Lenin put it during the first world war,

“Today, it would be ridiculous even to imagine a
progressive bourgeoisie, a progressive bourgeois
movement, in, for instance, such key members of the
‘Concert’ of Europe, as Britain and Germany . . .one
cannot even imagine bourgeois progressive
movements, whether modestly liberal or
tempestuously democratic, in Britain, Germany, or
France.”’®

Of course, Lenin did recognize that under a peculiar set of cir-
cumstances there might still be a national war in Europe—as op-
posed to an imperialist war—fought by “a number of viable na-
tlonal states’ against an imperialist power which had subjugated
thom, But for Lenin this was not only “‘improbable” but ‘‘would
hurl Europe back several decades” because such a war would still
find the bourgeoisie in the forefront or at least delay the question
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of the overthrow of the bourgeoisie by the proletariat.®”

In WW2 several states were subjugated by Germany but the
situation was not like the one Lenin deemed possible but im-
probable. The occupation of Europe occurred during a war in which
the nature and objectives of the bourgeoisies of the occupied states
remained, and could only remain, imperialist.* Although the
overall character of the war had changed with the German attack
on the Soviet Union, for the imperialist bourgeoisie the war re-
mained an extension of their imperialist politics. In the occupied
countries only the working class could lead the struggle in a
thoroughgoing, revolutionary way. For some sections of the
bourgeoisie, resistance could only be aimed at a restoration of their
lost paradise of exploitation, while other powerful sections of the
ruling classes collaborated with the Nazi occupiers.

Because the revolutionary interests of the working class stood
so sharply in contrast to the self serving actions of the bourgeoisie
(in both its resistance and its collaboration) the proletariat was in
an excellent position to put itself at the head of the resistance
movement of the masses and lead it forward toward socialism. But
to the extent that the communists accepted the bourgeois defini-
tion of the struggle in the imperialist countries as one simply for
national salvation, they surrendered leadership to the bourgeoisie.
For while the working class was in the forefront of the fight
against the occupiers, from a strategic viewpoint it was the
bourgeoisie and not the working class that represented “‘the in-
terests of the nation” in the imperialist countries. By and large in
much of occupied Western Europe it was the errors of the com-
munist parties in viewing the struggle against the occupiers as a
whole separate historic stage which put the bourgeoisie in com-
mand. Such an outcome was far from an inevitable product of the
objective situation and nature of the struggle.

Even in countries where the struggle today is for national libera-
tion, and the proletariat’s strategy correctly includes unity with
the patriotic national bourgeoisie against imperialism and its
feudal and comprador bourgeois lackeys, it is still incorrect to
separate the national from the class struggle and deny the leading
role of the working class. An Albanian historian has summed up
the experience in WW2 of that (in many ways formerly semi-
feudal, semi-colonial) country where, under the correct leadership
of Enver Hoxha, the Communist Party successfully combined the

*According to Lenin “a war between imperialist Great Powers (i.e., powers
that oppress a whole number of nations and enmesh them in dependence on
finance capital, etc.), or in alliance with the Great Powers is an imperialist war.”
(“A Caricature of Marxism," Collected Works, Voi. 23, p. 34)

(
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national struggle against the invader with the domestic class
nguggle, advancing to a successful socialist revolution. The Alba-
nian experience and the experience of national liberation
movements everywhere, he argues, shows that

‘.. .it is impossible to avoid a combination, to this
or that extent, between the war for national libera-
tion and the war for social liberation, between the
war against the external imperialist enemies and the
struggle against the internal reactionary enemies.
The international bourgeoisie uses all its forces and
means to prolong the lifespan of the world capitalist
system. Imperialism is trying every means to
preserve its positions, irrespective of the new forms
of domination it applies, at the same time, sparing
nothing to defend the exploiting capitalist system of
each separate country. On the other hand, the lan-
downers and the reactionary bourgeoisie of this or
t‘,ha.t country, mortally afraid of the revolution, are
trying every means to find a base of support in one
big imperialist power or the other, paying the
highest price for this support, with part or the whole
of their national independence and sovereignty. For
this reason it is difficult to have a liberation war or
revqlution which is spearheaded just against the
foreign enemy or just against the internal enemy,
taken separately. The struggle will inevitably be
waged against both one and the other enemy
simultaneously, that is, it will be a combined one.3?

’I“.he line that the resistance movements in the advanced
capitalist countries were fundamentally struggles for national in-
dependence created much of the basis for the line that cooperation
botween the working class and the bourgeoisie was necessary and
desirable in the post-war period. This was preached most boldly by
I'}_url Browder* in the U.S. but had considerable influence in most
of the communist parties, especially in Western Europe. Instead of
seeking to take advantage of the widespread turmoil and desire for
change and on this basis move forward to revolution, many par-

*The notorious revisionist betrayal of Earl Browder needs litt ing:
tha dissolying of the Communist Party, the preaching of a new erz ?fC;:;cté?Si
collaboration between imperialism and the Soviet Union and between the pro-
lotariat and the bourgeoisie in the imperialist countries, the utter abandonment
of lh(? goal of socialist revolution, and so forth. More thoroughly summing up
tho history of the CPUSA including the Browder period remains an important
tusk for revolutionary communists in the U.S.
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ties, blinded by their characterization of the struggle as one for na-
tional salvation, called instead for national reconstruction and
class collaboration. They entered bourgeois governments—not to
make certain tactical moves to sabotage these from within as a
secondary aspect of their policy, which must first and foremost de-
pend on mobilizing the masses in revolutionary struggle—but to
assist in restoring stability.

This line also found a basis in the position of the Soviet Union
discussed previously. The necessity for the Soviet Union to com-
promise with the imperialists reinforced both rightist tendencies
and the treachery of outright revisionism in the CPSU and in other

parties, acting as a further justification for essentially sellout

policies. It was argued that the proletariat in the capitalist coun-
tries had to forego the possibility of making revolution and instead
consolidate the national victory (i.e.,, consolidate the newly regain-
ed rule of their ““own’’ bourgeoisie) in the interest of protecting the
Soviet Union from a new imperialist attack. This line made an ab-
solute rule of the internationalist duty to defend socialist coun-
tries, even where this vital task was in short-term contradiction
with the even more fundamental task of making revolution.
Defense of socialist countries is an extremely important part of

proletarian internationalism, but such internationalism can never -
be limited to this. As Stalin himself stressed immediately after .

Lenin’s death:

“Lenin never regarded the Republic of Soviets as an
end in itelf. He always looked on it as an essential
link for strengthening the revolutionary movement
in the countries of the West and the East, an essen-
tial link for facilitating the victory of the working
people of the whole world over capitalism. Lenin
knew that this was the only right conception, both
from the international standpoint and from the
standpoint of preserving the Republic of Soviets
itself.’’32a

Denial of this truth contributed to the rise of revisionism. To deny
the centrality of the class struggle and to pin all hopes on the
socialist states is ultimately to retreat into Khrushchev’'s
traitorous line of ‘‘peaceful competition” between rival systems
leading directly to the line of ‘“‘peaceful transition” to proletarian
rule.

FRANCE: PRODUCTIVITY AND PATRIOTISM

The French Communist Party (PCF) was the only European CP
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Lo enter the war in a state of legality. In the prewar popular front
the PCF had come to the brink of participating in a bourgeois
government and its developing orientation toward legal and
parliamentary methods of struggle greatly influenced its behavior.

During the resistance the PCF entered a united front with the
bourgeois forces represented by De Gaulle. As the first article in
this series noted, before the invasion of the Soviet Union the
French communists erred by taking into consideration only the
overall imperialist character of the war at its outbreak but not the
particular development of German occupation and the consolida-
tion of a pro-German state power in France (direct German rule in
the North and the nazi-controlled Vichy regime in the South). At
this point the French party’s propaganda correctly labelled
Gaullism ‘““a fundamentally reactionary and anti-democratic’’
movement but stressed also that its aim was to rob France “of all
her freedom in the event of an English victory,” a stand which, in
the context of the party’s overall work, let the German occupiers
completely off the hook.®

After the invasion of the Soviet Union, however, the party did a
complete flip, not only uniting with but tailing behind De Gaulle.
In early 1943 the PCF newspaper, L’ Humanite, stated: “We are
roflecting the feelings of Frenchmen in proclaiming our confidence
in General De Gaulle, who was the first to raise the standard of the
resistance.”** This one-sided view ignored the crucial struggle
which the working class was waging against the Gaullists and the
bourgeoisie for leadership of the resistance. In fact, the PCF went
out of its way to build up De Gaulle’s influence. His French Com-
mittee for National Liberation (CFLN) was embraced uncritically
by the party despite the fact that, as a later PCF history of the
resistance noted, it consisted mainly of ‘‘the men sent by the
bourgeoisie to obtain their credentials as ‘resistance fighters’ and
Lo ensure the safeguarding of their interests. '3

The Communist®Party was the only organized political party ac-
tive in the French resistance, and, while attempting to unite with
De Gaulle, it was also very active in developing its own indepen-
dent forces. De Gaulle did not want the party represented on the
CFLN it it were to be the only political party and thus earn for
itself the title “party of the resistance.”” He proposed that other
prewar political groups, most of which had disintegrated in 1940
und all of which were thoroughly bourgeois, be reconstituted and
granted representation on the CFLN on the same basis as the PCF.

This raised an uproar in the resistance. As one non-communist
resistance paper put it, ‘It seems right and proper that the Com-
munists should be represented on the liberation committee
because they are actively engaged in the common struggle, but it
would be hard to accept the presence of representatives of the old
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movements.””*® De Gaulle’s ploy provided a real opportunity to ex-
pose the Gaullists and the bourgeoisie as the real saboteurs of uni-
ty and to raise the question of the final goal of the struggle. But
the party failed to take advantage of the situation and instead sup-
ported the proposal, later explaining that ‘‘political life in France
is traditionally expressed in broad currents which are one of the
characteristic features of French bourgeois democracy’ and these
currents must be represented by organized parties.*” What is ig-
nored here is that one of the ‘‘characteristic features’ of a develop-
ing revolutionary situation is the breakdown and collapse of those
parties of the bourgeoisie which formerly held the allegiance of the

masses. By refusing to look at the struggle in terms which went

beyond the restoration of bourgeois democracy, the PCF was
preparing the way for a return to power by the French bourgeoisie.

Yet despite these errors the PCF played a leading role in the
resistance. As allied troops approached Paris in August 1944 the
party organized a mass insurrection all over France which con-
tributed greatly to the defeat of the occupiers. Indeed, to a very
great extent, France was liberated by the French people
themselves.?® In Paris the communists stubbornly struggled with
the Gaullists who wished to wait passively for the U.S. tanks.
Starting with few weapons the Parisian masses fought in the tradi-

tion of the glorious Commune of 1871 and by the time the allies ar- °

rived they had captured thousands of German guns. The
southwest was also a hotbed of insurrection and communist sup-
port. Here the masses overthrew the Vichy authorities themselves
and established committees of the resistance as revolutionary
organs of government. Everywhere it was the working class which
bore the brunt of the battle. In Paris, barricades appeared on most
every block in the working class districts, but there were none on
the fashionable Champs-Elysees. The French bourgeoisie were
cowering in their homes and, as one writer put it, ‘‘they prayed for
De Gaulle to come to the rescue of that Law and Order which the
Germans were so hastily abandoning.’’3®

Their prayers were not in vain. As soon as De Gaulle entered the
capital he headed straight for the old Ministry of War, for, as he
put it, “‘I wished to establish that the state, after ordeals which
had been unable either to destroy or enslave it, was returning, first
of all, quite simply, to where it belonged.”’*° Snubbing the leaders
of the resistance, communist and non-communist alike, he then
proceeded to Notre Dame Cathedral to celebrate a mass presided
over by notoriously pro-Vichy clergy. De Gaulle, backed by the
U.S., hoped to reestablish the old regime, but key to this was disar-
ming the resistance fighters, who were organized into the gardes
patriotiques (patriotic militia, a name which itself reflected
weaknesses in the Party’s line) which represented the armed power
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of the masses.

At first De Gaulle moved with caution. He joined the U.S. com-
mand in drastically cutting supplies to fighters still in German-
held territory. Since the resistance had called on its members,
where possible, to join the national army, he got Eisenhower to
outfit 137,000 former Resistants as part of this arrangement.
'These men were given outmoded equipment, assigned menial tasks
and shipped to isolated regions which many dubbed ‘‘concentra-
tion camps.” Eisenhower also transferred one French division to
De Gaulle for the expressed purpose of maintaining internal
order.*

By October 1944 disarmament of the gardes patriotiques was
the central question of French political life. On October 27, 1944
PCF leader Jacques Duclos declared that ‘“The patriot militias
must remain the watchful guardians of the republican order while
at the same time taking active charge of the military education of
the popular masses.”’*? The next day De Gaulle replied by dissolv-
ing the militias. The two communist ministers in the provisional
government protested, but did not withdraw from the cabinet. The
party secretly ordered the militia units to maintain their organiza-
tion and not surrender their arms but secretly store them instead.
This was good so far as it went, but the party leaders failed to
mobilize the masses to take on this very serious attack openly, in a
mass, offensive way. Indeed, the whole question of the dual power
which existed in France after the Paris insurrection and the rising
in the Vichy areas was treated by the PCF in a way strikingly
similar to how the Mensheviks treated the relationship between
the Soviets and the Provisional Government in Russia after the
[F'ebruary 1917 revolution. There is ample evidence that the French
masses themselves were beginning to deal with the resistance com-
mittees as organs of popular government. But the PCF leaders
were more concerned with maintaining good relations with De
(iaulle and obtaining posts in the cabinet he would form. For them
the resistance organizations were, at most, pressure groups which
could influence and support the ‘‘real” government of the
bourgeoisie.

On November 6 De Gaulle announced a pardon of Maurice
Thorez, the General Secretary of the PCF who had been convicted
of treason early in the war. Through this pardon Thorez was enabl-
od to return home from Moscow. This seemed like a concession
animed, perhaps, at confusing people in the wake of the attack on
the militia. But Thorez, who later, in 1956, would lead the PCF
completely into the revisionist swamp, shocked everyone when im-
mediately upon his return he joined De Gaulle in urging the com-
plete dismantling of the militias and of the resistance committees
us well! His slogan was ‘‘one state, one police force, one army.”
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“These armed groups,”’ he declared several months later to the
PCF’s Central Committee, ‘‘had their raison d’etre before and dur-
ing the insurrection against the Hitlerite occupation and its Vichy
accomplices. But the situation is now different. Public security is
to be guaranteed by regular police forces constituted for this pur-
pose.”’#?

““Public security’’ was, of course, hardly at issue. While it was
probably likely that an attempt at insurrection could not yet have
succeeded in 1944, before the final defeat of Germany (although
even this is somewhat problematic), this was surely no reason to
abandon a revolutionary armed force which might have been
capable of challenging the bourgeoisie in more favorable cir-

cumstances later. Disarmed by their all too narrow definition of -

the resistance struggle in the first place, the PCF leaders now
proved unwilling to risk a struggle for power in the reformist hope
that the illusion of power in the form of positions in government
might yield more profitable and immediate results. This was a ma-
jor step onto the timeworn path of class collaboration paved by the
social-democrats during WW1.

And the worst was yet to come. With Thorez’ return the party
adopted as its central task the notorious ‘‘battle for production,”
in which the French working class was supposed to express its
deep-felt patriotism. At the 10th Congress of the PCF in June
1945, the ‘“‘production congress,” Thorez took a cue from his
social-democratic predecessors, arguing that French workers
should not make excessive demands or strike since it was in the in-
terest of the bourgeoisie to disrupt a government which had within
it socialist ministers. ‘‘Where does the mortal danger for our coun-
try lie?”’ he asked. ‘‘It is in the field of production. . . If the trusts
and their agents oppose the effort for reconstruction and produc-
tion this means that it is in the interest of the people, of the work-
ing class, to work and produce, in spite of and against the trusts.”

It was, in fact, as if Thorez felt he was still in Moscow, emphasiz-
ing postwar reconstruction and the restoration of socialist in-
dustry (and, it should be added, doing so in a seriously erroneous
way, stressing that success in revolution is measured by and
depends upon success in production). Thorez, trade union leader
Benoit Frachon, Jacques Duclos* and other PCF leaders travelled

It may surprise some to find Jacques Duclos named as a major champion of
the revisionist line since he authored the famous open letter to the CPUSA, ex-
posing Earl Browder's revisionism. This letter greatly strengthened those in the
U.S. party who were increasingly opposed to Browder and spurred his overthrow
and the party’s reconstitution. The Duclos letter was circulated widely as a ma-
jor document of the struggle. Yet the letter did not contain a very thorough criti-
que of Browderism. It focused overwhelmingly on Browder’s dissolution of the
CP but accepted others of his revisionist theses. Ducios applauded, for in-
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tirelessly around the country, suppressing efforts by the workers
Lo stand up for their economic and political interests against the
capitalists. As Thorez put it, the production battle was at the
heart of the continuing struggle for national survival and in-
dependence: ‘“The task is to rebuild the greatness of France, to
secure in more than words the material conditions of French in-
dependence.”’*

There was opposition to this revisionist line, however. Two of
the most active communists in the resistance, Andre Marty and
Charles Tillon, protested vigorously within the party (although the
Marty-Tillon line also deviated somewhat from a thoroughly pro-
letarian stand). They were later expelled. Among the masses, too,
there was opposition. The coal miners of Waziers in the North
launched an impressive wave of strikes, Thorez had to personally
rebuke rank and file communists for leading these. After all, he
confessed, “We are for the revolution, tomorrow. While waiting,
today, we wish the capitalist system to function according to its
own laws. . .7

Perhaps the most disgusting aspect of the PCF’s capitulation to
the bourgeoisie under the cover of ‘‘national reconstruction’ was
its support for the suppression of revolts in the French colonies. In
1942, Soviet Foreign Minister Molotov met with De Gaulle. Hop-
ing to unite with this French nationalist against the Anglo-U.S.
bloc, Molotov agreed to publicly concede that the people of the
French colonies should accept De Gaulle’s leadership (instead of
the Vichy regime). Mechanically adopting this concession as their
own, the PCF leaders ceased to raise the demand for unconditional
independence for the colonies but instead redefined the party’s
policy as designed ‘‘to create the conditions for a union in freedom,
trust and brotherhood between the colonial peoples and the people
of France.”

Nominally, the PCF continued to support the principle of self-
determination but stressed that ‘‘the right to divorce does not
mean the obligation to divorce.”’*® Such a statement is, of course,
appropriate where the national question is a ‘‘particular and inter-
nal state question,” as was the case in Czarist Russia (and is the
case with the Black nation in the U.S. today). But with regard to
the colonial question, this is nothing but a straight-up cover for im-
perialism.

Thus, when French imperialism viciously suppressed the May
1945 rebellion in Algeria in which 40,000 Algerians were killed,

stance, the CPUSA’s endorsement of Roosevelt in the 1944 election. After
Thorez, Duclos was the prime formulator and implementer of the PCF’s revi-
sionist line. And he remained a faithful servant of the bourgeoisie to the end, as
when he represented the revisionist party in the bogus elections which followed
the PCF sabotage of the May-June 1968 uprising and general strike.




88 OUTCOME

Thorez replied (a month later) with the following lily-livered *‘pro-
test’”:

“In Algeria, after the painful events of last month,
the most urgent task is to improve the food supply,
lift the state of siege, dismiss the officials appointed
by Vichy and punish the traitors who have provoked
hunger strikes after feeding the enemy for two
years...A democratic France must help in the
development of the Algerian nation which is in the
process of being formed."*’

Imagine, suddenly the Algerian nation no longer even exists but is
only ‘“‘being formed’’! In the same speech Thorez bemoaned in-
creased repression in French-held Syria and Lebanon, whose
peoples had also demanded independence. Referring to this he
declared that ‘““we regret all the more the blow struck at our tradi-
tional prestige and the interests of our country in the Near East.”
Apparently for Thorez a truly ‘‘prestigious’’ imperialism need not
resort to violence.

And then there was Vietnam. Here the French army
reestablished—without the slightest protest by the PCF—the col-

onial regime in opposition to the independent republic proclaimed -

under the communist leadership of Ho Chi Minh. On November 23,
1946 the French fleet shelled Haiphong harbor, killing 6000 people
and beginning French imperialism’s long, losing fight against the
heroic Vietnamese people. This war was waged for six months by a
French government which included five communist ministers, one
of whom, Thorez, was the Communist Party’'s leader. From
January 1947 until the removal of the PCF from the government
with the institution of the Marshall Plan, the Minister of Defense
was a communist. In March 1947 the National Assembly voted
military credits for this bloody colonialist war. The communist
deputies just abstained, but the PCF ministers voted in favor in
order to maintain ‘‘government solidarity.” According to Duclos,
one rationale for this despicable act of social-chauvinism was that
the four-power conference of foreign ministers (of Britain, the U.S.,
the USSR and France) was set to begin in Moscow. A split in the
French government might make things more difficult for the
Soviet Union. And, after all, Duclos noted, ‘‘our foreign minister
will be defending the cause of France’'!*

Thorez and the PCF’s efforts on behalf of the ‘‘national cause”
were much appreciated by De Gaulle:

**As for Thorez, even in his efforts to advance the
Communist cause, he will serve the national interest
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on a number of occasions. His constant call is for the
maximum of work and production at any price. I
shall not try to understand him. I am satisfied if
France is served.*®

But others of his class were not so far-sighted, accomodating and
appreciative. In the spring of 1947, the bourgeoisie throughout
Western Europe moved to dismiss the communist ministers. In
I'rance the excuse was a major strike at the Renault plants, ap-
parently instigated by Trotskyites and supported by the social-
democratic and Christian unions. Prime Minister Ramadier accus-
od the PCF of starting the walkout (falsely, of course) and on May
» removed the PCF from the cabinet. Among the workers there
was some sentiment for a general strike in protest. But Duclos put
u quick end to this. “Only fools talk about a general strike now,”
he declared.®® Instead, the PCF set out to prove to the mistaken
Ramadier that it was, indeed, a true and responsible “party of
government.” Referring to the dismissal of Thorez, the aging
founder of the PCF, Marcel Cachin, asked what unfortunately
seems a very appropriate question: ‘‘What madness made them
get rid of such a statesman?’’s?

ITALY: THE MYTH OF “PROGRESSIVE DEMOCRACY”

Unlike in France, the Communist Party of Italy (PCI) had ex-
isted in conditions of illegality for more than a generation, but the
party was no less infected by the legalist virus. Despite some
superficially more revolutionary practice, the Italian party made
substantially the same errors as their French comrades with the
sume results.

Before the fall of Mussolini in 1943, resistance in Italy was con-
contrated among the communist-led workers of the north. In the
spring of 1943 over 100,000 workers struck in Turin, Milan, Genoa
und clsewhere. Combined with news of Stalingrad and the allied
lnnding in Sicily, these strikes showed the Italian ruling class that
Mussolini’'s time was up. Il Duce was unceremoniously dumped
und a new government, headed by the reactionary Badoglio and
supposedly pledged to fighting the Nazis, was installed. Its initial
tusk was not to join the fight against Germany but to suppress the
revolutionary movement. Badoglio ordered that:

**Any movement must be ruthlessly crushed at the
start. . .Troops will act in combat formation and
open fire at a distance, using mortars and artillery,
without warning, as if in the face of the enemy. No
shots are to be fired in the air for any reason, but at



90 OUTCOME
the body, as in combat.’’s?

While Badoglio prepared for civil war against the Italian people,
the Germans invaded the country from the north. The new govern-
ment took no defensive measures, but instead fled south to the pro-
tection of the advancing allies.

Italy was now split into two zones. From November 1943 the
mass movement and armed action grew rapidly in the territory of
the north occupied by Germany, Italy’s industrial heartland. Com-
mittees of National Liberation (CLN) were formed everywhere in-
cluding PCI members, socialists, liberals, Christian Democrats

and the radical Action Party. The communists, by far the largest -

and most influential force in these bodies, led the movement. In
March 1944 a general strike involving over a million workers broke
out over virtually all the territory occupied by the Germans. This
was the largest outburst of its kind in any occupied country during
the entire war, larger even than the great Slovak uprising of 1943
when communists led the masses in Czechoslovakia in a rebellion
against the German occupiers that lasted several weeks. In Turin,
center of the auto industry, the strike lasted a week. The partisan
movement also grew rapidly. By summer 1944 there were already
100,000 men in combat units. Throughout northern Italy there
was a duality of power: Mussolini’s puppet ‘‘Salo Republic” back-
ed by German guns on one side, the CLN on the other. ‘

In the southern zone the allied armies clamped a tight lid on such
mass mobilization. Eisenhower put it firmly: “No political activity
whatsoever shall be countenanced during the period of military
government.”’** Backed by the British and the U.S., Badoglio
reestablished old fascist institutions, explaining with typical
bourgeois logic that it was only possible to have an anti-fascist ad-
ministration ‘‘while using the old framework of machinery of local
government.”’** As the Allied Control Commission, the liason with
the new government, noted, ‘‘The appointment of an efficient man
nearly always means the appointment of a Fascist.”’*

At this point the PCI opposed these maneuvers, as did other
anti-fascist groups. In January 1944, a joint Congress of anti-
fascist organizations including the PCI met at Bari. The Action
Party proposed that the Congress demand immediate abdication
of the King (who served as figurehead for Badoglio as he had for
Mussolini) and constitute itself a representative assembly with
legislative power. The liberals, led by the philosopher Benedetto
Croce, maneuvered skillfully to oppose this, and the Congress
wavered.

On February 22, Churchill made a speech mocking the anti-
Badoglio stand of the Bari delegates. In response, the workers of
Naples, which had been liberated by an insurrection the day before
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Allied troops arrived, called a strike. This was changed to a mass
meeting when the U.S. military authorities threatened to suppress
the strike by force. On March 14, agitation against the Badoglio
government and for the Bari Congress was at its peak. It was at
this point that Badoglio announced recognition of his government
by the Soviet Union, a step which even the U.S. and Britain had
yet to take. Clearly, with the second front still not opened in
I'rance, this was a serious concession the Soviet Union felt con-
strained to make in order to maintain Allied unity.

But it was not necessary for the Italian communists to
mechanically and blindly make similar concessions. Yet this is
precisely what they did. On March 27, PCI leader Palmiro Togli-
atti, the “father of eurocommunism” who in 1956 led the PCI to
fully embrace revisionism, returned to Italy from Moscow. Years
luter he confessed that in his view the party had taken “‘a danger-
ous path, which could lead nowhere.” Instead of the Bari plan he
proposed ‘‘the postponement of the problem of institutions until it
was possible to call the constituent assembly, and the unity, as a
priority, of all political tendencies to take part in the war against
(iermany, in other words, the immediate setting-up of a govern-
ment of national unity.’’¢

This abrupt and drastic change in line was the famed svolta di
Salerno (*Salerno switch’’). Once, under pressure from Croce and
Roosevelt, the king indicated his intention to abdicate, the
"switch” made it possible to form a unified government with
Togliatti himself as Minister of Justice. Although Togliatti’s over-
wager acceptance of Badoglio and his rejection of the Bari Con-
gross surely had a demoralizing effect on the masses, the ““Salerno
switch' was not necessarily incorrect in principle. It was probably
too dangerous to push for a decisive confrontation with Badoglio
and his U.S. backers before the most industrialized sections of the
country were even liberated. And the PCI did have to take into ac-
count the Soviet Union’s need to maintain the alliance; Germany,
aftor all, still controlled much of Europe. But insofar as it was
justified, the ““Salerno switch’’ still had to be understood solely as
it Luctical maneuver and not as a fundamental reorientation of line.
Postponing the “problem of institutions’ should have meant
wuiting to see whether and how conditions would ripen for an ac-
tual insurrection, while continuing the struggle among the masses
and within the new government on a revolutionary basis. But for
"T'ogliatti it meant something very different.

Bofore Togliatti’s return an important line struggle had de-
vuloped in the leadership of the PCI. After the fall of the fascist
regime of Mussolini the party center divided itself organization-
ully into two headquarters. The northern headquarters, located in
Milan, was responsible for leading the underground struggle
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against the occupation. A southern center, operating out of Rome,
directed the primarily legal struggle in the liberated areas. The
Rome headquarters, while taking what seemed a ‘“‘left” position in
opposition to the Badoglio government, actually championed a
rightist line of relying mainly on a coalition of political parties
rather than on the masses mobilized under proletarian leadership
to build the movement. The relative weakness of the PCI in the
south and the hostile attitude to mass mobilization of the Allied
command created a strong basis for the PCI to fall prey to the
disease of parliamentarism. As one leader of the southern center
later admitted, “'In the democratic coalition which is fighting
against fascism one cannot see, on the part of these comrades, the
internal dynamics of classes and of their changing
relationships.””®” In other words, the communists could not grasp
the different class interests motivating the various parties and
groupings fighting the fascists.

The Milan headquarters, while striving to unite all forces oppos-
ed to fascism, emphasized, by contrast, the broadest mobilization
of the masses and, as key to this, the centrality of the Party’s
political leadership. In the north the PCI fought to make the CLN
a real organ of popular power and not just a political coalition.
They backed this by mobilizing youth groups, women’s organiza-
tions, peasant committees, etc. They declared the party ‘‘rejects
any interpretation [of its line] that tends to underestimate the
guiding and propelling function that belongs to the Party and the
working class in the national front, as well as in any united
front.’’s®

On his return Togliatti clearly united with the line -of the
southerners. This was in fact the revisionist essence of the ‘‘Saler-
no switch.” Although he rejected the Rome group’s “‘left”’ opposi-
tion to Badoglio, he accepted their fundamental orientation that
the struggle was a parliamentary one between and among parties
rather than a struggle of classes. On this basis the PCI made con-
cession after concession to maintain its presence and influence in
the government. It openly admitted this government’s failure to
achieve the most minimal anti-fascist reforms and deplored the
fact that ‘‘the government had not fulfilled the Italian people’s
hopes of renewal.”’*®* But it remained loyal to the government none-
theless. “‘If they had allowed themselves to be removed from the
government,” Togliatti argued, ‘‘the CLN parties, and particularly
the most advanced, would have compromised the rare conquests
they had made.”® One can only ask, however, what conquests
these were and why they were so precious as to justify compromis-
ing instead the rare but priceless prospect of revolution?

In the north, acceptance of the ‘“‘Salerno switch”” also meant a
turn toward class collaboration. On December 7, 1944, the CLN
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leadership signed an agreement with the allied command accor-
ding to which the partisans undertook to obey British and U.S. in-
structions on the conduct of the war, to appoint as military leader
of the partisan army an Allied “‘secret officer’” and to follow his
lead. A PCI history of the resistance offers an illuminating “‘ex-
planation’ of this agreement:

“It seems as if the liberation movement was forced,
with this agreement, to make heavy concessions; in
reality the Allies simply obtained confirmation that
the partisan movement ‘would not make a revolu-
tion,” which, obviously, was worrying them. In reali-
ty, this was not a success for the Allies, but for the
Italians. The CLN saw itself officially recognized as
not only the de facto but also the de jure [legall
government in northern Italy.”®'

What a wondrous turn of events! By promising to ‘‘not make a
revolution” the revolutionaries become the legal government! Can
the parliamentary cretinism of modern revisionism be more
straightforward than this?

In April 1945, after stalling all winter and leaving the partisans
to fight alone, the Allies launched an offensive to free the northern
rone. But the partisan army, now over 300,000 strong, and the
working class of northern Italy took the lead, liberating nearly all
major cities well before the Anglo-U.S. troops arrived. Indeed, ac-
cording to one former resistance leader, ‘‘For ten days, until the ar-
rival of the Allied troops and authorities, the national liberation
committees directed the whole political, social and economic life of
northern Italy.’ 62

But as soon as the advancing Allied forces arrived a veritable
counter-revolution took place. Institutions established by the CLN
were nullified. Former fascists were returned to office and ad-
ministrators appointed by the CLN removed. Those possessions
nnd property which had been confiscated from pro-fascist lan-
downers and capitalists were returned.

"I'he partisan forces were in an excellent position to resist these
measures. They had captured large quantities of German arms and
snjoyed broad support among the masses. On the Austrian border
nlood the Red Army, to the east the Yugoslavs. But the partisans
pencefully permitted the Allies to disarm them. Indeed, the PCI
wan the first to encourage this. As Togliatti later reminded party
nelivists, “We are all united by our agreement to have no recourse
ta violence in the struggle between the parties. This agreement
ealls for the disarming of all, and we were the first to carry it out
by taking measures towards this end with the partisan units.”*®
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Togliatti offers a pacifist’s dream: the disarming of all—except, of
course, the bourgeoisie. With this cowardly act the immediate pro-
spect of proletarian revolution in Italy was ended.

Following disarmament of the partisans, events in Italy proceed-
ed much as in France. The masses were still gripped by enthusiasm
for a new society and the bourgeoisie struggled to regain control.
The PCI, however, fought only to retain its government positions
until, predictably, it lost these in 1947. In Italy, unlike in France,
however, the party took on a more radical posture in order to more
effectively use the mass movement as a pressure group. Rather
than resorting to simple exhortations to work hard and produce for
the glory of the motherland, as Thorez did, Togliatti put forward a
somewhat sophisticated revisionist theory: the line that the goal of
the movement was to fight for the establishment of ‘“‘progressive
democracy.”’ Since this theory is a major source of today’s
“eurocommunist’’ variant of modern revisionism it is worth ex-
amining in some detail.

Were the slogan of “‘progressive democracy’” put forward simply
to express the concrete programmatic content of the united front
against Germany and its Italian lackeys, with the PCI making
clear that, in its view, this could only be transitional to a pro-
letarian revolution and socialism, there would be little to quibble
over. “‘Progressive democracy”’ would be akin to the ‘“people’s
democracy” which served as a form of approach to socialism in
Eastern Europe coming out of the particular situation of the war-
time alliance. But for Togliatti, ‘‘progressive democracy” was the
goal of a whole separate stage of the revolutionary struggle. The
establishment of ‘‘progressive democracy’’—really just a réjuvena-
tion of the old bourgeois democracy—was put forward as an aim in
itself and in contradiction to the fight for socialism.

According to Togliatti:

A progressive democracy is one that looks toward
the future, not towards the past. A progressive
democracy is one that gives no respite to fascism,
but destroys any possibility of its comeback. A pro-
gressive democracy in Italy would destroy all feudal
remnants and would solve the agrarian problem by
giving land to the tiller. By preventing the
plutocratic groups from concentrating the nation’s
resources in their hands, new democracy would pre-
vent them from taking control of the government,
from stepping over people’s rights, and from draw-
ing us into tragic, gangster-like adventures.®

Of course it is laughable and quite a damning self-exposure that
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one of Togliatti’'s main beefs against the ‘‘plutocrats’” (not the
hourgeoisie or even the monopolists) is their ability to ‘‘draw us in-
to. .. adventures.” But beyond this, two major points must be
made. First, Togliatti speaks as if Italy were like China, a semi-
colonial, semi-feudal country with the goal of ending imperialist
domination, destroying ‘feudal remnants,” completing the
hourgeois revolution and establishing a new democratic state.
Such remnants did exist (as they do in virtually all countries in to-
day’s world), but Italy was and still is an imperialist country. Its
bourgeois revolution was completed with its unification under the
revolutionary-democratic leadership of men like Garibaldi in the
19th century. In Italy a new revolution can only be a socialist one
since the target is the bourgeoisie, now a thoroughly reactionary
class—and this has been true since long before WW2, and indeed
even before WW1.

Second, it should be stressed that nowhere in Togliatti's defini-
tion can one find mention of proletarian leadership, which is
necessary even where a new-democratic revolution is the correct
strategy. For Togliatti the proletariat is simply the new represen-
tative of the ‘‘nation,” whose task is to pick up the tattered flag of
nationalism from the mud in which the fascists (representing only
a fgw “plutocrats’ and some pesty ‘‘feudal remnants’’) have drag-
ged it:

In the present historical period the most reactionary
capitalist classes have betrayed the interests of the
nation. Therefore, the working class tends to put
itself at the head of all the popular forces in defense
of the interest and freedom of the nation.®®

Darn, complains Togliatti. In this imperialist stage the
capitalists just aren’t the fighting patriots they used to be, so we'll
just have to do the job for them. And, of course, this means we’ll
have to give up on some of what we should be doing, since we’ll be
so busy doing what they should be doing.

This is really the logic of the argument. And as a direct product
of this crude nationalism, ‘‘progressive democracy’ adopted a
thoroughly constitutional approach to making change. Because
only the working class is ‘‘capable of defending the general in-
terests of the country. .. In this situation the necessity of enter-
ing into the government was also imposed on us. . . ’®® Of course,
entering the government means being responsible. And so Togliat-
ti put forward that in a progressive democratic government a ma-
Jjor task is, believe it or not, to ‘‘make the rich pay their taxes!"'®’
And if the rich pay taxes, well, then the workers owe it to them to
produce: ‘‘The demand for a national economic plan seems utopian
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to me,” said Togliatti. ‘“We demand controls over production and
exchange on the model of those existing in England and the United
States. The first thing that must be done is to make appeals to
workers for increased production.’’¢®

Togliatti’s “‘progressive democraey” was thus really not so dif-
ferent from Thorez’ more blatant economism. Both were revi-
sionist and traitorous to the cause of the working class.

COULD THEY HAVE SEIZED POWER?

In rationalizing their line the French and Italian parties have of-
fered several rationalizations for why it would have been impossi-

ble to advance further than they did and especially impossible to

make proletarian revolution. A favorite excuse is that the petty
bourgeoisie was interested mainly in the patriotic struggle and to
press harder for the independent interests of the working class, for
socialism, would have alienated them. This ignores, however, that
it was the communists themselves who limited the struggle to the
bounds of a fight for national liberation. Insofar as people (in-
cluding also many workers) were unprepared to go further, this
was not mainly a product of objective conditions. And historical
experience has shown that it is not a strong stand against the
bourgeoisie but vacillation and conciliation toward it which pre-
vent the working class from winning over allies. As the Pro-
gramme of the RCP states: ‘“The more resolutely the proletariat
fights for its revolutionary interests as a class, the broader the sec-
tions of the petty bourgeoisie it will be able to win over.’’®®

And in fact the evidence is that the petty bourgeoisie was not
alienated by the revolutionary struggle of the proletariat. In both
France and Italy those parties with a petty bourgeois social base
often were to the left of the communists, reflecting the radicaliza-
tion of their supporters.

In Italy the petty bourgeois Action Party raised the slogan

“Finish the CLN Revolution!”’” In France the non-communist
resistance newspaper, Combat, edited by the existentialist Albert
Camus, which had a broad readership among the petty
bourgeoisie, raised on its masthead the slogan ‘‘De la Resistance a
la Revolution!”” (From Resistance to Revolution). Its editors
argued that “It is not enough to reconquer the semblance of
freedom with which the France of 1939 had to be content. Unlike
the old France, the new France must not be under the thumb of the
financial powers. . .”’
On the role of the communists they declared:

““Anti-Communism is the beginning of dictatorship!
While disagreeing with the Communists on many
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points we firmly reject political anti-Communism,
with all its unavowed aims. .. And while we agree
with Communists on their collectivism, their social
programme, their ideal of economic justice, and
their disgust with a moneyed society, we thoroughly
disagree with their ‘political realism.” "’"

T'he kind of “political realism’’ practiced by Thorez was, of course,
cortainly worth disagreeing with. But it should have been the com-
munists themselves who led in its criticism. .

The main argument raised in defense of the line of these parties,
however, is that the presence of U.S. troops rendered any revolu-
tion impossible. During the expulsion of Marty and Tillon in 1952
the PCF justified its actions in these words:

‘.. .In.August 1944 the war was not yet over. A
reversal of alliance was possible, to produce a front
of capitalist powers against the Soviet Union. If
they had been given an excuse, the Americans who
had come to France as fighters at the last minute,
for fear that the Soviet army would advance too far
west, would not have hesitated to make an alliance
with Hitler in Europe and Japan in Asia in order to
range all the forces of international capitalism
against the country of socialism.

“In France itself, in spite of the considerable
growth of its influence, the party would soon have
been isolated if it had taken any other course than
that of continuing the war against Hitler, and the
only result would have been a bloody failure. De
Gaulle would have been given an excuse to use the
British and American armies to crush the working
class, and come to terms with Petain [Vichy govern-
ment] and continue the sinister work of the Gestapo.

“The wise and farsighted policy of the party did
not allow this. Communists are revolutionaries, not
adventurers. .. ”’"?

3ut this really avoids the question. As noted previously, a rever-
nal of alliances was possible, but unlikely. There was not only the
pousnibility of the party’s isolation, but of the isolation of the
Americans, De Gaulle and of the bourgeoisie in Italy as well. As
for the U.S. and British soldiers themselves, what was to guaran-
too their willingness to wage war against former allies and against
Lheir fellow workers? Certainly the strong “‘bring 'em home”
movement in the U.S. immediately after the war expressed the real
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desire of the American people not to become involved in being the
policemen of liberated Europe.

Moreover, the question was not one of taking power specifically
in August 1944 in France or April 1945 in Italy. It is impossible to
say whether the balance of forces would have been favorable for
the launching of an actual insurrection at these or any other
specific moments had the parties followed a revolutionary line
which prepared the masses for such a time. But the real problem
posed by the situation was whether or not to prepare at all for such
a moment! And it is for failing to do this that the PCI and the PCF
must be sharply criticized.

It is useful here to recall, in contrast to the return of Thorez and '

Togliatti to their homelands, Lenin’s return to Russia in April
1917 when he advanced the then shocking thesis that the workers
must prepare to seize power. At that moment the conditions were
not yet ripe for an actual insurrection and there was no way that
Lenin could predict when such conditions would mature. But
overall the situation was clearly a revolutionary one and the Party
was called on to make revolution. Had the Bolsheviks failed to act
on Lenin's proposal, it can be guaranteed that the specific situa-
tion which permitted the actual seizure of power in October 1917
would never have developed. And today we might be debating
with the revisionists about whether it was possible to seize power
in Russia in 1917 or whether the presence of the German army rul-
ed this out.

Thorez, Togliatti and company did have some experience to
point to in support of their line. In Belgium at the end of 1944 a
very large communist-led resistance movement initially refused to
turn in its weapons to the Allies but was forced to back down after
an armed confrontation with British troops in the heart of
Brussels. This experience does not, however, support the revi-
sionist arguments. For in the midst of this struggle the Belgian
party leaders lost control of the rank and file after agreeing to
disarm. The Brussels action was organized after this and from
below. In fact, after the troops fired on the crowd, the workers call-
ed a general strike against the British and their Belgian allies. But
at this point the Communist Party leaders were able to regain con-
trol and the strike failed. The party then agreed to do everything
for the war effort under Anglo-U.S. leadership.”® What if the
Belgian leaders had played a different role?

GREECE: THE FAILURE OF CONCILIATION

The main example often pointed to as illustrating the supposed
tutility of revolution in the face of overwhelming Anglo-U.S. force
is Greece, where the British bloodily suppressed the communist-
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lod resistance. Yet here, too, the failure of the masses to con-
nolidate power can largely be attributed to revisionist errors made
by the Greek Communist Party (KKE).

Between 1941 and 1944 the KKE, which had faced vicious
repression under the prewar fascist government, organized and led
n massive resistance movement, the EAM, which commanded a
considerable partisan army known as ELAS. During the war Bri-
tain supported the exile government of George Papandreou in
Cairo. This group had so little support among the Greek people
that its own army rebelled against it, only to be put down by
British guns. Despite this, EAM correctly sought some unity with
Pupandreou, but this was done on an unprincipled and capitula-
tionist basis.

On September 14, 1944 Hitler ordered Greece evacuated not on-
ly because of the overall military situation but explicitly to ‘‘kindle
and fan strife between Communist and nationalist forces.””* EAM
und the British met on September 26 to sign the Caserta Agree-
ment, aimed at foiling this scheme. At Caserta, however, EAM in-
correctly agreed to put its forces under command of Britain’s -
(icneral Scobie. This was an unnecessary concession since they
had no need for British troops in the first place, the Germans hav-
ing left without a fight, abandoning massive arms dumps which
fell into the hands of ELAS, now 50,000 strong. In Athens people
‘‘sang the songs of ELAS and EAM, sang the
Internationale, ”*yet the KKE leadership forbade the partisans
from taking the capital. Instead, they permitted British troops to
lund here and welcomed them as “liberators’” from an enemy who
had already fled. Papandreou was installed as head of a ‘‘national
unity government.”

K.LLAS partisans still controlled the countryside, however, and in
Athens they had 20,000 armed soldiers. The British moved quickly
ngainst this. They steadily increased the size of their own garrison
and stepped up pressure for disarmament of ELAS. Papandreou
restored to office thousands of collaborators and sought to put a
strait jacket on the mass movement. On December 2 he ordered
the dissolution of ELAS. EAM received permission for a legal pro-
test the next day but government troops, supported by the
British, machine gunned down the demonstrators, killing 24 and
wounding over 100. Some demonstrators had carried signs criticiz-
ing the repression of the new regime, reading simply, ‘“The Ger-
mans are back.”’"®

Armed struggle between the Greek people and British im-
porialism had begun. Churchill cabled Scobie:

.. .do not hesitate to fire at any armed male in
Athens who assails the British authority or the
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Greek authority with which we are working. It
would be well, of course, if your command were rein-
forced by the authority of some Greek govern-
ment. . . Do not, however, hesitate to act as if you
were in a conquered city where a local rebellion is in
progress.’’ (emphasis in original)”’

“The clear objective,” he declared, “is the defeat of EAM.'™

In the face of this forthright challenge, EAM and its communist
leadership did not take a strong stand but continued to conciliate.
Throughout November the EAM newspaper had urged support for
Papandreou. Indeed, ELAS had submitted its own disarmament
plans to the British. Nonetheless, when the fighting began, ELAS
quickly gained the upper hand, isolating the British in small sec-
tions of Athens and its port of Piraeus. According to one British
general it was already ‘‘a first class disaster.”’® Yet on December 8
and again on the 11th ELAS offered to withdraw from these two
cities in exchange for a cease-fire!

On December 24, Churchill himself arrived in Athens and EAM
leaders, including KKE head George Siantos, entered into negotia-
tions with him. But Churchill’s stand was “no peace without vic-
tory,” that is, he demanded the complete capitulation of the
popular forces. Just when the Allies were facing the German
counter-offensive at Ardennes which threatened Belgium, British
reinforcements poured into Greece. Even Papandreou resigned in
protest, but Churchill organized a new government with the reac-
tionary Archbishop Damaskinos at its head. Having failed to
employ its initial advantage to push the British into the sea, still
seeking to negotiate and offer concessions at every key point,
ELAS withdrew from the Athens-Piraeus area during the night of
January 4-5.

At this point ELAS forces still controlled four-fifths of the coun-
try. Nonetheless, on January 11 ELAS agreed to a ceasefire, sur-
rendering most of its territory and gaining little. On Febru-
ary 12, having never really been defeated, EAM-ELAS signed the
Varkiza Agreement, according to the terms of which ELAS for-
mally disbanded and surrendered most of its weaponry in ex-
change for what, of course, turned out to be hollow promises for
the removal of collaborators from the government, legalizing of
EAM and elections within a year. After Varkiza the EAM leaders
continued to follow the same rightist course (although also making
a few “‘left’”’ errors, like refusing to participate in the elections) and
this led to the Greek people being poorly prepared for the civil war
which was thrust upon them in 1946.

P pra—
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Before Varkiza it would definitely have been possible, had EAM
not. followed a capitulationist policy, to defeat Britain while conti-
nuing to give overall support to the final defeat of the Axis. Even
after the Varkiza treachery the Greek people put up a hell of a fight
for three years during the civil war of 1946-49. While the fighting
raged in Athens in 1944, the war against Germany was far from
over and this limited the number of British troops which could be
hrought in. Outside Athens ELAS was in control and experienced
in a protracted popular war. But most important the Greek par-
tisans enjoyed the support of the people of the world. Even
Weslern newspapers raked the British over the coals, believing
that its ambitions in Greece were harmful to the general interests
of the Western imperialists. In London the Churchill government
was nearly defeated on the issue in the House of Commons. Had
I"ILAS proved incapable of immediate victory, nonetheless pro-
tracted war (a strategy developed under China’s conditions by
Mao Tsetung) would no doubt have led to Britain's eventual
defeat.®

And in fact the Greek communists were themselves divided over
these questions, The main party leaders, Siantos and, later, after
his return from prison, Nikos Zachariadis, championed the line of
conciliation to Britain and of skepticism toward people’s war in
the countryside. As early as August 1943 (over a year before
Stalin's pencilled ‘‘agreement’” with Churchill giving Britain a
90% share of Greece) Siantos declared that ‘‘Greece falls into that
rogion of Europe where the British assume total responsibility.”’®'
But many among the partisan kapetanios, including the legendary
Aris Velouchiotis in the KKE leadership, opposed this revi-
mionism.?2 Even before their arrival, Velouchiotis said of the
Iritish that “if they can, they will impose a fascist regime under
nnother name.”’# After Varkiza, Velouchiotis refused to carry out
{he ngreement and withdrew to the mountains to continue the
utruggle. He was killed there under mysterious circumstances.

Many of these more revolutionary forces within EAM, however,
weore weakened by the “support’’ they received from Tito in Yugo-
slavia, whose major interest in Greece was the Macedonian
soparatist movement which Yugoslavia backed as part of their
notorious scheme for a Balkan federation under Tito’s control.®
Titoite agitation and support for Macedonian separatism divided
1AM and weakened the revolutionary forces within it. Tito’s alleg-
wd support of the Greek revolution was exposed for its narrow na-
tionalist aims when Tito sealed the fate of the Greek people by
closing the border to the guerrilla fighters at the close of the civil
war in 1949. At the same time he encouraged those of his ‘‘sup-
porters” among the Greek partisans to pour into neighboring
Albania and wage a fight against the revolutionary government of
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the workers and peasants there which Tito long had tried to
swallow up. As a result the Albanians too were forced to close their
border. *

In fact, the whole experience of tiny Albania stand in sharp con-
trast to both the capitulationism of the KKE and the reactionary
nationalism of the Titoites.?® “While recognizing Britain and the
U.S. as allies in the common struggle against fascism and ap-
preciating the contribution of these two powers to the achievement
of victory, the Communist Party of Albania and the National
Liberation Front did not forget the aims of these powers to ensure
their hegemony in the world when the war was over.’’®® Thus, when
the British attempted to land in Albania they were turned away at
the beach. And the Albanian Party took the firm stand that “We
should do away with the idea that with the departure of the Ger-
mans we have done the whole job. . ’®” They instead used the
crisis the war represented to rid Albania of the Germans and all
the old exploiters, establishing a socialist society under the dic-
tatorship of the proletariat.

THE RESPONSIBILITY OF STALIN

Greece raises the question of Stalin’s responsibility for the revi-
sionist errors made by the communist parties, in particular in the
occupied countries. For the Soviet Union made no protest over the
British intervention in Athens, and the head of the Soviet military
mission resided in the British embassy in the city throughout the
bloody operation. Soviet advisors counseled EAM to sign the
Caserta Agreement and later to lay down their arms. Moreover, it
was no accident that both Thorez and Togliatti returned home
from Moscow to implement their revisionist theses.

As explained before, it was by and large correct for the Soviet
Union to make concessions on the state-to-state level in order to
maintain the alliance with Britain, France and the U.S. This ex-
plains much about Stalin’s painful silence concerning Greece. To
prevent Anglo-U.S. intervention in Eastern Europe he agreed to
ignore what weyt on elsewhere. But it was another thing entirely

*Tito's Yugoslav partisans are often held up as a positive example of how
communists could and should have correctly combined the national and class
struggles during the war. Indeed, there is some positive experience to be sum-
med up from the Yugoslav struggle. However, it is now clear that Tito’s line was
really a variant of militant petty-bourgeois peasant nationalism, since the
socialist system was never really established in that country. Further, once in
power Tito’s line developed into a more and more full-blown revisionist line
which was condemned by genuine communists everywhere. Quite revealing is
that during the war Churchill held a high opinion of Tito and the two got on very
well. Tito hoped to use Britain against the Soviet Union to achieve revisionist
“independence,” while Yugoslavia tried to swallow up other Balkan states.
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to advocate this same policy for parties out of power. And clearly
this too was an international line, pushed to a major extent by
Moscow under Stalin’s leadership.

In this Stalin erred on several counts. He did not clearly
recognize the difference between the tasks of a party in power and
parties out of power, and on this basis he tended to treat other par-
ties as if they were extensions of the Soviet foreign ministry.
Preoccupied with diplomacy, he tended to substitute relations bet-
ween states for those among classes, exaggerating the strength of
the united front between the USSR and the West and downplaying
the importance of the united front of classes within the capitalist
countries and of the centrality of proletarian leadership within
this. Most important he tended to overestimate the strength of the
imperialists and to underestimate that of the masses. These errors
must be criticized and summed up, so as to learn from and avoid
repeating them.

Yet it is equally important not to place such criticism of Stalin
on a par with the critique of Thorez, Togliatti and company. In the
final analysis Stalin stood for revolution, and these traitors did
not. It was these revisionists who seized on the general errors of
the international movement and blew them up into entire oppor-
tunist ““theories,” thus sabotaging the revolution. Stalin, on the
other hand, organized criticism of the right errors made by the
French and Italian parties at the first meeting-of the Cominform in
1947 (although this criticism, presented, incidentally and ironical-
ly, by the Yugoslavs, was not very thorough).

The errors made by these and other parties were not without
their own internal roots. It should be recalled, for instance, that
KKE leader Siantos was willing to deliver Greece into the British
sphere well before Stalin even turned his attention to that country.
To place blame for every error on an ‘“‘all-powerful”” Stalin (while
denying him credit for the many victories won under the leader-
ship of his line) is the method of the Trotskyites, and a backwards
and useless method it is, at least for revolutionaries. Hurling all
criticism at Stalin evades the more difficult and essential task of
really rooting out the sources of this kind of revisionism wherever
it rears its ugly head.

Indeed, it must be remembered that a sharp two-line struggle
between Marxism-Leninism and revisionism was rapidly develop-
ing throughout the international communist movement at this
very time, including and especially in the Soviet party. And one of
the key issues of this struggle was how to view the nature of im-
perialism and its relation to war. In the struggle over the Soviet
post-war “‘peace offensive’ it was Stalin and Molotov who stood
for Leninism, and Khrushchev who advocated conciliation and
social democracy of the Togliatti type.®® And it is not surprising
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that Thorez and Togliatti eagerly jumped on Khrushchev’s anti-
Stalin bandwagon in 1956.

Moreover, there was nothing which said that foreign parties had
to accept incorrect advice from the Soviet Union. The experience of
the Communist Party of China, led by Mao Tsetung, is powerful
testimony to this. Indeed, Stalin later admitted publically that he
had incorrectly advised Mao to concede to Chiang Kai-shek and his
U.S. backers at the end of WW2. And he said he was glad to have
been proven wrong.5®

MAO TSETUNG:
“ALL REACTIONARIES ARE PAPER TIGERS”

As a semi-feudal, semi-colonial country China’s situation was
very different from that of the imperialist countries of Europe.
Where Togliatti’'s ‘‘progressive democracy’’ was a revisionist the-
sis, Mao’s development of new democracy as the correct revolu-
tionary strategy for the colonial world enriched and developed
Marxism-Leninism. (For a summation of Mao's contributions to
Marxist-Leninist theory on revolution in colonial countries see
*‘Mao Tsetung’'s Immortal Contributions,” Part 1, Revolution,
April-May, 1978.) And there are also important lessons to be learn-
ed for communists in all countries from how Mao correctly handled
the question of independence and initiative in the united front.
{For more on the Chinese Party’s correct line before and during the
war see the two previous articles in this series.)

When the Soviet Union was invaded, Mao immediately posed
three tasks:

“l. Persevere in the National United Front
Against Japan, persevere in Kuomintang-
Communist cooperation, drive the Japanese im-
perialists out of China, and by these means assist
the Soviet Union.

2. Resolutely combat all the anti-Soviet and anti-
Communist activities of the reactionaries among the
big bourgeoisie.

“In foreign relations, unite against the common
foe with everybody in Britain, the United States and
other countries who is opposed to the fascist rulers
of'Germany, Italy and Japan.''*

It is important to note the phrasing here of the third task.
Nowhere does Mao limit unity with the allied powers to unity
among governments. Indeed, this word does not even appear. Mao
defines the international united front correctly as a united front of
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people and classes defined by opposition to the main enemy. And,
while giving full support to the Soviet Union, Mao also followed
the principle outlined in his statement quoted at the beginning of
this article: compromise by a socialist country ‘‘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 con-
tinue Lo wage different struggles in accordance with their different
conditions,”™

At Yalta the Soviet Union expressed a willingness to conclude a
friendship treaty with Chiang Kai-shek and acknowledged his
sovercignty over Manchuria, which Japan had occupied since
[9:31.” 'T'his treaty was signed on August 14, 1945. Thus, when the
Soviet. troops entered the area, they were obligated to turn over
caplured arms, prisoners and territory to Chiang and not to Mao.
liven so, after the surrender of Japan, Soviet occupation forces in-
itinlly assisted the communist-led Eighth Route Army. After a
time, however, this policy was reversed as a concession to the U.S.
Throughout most of the war and until the very eve of the final
liberation of China, the Soviet Union recognized the Kuomintang
(KM'T) government and gave it economic and some political and
military support. It was, even during 1946-1949, in this situation
that Stalin advised Mao to yield to Chiang’s leadership.

The policy of the Chinese Communist Party, however, was
neither to blindly follow the Soviet Union’s lead nor to lose sight of
the necessities facing the Soviet leaders and attack them. Instead,
Mao continued to support the Soviet Union but followed a policy
of sclf-reliance in the struggle against Chiang and his U.S. backers.
“On what basis should our policy rest?”” he asked. ‘It should rest
on our own strength, and that means regeneration through one’s
own efforts.”’?

Mao also attempted to unite with Chiang and avoid civil war but
hie did this not to conciliate with but to isolate and expose, the
KMT. At the 7th Congress of the Communist Party of China, on
Lhe eve of the victory against Japan in 1945, Mao proposed the for-
mation of a coalition government. But he stressed that such a
government must be founded upon the abolition of KMT dictator-
ship and must have a new-democratic program.®*

Mao warned that Chiang’s policies were aimed at starting a civil
war to destroy the Communist Party. In this, he warned, Chiang
wis looking to the U.S. to send someone to ‘“‘do the same job in
China as the British General Scobie has been doing in Greece. ’®
The U.S. imperialists also claimed to favor a coalition government
but in private they stressed that Chiang alone ‘‘offers the best
hope™ and that ‘““we do want to maintain this particular govern-
ment.”"”® In response Mao advised vigilance: ‘‘We must be clear-
headed, that is, we must not believe the ‘nice words’ of the im-
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perialists nor be intimidated by their bluster.”?’

While preparing for war Mao was willing to negotiate for peace
since this was the widespread desire of the Chinese people and it
was necessary to expose Chiang as the saboteur of peace and a
democratic coalition government. But Mao’s approach to negotia-
tions differed from that of the revisionists in Western Europe and
Greece who negotiated away the people’s strength: ‘“Sometimes,
not going to negotiations is tit-for-tat; and sometimes, going to
negotiations is also tit-for-tat,”’®® he said.

In negotiating with Chiang, concessions were necessary, but
such concessions, Mao argued, must strengthen the revolution and
not conciliate to reaction:

““We on our side are prepared to make such conces-
sions as are necessary and as do not damage the fun-
damental interests of the people. Without such con-
cessions, we cannot explode the Kuomintang’s civil
war plot, cannot gain the political initiative, cannot
win the sympathy of world public opinion and the
middle-of-the-roaders within the country and cannot
obtain in exchange legal status for our Party and a
state of peace. But there are limits to such conces-
sions; the principle is that they must not damage
the fundamental interests of the people.’™®®

How different a spirit this is from the conciliation and toadying
up to imperialism expressed in the disarming of the French
resistance, the ‘““Salerno switch” and the Caserta and Varkiza
agreements!

Mao’s line was also distinguished by his firm reliance on
Marxism-Leninism, on the method of class analysis and the basic
principles of materialist dialectics. Since China was a semi-colonial
country the struggle there was a struggle for national liberation.
But Mao did not simply speak for the ‘‘nation,” judging his op-
ponents simply according to the extent of their patriotism. Mao
analyzed the class forces at work. He saw that the united front was
a front of classes, which must be led by the proletariat. Even in
making the democratic revolution, Mao stressed, “We Com-
munists do not conceal our political views. Definitely and beyond
all doubt, our future or maximum programme is to carry China for-
ward to socialism and communism.”’"%

In 1963 in its polemic with the Soviet revisionists, the Com-
munist Party of China reaffirmed Mao’s correct stand which, when
applied to the concrete conditions in China, led to the victory of the
revolution:
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"On the basis of the worker-peasant alliance the pro-
letariat and its party must unite all strata that can
he united and organize a broad united front against
imperialism and its lackeys. In order to consolidate
and expand this united front it is necessary that the
prolevarian party should maintain its ideological,
political and organizational independence and insist
on the leadership of the revolution. . .On the na-
tional question the world outlook of the proletarian
party is internationalism, and not nationalism. In
the revolutionary struggle it supports progressive
nationalism and opposes reactionary nationalism. It
must always draw a clear line of demarcation be-
tween itself and bourgeois nationalism, to which it
must never fall captive.’”

Mao's line did not develop without sharp struggle in the party.
Overawed by the power of imperialism and underestimating the
revolutionary strength of the masses of people, Liu Shao-ch'i, Lin
I"ino and other revisionists preached a line of defeatism. Like revi-
sionists everywhere they hoped, prayed and convinced themselves
that the imperialists would change of their own free will. But Mao
responded that **Everything reactionary is the same; if you don't
hit it, it won't fall. It is like sweeping the floor; where the broom
does not. reach, the dust never vanishes of itself.”’'°2 These revi-
sionists cowered in fear before the U.S. monopoly of the atom
homb. Mao called their attention to the British Lord Mountbatten
who said that the atom bomb could not decide the war. **These
comrades,”” Mao declared, *‘are more backward than Mountbatten.
What influence has made these comrades look upon the atom
homb us something miraculous? Bourgeois influence.’’ 1

[n response to this revisionist capitulationism Mao took the cor-
rect proletarian stand of a revolutionary optimist: “*All reac-
tionaries are paper tigers,” he said, and:

"In appearance the reactionaries are terrifying, but
in reality they are not so powerful. . . Take the case
of China. We have only millet plus rifles to rely on,
but history will finally prove that our millet plus
rifles is more powerful than Chiang Kai-shek's
aeroplanes plus tanks. Although the Chinese people
still face many difficulties and will long suffer hard-
ships from the joint attacks of U.S. imperialism and
the Chinese reactionaries, the day will come when
these reactionaries are defeated and we are vic-
torious. The reason is simply this: the reactionaries
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represent reaction, we represent progress,”'

CONCLUSION

These words of Mao’'s ring as true today as then. While some
may cower before and stand in awe of the temporary power of the
imperialists and their lackeys and throw up their har}ds in despair
when confronted by some temporary and partial gains they have
made after WW2, the future remains bright. The new world war
which is upon the horizon will bring a crisis 'of immense propor-
tions to imperialism world-wide. Such a war w1.11 surely. mean great
suffering for millions—and the proletariat will certainly seek to
avenge every drop of blood shed by the workers and theh masses
everywhere—but, if the revolutionary forces keep to the high road
of revolutionary struggle, and with the likely development of
revolutionary situations in many countries, including the real pro-
spect of revolution here in the U.S., the outcome of the next war
will surely bring a new dawn for the proletariat and al! mankmd.
For in the modern world only the proletariat and socialism rep-
resent progress; the imperialist bourgeoisie and its lackeys can on-
ly spell reaction. This is the most important lesson to bg learned
from the outcome of WW2 and the events that followed it.H
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One of the hallmarks of the Jarvis-Bergman clique was their ut-
ter contempt for theory—at least Marxist-Leninist theory—and
for the waging of the theoretical struggle by the proletariat and its
Party. So narrow and petty was their outlook, so ensnared were
they by the temptations of the moment, that the best they could
do would be to muck around—here in Marx, there in some Party
documents or, more often, documents from the old Communist
Party (CP) or the Comintern, taken wholesale at face value, despite
what has been learned by the international communist
movement—to offer up some snippets to justify their putrid prac-
tice. Usually, they would make a show of agreeing with the Party’s
line, even at times pretending to deepen it, all for the purpose of
undermining it. It was almost uncanny how Jarvis in particular
would read just the opposite of what was intended into Party
documents and gut the life out of Marxist texts, reducing them all
to a ceremonial paraphrase with which anything could be justified.
For a pack of scoundrels who hardly did any study, who hardly
ever made any useful theoretical contributions, their warped abili-
ty to deftly manipulate a narrow range of ideas and concepts does
invite a certain comparison with not the worst of charlatans.

The hankering of the despicable duo of Jarvis and Bergman for
the “good old CP”’ was certainly reflected in their insistence on
making a virtue of many of its weaknesses. The CP’s failure to arm
its membership with Marxist-Leninist theory and the overall
failure of the CP, even at the highest levels and even in its best
period, to be deeply rooted in the science of revolution resulted in it
being buffeted about as conditions changed and new tasks con-
fronted it.

In the early 1930s when it generally based itself on the goal of
revolution, the CP was not able to correctly analyze objective con-
ditions; this was revealed, for instance, in its erroneous assessment
that a revolutionary situation had arrived. Later, in the late '30s,
the '40s, and early ’50s, failing to grasp the underlying contradic-
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tions in society and their laws of devolopment, phe CP became a“ﬁ
ed by the temporary strength of U.S. ir.nperl'ahsm and finally fe.
into complete reformism and revisionism. The Bergman-Jarws
bunch were never reconciled to making a break W}th the pragma-
tism of the old CP, and it was only a matter pf time before they
would lapse into the revisionism that they clmmeq to detest.

As recounted in the May 1978 issue of Revolution, these Men-
sheviks did not regard the formation of the Revolqthnary Com-
munist Party as any sort of advance. The Party-bulldlqg process
had been too principled for their tastes, geared as it was to
ideological and political line. This precluded. the sort of unholy
alliances and opportunist compromises that might have resulted in
some other forces coming in and which woulq have allowed Jarvis
and Bergman to put another feather in their caps and proylded
more soil for their factional maneuverings. But the Party-building
process constituted an advance because it concentrgt'ed the ex-
perience of applying Marxism-Leninism to the conqmons of the
U.S., and on this basis the general staff of the working class was
formed, armed with a battle plan to lead th'e cle}ss forward. This
concentration of the correct line was embodied in thfa f’arty Pro-
gramme and Constitution and largely in the'Main _Pohtlcal Report
adopted at its Founding Congress. Of partl_cglar importance wasi
the analysis made in this Report of the crisis, the internationa

i ion, war and revolution. ' )
Sl%‘lti)trlx? the very beginning, Jarvis sought to twist the meamng.of
this Report to suit his own rightism. He would place an “in-
dependent”’ interpretation on it and subsequent documents Whl(ih
““deepened’’ its analysis. While he woulc{ w‘afﬂe as the struggle
developed, discernible trends emerged within the Party that en-
joyed his unqualified support.

INITIAL JARVIS VIEWS OF CRISIS

What was the analysis of crisis put forwar<.:1 in fchi.s Main
Political Report? The heart of it was that U:S. 1mper1ahsm has
entered into a downward spiral. The current crisis, it str.essedZ was
not simply a “downturn,” but a world-wide crisis of the imperialist
system—the first such crisis since the '30s anq the war and redivi-
sion that followed it. This crisis would continue to deepen and
bring with it both stepped-up attacks on the working class and
masses of people and intensified resistance. The J aryls-led forces
seized upon this analysis and hoped to bolster up their economism

istorting it. )
byE(issentialli the view the Jarvis forces adYanced at the time was
that the crisis would develop in a straight line doyvn. It would un-
fold in a linear sort of way—unemployment mounting, wages being
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slashed, bankruptcies spreading, etc.—and eventually (not so far
off, either) the bottom would fall out, the whole edifice of the
capitalist economy would collapse. It must be said that a certain
tendency to view the crisis in this way was fairly widespread in the
Party and existed on all levels, even among those who have con-
tinued to adhere to the Party’s revolutionary line. But among
these latter, who never carried this as far as the Jarvis-led faction
nor made it part of a whole reformist position, there has been a con-
sistent attempt to sum up such errors and to carry out more
consistently revolutionary work, based on a deepening grasp of the
objective laws and a Marxist analysis of the situation and its
development. The opposite has been the case with Jarvis and his
cabal. Theirs has been a view that was not based on an understand-
ing of a new spiral which had its beginnings in the late '60s with
the military reversals of U.S. imperialism in Vietnam, the
intensifying competition within the U.S. led bloc—initially ex-
pressed in gold difficulties—and the full flowering of Soviet social-
imperialism. Rather, this view was based on the precipitous
decline of the economy in 1974-75, but it was left at the perceptual
level. It did not see this overproduction crisis in its interconnection
with the international situation and the longer-term trends affect-
ing U.S. imperialism.

Now the decline of "74-’75 was indeed a watershed:; this is reflect-
ed in its severity, as the drop in industrial production in J anuary
1975 was the steepest one month decline since 1937. But it was not
this alone that set this decline apart from the recession—and the
very deep one, at that—of 1957-58. It was the international situa-
tion in which it was taking place and which, as mentioned, in-
teracted with it.

But its seriousness did not lie in the fact that the U.S. im-
perialists, at that time or even now, did not have the reserves to
avoid a total economic collapse, because they still have those
reserves, though such a collapse and severe economic depression
may well result from the futher development of the present
crisis—and will result unless world war, and more than that, a
favorable outcome in that war for U.S. imperialism, precedes and
prevents this. The seriousness of the present crisis lies exactly in
the fact that these reserves—this maneuvering room of the U.S.
imperialists—are diminishing and the only way for the U.S. im-
perialists to regain their previous strength, given this crisis and
the international situation, is to redivide the world through war.
The Jarvis forces never paid much attention to this question of
war, the easier to fall in line with our own bourgeoisie when this
war ‘‘unexpectedly’’ broke out.

At the Founding Congress the Jarvis-commanded forces,
operating with this view of impending collapse, concocted a “‘left”
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to Jarvis’ “left”’ economism—though not in revolutionary opposi-
tion. Bergman propagated the incredibly short-sighted and reac-
tionary thesis that the bourgeoisie could offer the masses—and
these were his words—‘‘bread and circuses.” The U.S. working
class could be bribed, he declared, for who knows how long, maybe
indefinitely. U.S. imperialism was, in his estimation, swollen with
reserves; actually, according to Bergman, echoing the likes of Paul
Sweezy, U.S. imperialism had come up against a problem that
Marx did ‘not foresee: how to dispose of a vast pool of surplus
brought on by automation and other such niceties—a surplus it
didn’t need to continually reconvert into capital to continue the ex-
ploitation of the workers here as well as in other countries. In line
with this Bergman also postulated that the costs of maintaining
the U.S. empire were greater than the benefits that accrued to it,
implying with his characteristically mysterious manner that the
imperialists had some choice in the matter, and once they woke up
to this realization they would cast off imperialism. And with char-
acteristic arrogance he stubbornly refused to study—Marxism-
Leninism, especially—when it was pointed out to him that this
“theory’’ of his was completely opposed to, and thoroughly refuted
by, Marxist-Leninist political economy in general and its analysis
of capitalist crisis in particular. And he even refused to recognize
that his reactionary fantasies were refuted as well by the very
developments of the present crisis.

Bergman did not fail to draw the appropriate conclusions from
his “creative’’ political economy. There was nothing much of great
importance that could be accomplished in the economic sphere—at
least not in the way of building a revolutionary movement—so he
contented himself with the most narrow trade unionism. He saw
any hack with the faintest glimmering of militancy as a worthy
leader of the working class and would habitually urge Party
members to chase after every last one of them. Any kind of shop
newsletter would be just fine—if it merely mirrored where the
workers are at, so be it.

But what really counted with Bergman, what was of undeniable
and enduring significance, was whatever trend happened to be in
vogue among the petty bourgeoisie. Earlier it had been petty
bourgeois adventurism, but this soon yielded to more staid and re-
spectable reformism. Here the old CP in Bergman was brimming
over. He saw no problem with joining up with the petty bourgeois
radical stampede to McGovern in the 1972 Presidential elections;
in fact, it was an urgent necessity. He was fascinated with Cole-
eman Young, the bourgeois liberal Black mayor of Detroit, and
even suggested that he could be part of the united front. It was the
classical economist viewpoint—trade unionism for the workers
coupled with reliance on petty bourgeois and even “‘enlightened”
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bourgeois forces to carry on reformist political struggle.

At the same time Bergman declared the importance of what he
called “‘the superstructure”—i.e. the importance of ‘‘changing the
minds’’ of the masses and persuading them that capitalism was no
good even though it could provide for their material needs and
even continue to improve their lot materially. This may seem
ironic in light of the fact that Bergman is now playing a leading
role among the philistines who attack the RCP because we give
any emphasis to struggle in the ideological realm, even though we
do not treat it as the main arena of class struggle overall. But there
is an underlying unity between the line of Bergman at that time
and the vulgar materialism in which Bergman and Jarvis have
found common cause. Both are fundamentally idealist and meta-
physical; both pose material reality against consciousness and
make a break between the two. The first—Bergman’s earlier
line—denies that consciousness is rooted in the material world, and
in particular that the revolutionary class consciousness
characteristic of the proletariat has a material base in the position
of the proletariat in society, including in advanced capitalist socie-
ty like the U.S. The second—Jarvis’ crude determinism—denies
that consciousness can be transformed into matter, that revolu-
tionary theory and line can be grasped by the masses and become a
powerful force changing not only the material world but the
masses as well in the process.

Thus, even at the time of the founding of the Party, though em-
bracing logically opposite positions—and though it can be said for
Bergman that he was consistent in his revisionism—Jarvis with
his “left”’ economism and Bergman with his trade unionism basic-
ally combined with liberal reformism hewed to the same stupidity.
Each in his own way was taken in by appearances, Bergman by
U.S. imperialism’s ability to overcome the recessions of the '50s
and undergo its most rapid period of post-war growth in the "60s,
and Jarvis by the contraction of '74-’75. The latter saw a fateful
collapse approaching soon, the former saw the eternal rule of the
bourgeoisie. Both wrote off the need for revolutionary work—one
because it was not necessary, the other because it was not possible.
Neither understood the real nature of the crisis and the new spiral
and neither knew nor cared to know a whit of what communist
work was all about. Both would be in each others arms as the two-
line struggle in the Party came to a climax, with Jarvis actually
embracing Bergman’s entire revisionist program.

The complete absence of dialectics in the approach of these Men-
sheviks brings to mind a certain kind of thinking which is de-
scribed well in an article from a 1974 issue of the Peking Review:
“To see things in a straight line way is in fact a metaphysical way
of thinking and is like ‘eating without emptying the bowels’ and
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‘sleeping without getting up.” Anyone using this way of thinking
in observing things inevitably fails to see what is the essence and
what is the appearance, which is the mainstream and which is the
tributary, which is the part and which is the whole. This way of
thinking leads to blind optimism and loss of vigilance when revolu-
tion develops successfully, and - to indolence, helplessness,
pessimism and despondency when revolution faces difficulty and
twists and turns.”

STRUGGLE OVER '76 CC REPORT

By 1976 the growth rate of the U.S. began to approach its post-
war annual average. This was a partial and halting advance, a
small bubble of recovery that showed every sign of bursting as it
continued through 1977. Not even the bourgeoisie was taken in by
this. But when the collapse which Jarvis had been banking on fail-
ed to materialize and when some of the initial outrage and struggle
of the masses subsided as the situation underwent partial and tem-
porary stabilization, he flipped over to a new sort of determinism.
Whereas before his camp had alleged that the economy would
come tumbling down, making it possible to move straight forward
to revolution by waging the economic struggle, now in their view
the relative stability of U.S. imperialism determined that very lit-
tle—except the most narrow economic work—could be undertaken.
The U.S. working class had been beaten down over the years and it
became necessary to adapt working class politics to a working
class saturated with reformism and anti-communism. The vision of
the self-destruction of U.S. imperialism was now superceded by an
imperialism which had effectively stupefied its working class and
which had, for the time being at least, weathered the storms of
economic adversity. Ironically enough, this was a view that was in-
itially draped in some militant garb.

At the Second Plenary of the Party’s First Central Committee in
1976, a paper, which formed the foundation for what came to be
known as the “‘high road” Report, was presented by Comrade Bob
Avakian, Chairman of the Central Committee. This Report further
developed the Party’s analysis of crisis, war and revolution. The
Report emphagized that despite partial and temporary ups within
the crisis, it would continue to deepen and that things had entered
a specific downward spiral—not a straight-line down, as it pointed
out. This spiral could only give way to another one through war, re-
volution, or most likely some combination of the two on a world
scale. Moreover, though it was not inevitable, the process of de-
velopment of this spiral would “‘raise the prospect of proletarian
revolution” in the U.S. and other countries. Yet, this Report
continued, at the present time the struggles of the masses were not
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at a high pitch and, generally speaking, there was much confusion
among the broad masses. This was due to the fact that we are in
the beginning stages of this spiral.

Precisely because these underlying trends were not so evident
but would, at a certain point nevertheless result in a rapid and
qualitative change in the conditions of society and the mood of the
masses, thereby opening new opportunities for the conscious
forces, the Report laid great stress on understanding the nature
and unfolding of the laws which operate in society. The new spiral
spoken of referred to the objective conditions that the working out
of these laws have given and will continue to give rise to. A spiral
is exactly that—a course of development with a definite direction,
though marked with twists and turns, zigs and zags, which results
in things moving to a new and qualitatively different stage. This
movement is towards deeper crisis and world war, and this latter
in particular was seen as a likelihood for the decade of the ’80s. It
was with this perspective of sudden and big changes occuring and
the possibility of a revolutionary situation developing that the
Party’s work must be carried out.

The Mensheviks would have none of this. They wailed and whin-
ed that current conditions were being made out to be more difficult
than they were. They charged that the Report limited the gains
that could be made, while they tried to salvage what they could
from the Report by suggesting that its main point was not doing
our work in such a way as to promote revolutionary struggles and
prepare ourselves and the masses for the big changes that would
take place, but simply to wage big battles with small forces. They
posed this in opposition to the Report’s emphasis that all our
work, including waging these big battles, must be linked with our
final goal and that in all of today’s battles we come straight up
against the fact that there are laws in society and how these laws
operate. To leave things at the level of fighting the effects of the
underlying contradictions conditioning the development of capital-
ism in general and the current crisis in particular is not fundamen-
tally going to change things—so we must help the workers to con-
sciously direct their struggles at the cause.

For all their bravado and self-proclaimed militancy, what the
Mensheviks objected to in this Report was precisely its revolu-
tionary outlook. What bothered them was the Report’s indictment
of a tendency to narrowness and economism in much of the Party’s
work. According to their twisted logic, if you couldn’t do
economist work, you couldn’t accomplish anything. After all, with
the working class so backward, what more could you do? The
worst possible thing would be for us to separate ourselves from the
workers by engaging in activities that do not promise palpable
results, which might, heaven forbid, arouse some controversy, but
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which would raise consciousness as well.

These Mensheviks became preoccupied with the question, how
do you get things going or, in their lexicon, ‘“spinning.” It was like
some religious test of will or wits. It wasn’t even the bourgeoisie in
their eyes, but the working class, that was an immovable object.
And when it was moving or you could get it to move, never mind
giving revolutionary leadership, just keep things going, take up
each battle as it comes and just make sure that you're at the head
of things.

Hence their fondness for gimmicks and stunts. They had no
sense that there were big forces at work in society that would pro-
pel millions into motion, and that the essential point is not getting
things going, but leading people forward toward revolution. For
the Mensheviks there were no forces operating in society and
pushing things in a certain direction; rather objective reality was
just there, kind of like a brick wall, with no laws of development.
The changes and development of the objective situation matter for
little; in fact, the only thing that really counts is how hyped-up
people can get.

The ludicrous proportions to which all this has been taken can be
gleaned from the May Day speech of their ‘‘Revolutionary
Workers Headquarters” excerpted in their so-called ‘‘Worker.”’ In
place of any real politics and any real analysis of the context in
which people are fighting we are simply told that ‘“In 1968 people
thought big. Thinking big in 1968 meant building organizations,
building movements. ..” And once again we are implored to do
likewise today, “‘In 1978 we again have to start thinking big.”” As
though all that stands between the masses and revolution is lack
of ambition and sheer nerve. But this crude exaggeration of the
subjective factor is nothing more than a thin cover to get some
narrow and economist work going. Because, naturally, all that can
happen is what we can make happen.

“PALPABLE RESULTS” AND GIMMICKS

It was not beneath the Mensheviks to revert to the doomsday
prognostications of their earlier period, though now it was for de-
cidedly more limited ends—to get things ‘‘spinning.” Take their
campaign against the cuts in unemployment benefits which has
been analyzed in the March 1978 issue of Revolution (p. 2). They
built this campaign like a pack of Chicken Littles: ‘‘the sky is fall-
ing, we’ll all be in $2.00 an hour jobs, it’s now or never, either we
beat back the ‘Carter Offensive’ or we're finished.”” But they gave
people no real understanding of why these cuts were coming down
and how they related to the development of crisis. Instead, it was
Carter, evil incarnate. They portrayed the industrial reserve army
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as the handiwork of the capitalists, something they had cooked up
or consciously decided to swell in order to depress the wages of the
employed. The reserve army was not, as they saw things, an objec-
tive outgrowth of the anarchy of capitalism and the inevitable
crises it leads to; no, it was just another aspect of Keynesian fine-
tuning—add a little unemployment here, subtract a few wages
there and, presto!, you have the ‘‘Carter Offensive.” But, we were
assured, with the right combination of pressure group and crowd-
pleaser tactics we could beat back this “policy’” of cuts and slave
labor jobs. :

To see how our Mensheviks treat the question of unemployment
in such a reformist way, the reader can turn to the second issue of
the Menshevik ‘““Worker.”” There they try to breathe new life into
their ‘‘Carter’s Unemployment Offensive” line in an article pur-
porting to be a major analysis of unemployment. In this article the
question of and basis for crisis and the basic contradiction between
the forces and relations of production apparently escapes their at-
tention once again. But apart from such ““minor’’ omissions, we are
treated to a rather blatantly social-democratic thesis, including
such gems as the following: ‘‘So the record of the private economy
in the last three years is not that of a dynamic job creator, as
Carter would have us believe. The capitalists’ economy has failed
to substantially create jobs and reduce real unemployment (even in
the public sector, as shown before). Secondly, the jobs created by
the economy are in low wage and non-union service areas, which
has only pushed more and more people into an already crowded job
market. Finally, instead of working to reduce the crippling effects
of the laws of the capitalist economy, Carter’s policies are designed
to increase the desperation of the unemployed by cutting benefits
and intensifying competition for jobs. This serves to help the
bosses drive down pay and benefits and enforce stricter discipline
on the job.” (p. 8, emphasis in original)

What comes through in this paragraph and the article as a whole
is not an analysis of a capitalist system, which because of its own
internal contradictions is enmeshed in a deepening crisis; instead
what we get is a picture where the ‘‘private sector’’ of the economy
has a poor record for creating jobs and the “public sector’’—i.e.,
Carter—won’t create them. And where the Mensheviks do touch
on the laws of capitalism it is only to make a mockery of them,
levelling the harshest indictment at Carter, who just hasn’t been
doing enough to “reduce their crippling effects.”” Instead of this,
you see, he’s been trying to ‘‘increase the desperation of the
unemployed.”” The logical conclusion that flows from this is that if
Carter can decide to increase this desperation he could just as well
decide to decrease it—provided we can convince him. And this is
precisely the kind of pressure group orientation towards the
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workers’ struggle that the whole Menshevik analysis leads to.

In the same vein, in the last issue of The Steelworker newspaper
that was produced under their editorial direction* the Mensheviks
emblazoned the front page with the headline ‘‘Industry Closing
Down—Mills Closing Everywhere.”” Once again the sky was fall-
ing. There was no attempt to analyze how the efforts of the steel
capitalists to reorganize the industry were linked with the overall
crisis, how the crisis has been unfolding, and how these shutdowns
represented a challenge to the whole working class requiring more
advanced forms of struggle to marshal the strength of the whole
class. If you couldn’t scare the workers with this ‘‘industry shut-
ting down’’ stuff into thinking big then you had to cast about for
some gimmick to get things going. So one of these Mensheviks
began advocating that a fight be taken up for Trade Readjustment
Act (TRA) money. After all, what could be better than palpable
results, even if the TRA is a protectionist act not only designed to
strengthen the hand of U.S. industry but also to short-circuit and
deflect away from its target the struggle of workers.t

The Mensheviks, therefore, were not entirely unaware of the
seriousness of the crisis; how could they be, it stared them in the
face. They just couldn’t reconcile themselves to the fact this is an
inescapable feature of capitalism, rooted in its very nature. They
would grasp at any straw to deny that the laws of capitalism act in
a definite way which makes it impossible to win any but the most
temporary concessions. And they needed some assurance that you
could win something, here and now. Surely, they reasoned, condi-
tions can’t be all that ‘““tough’’ because if they were, how could we

*The Steelworker is arank and file newsietter which, despite the considerable
negative influence of the Mensheviks on it in the past, has played an important
role in the struggles of steel workers. In recent months, as part of the struggle
against the Mensheviks and their line and followers not only in the Party butin a
number of mass organizations as well The Stee/worker has broken with these
opportunists and has more thoroughly broken out of the narrow confines which
they tried to confine it within. Meanwhile, as pointed out in the July 1978 Revolu-
tion (p.20), “The Mensheviks, it seems, are putting out something they call ‘The
Steelworker,” in a pitiful attempt to peddle their economism and syndicalism;
but this should not be confused with The Steelworker, which having broken with
the Menshevik line is playing an important part in building a class conscious
movement of steel workers as part of the overall struggle of the working class,
and its allies, against capitalism.”

tThe July 1978 Revolution (p. 21) noted that “While it is not wrong in every case
to join with a particular struggle involving the TRA, it is always the responsibili-
ty of communists and advanced forces to point out what the TRA represents
overall and what the capitalists and their agents are attempting to do with it.
But more than that, what these Mensheviks were trying to do by concocting a

way to kick off struggle around the TRA in steel was to find some way to gim-

mick the workers into action by appealing to the most narrow and backward
sentiments and playing into the hands of the steel barons and the capitalist
class as a whole.”
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get the workers moving.

A fine example of this glossing over of laws was an article they
submitted for publication in Revolution on the AMC shutdowns in
Wisconsin. In this draft they negated the anarchy of capitalism,
the fact that the capitalists cannot rationally organize and plan
production. The press of competition forces each to produce and
expand as though there were no limit, but there is a limit in the
production and private appropriation of surplus value. And so
there is disorder and dislocation, shutdowns and bankruptcies, and
there is crisis, all of which happens independent of the level of
development of the class struggle.

The Mensheviks, on the other hand, reduced the layoffs and
shutdowns to the “profit drive” of AMC, presented in the most
narrow terms. Ranged against this profit drive was the resistance
of the workers. What you had was two opposed forces colliding
with each other, the capitalists and their profit drive and the
workers and their resistance. There is constant tussle in this view,
but who eventually wins the particular battles depends on the
balance of strength at any given time. The point they were trying
to make was that if you fought hard enough you could beat back
this profit drive and force the plant to reopen. It is not wrong to
fight for a concession such as this and not impossible under all cir-
cumstances to win such a demand in the short run—but to present
battles like this as essentially the sum and substance of the class
struggle and to make such a demand the highest object of the
workers’ struggle is to wallow in economism and reformism.

This line was based on a distortion of Marx’ observation in
Wages, Price and Profit that the tendency of capital is to push the
standard of wages down to its minimum limit, that is to crush and
degrade the workers. Marx points out that the workers must fight
back against this, that it would be the height of cowardice to re-
nounce the fight against these encroachments and that unless
workers wage this fight they will be broken, degraded and in-
capable of “‘the initiating of any larger movement.” But the fun-
damental law that he is describing is not that workers can resist
these attacks and secure some temporary improvements which
“retard” this downward movement, but that these everyday
struggles are only over the “’effects’’ of capitalism. No matter how
hard the working class fights to limit this downward movement,
the direction is still down—this is the law. What Marx emphasizes
is that ‘‘the working class ought not to exaggerate to themselves
the ultimate workings of these everyday struggles,” but must go
over to the revolutionary struggle to abolish wage-slavery.

In the hands of the Mensheviks, Marx’s point about the necessi-
Ly of resisting these “encroachments’ got twisted into a strategy
to “‘hold the line.”” These Mensheviks bristled with rage when revo-
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ing undercut by the development of the crisis and that, in fact, this
process of undercutting is now the principal aspect. The Jarvis-led
forces borrowed, tampered with, and rendered reactionary this
analysis. Again, after the bankruptcy of their imminent collapse
line became clear, they did not see this spiral for what it was—in
its motion and development—but latched on to a secondary aspect,
the persistence of bourgeoisification and the remaining reserves of
the U.S. imperialists.

Here an analysis of how Engels had sought to explain the
absence of a socialist movement among British workers in the se-
cond half of the 19th century will be helpful. He showed that Bri-
tain had been on the upward curve of capitalist development,
especially during the years 1848-68 when it experienced unparallel-
ed expansion. It enjoyed an industrial and trade monopoly ruth-
lessly upheld by its enforcement of free trade. It held the lion’s
share of colonies at that time. Its superior position enabled it to
build up a rather large and influential labor aristocracy and this
resulted, also, in a slight betterment in the lot of other sections of
the working class. But, Engels pointed out, this monopoly posi-
tion, which was the ‘‘pivot’ of the British social system, was being
undermined by the very workings of capitalist development—as
other countries started catching up with Britain and competed
more viciously with her. Once again, Engels declared, a socialist
movement would appear as the conditions of the British workers
deteriorated. It was inevitable.*

Jarvis often stuck his nose in these writings, but never seemed
to grasp the central point. His student acolytes took this question
of bourgeoisification and made it the theoretical underpinning for
the reactionary argument that the name of the Party’s youth
group should not be the Revolutionary Communist Youth Bri-
gade—that is, that it should not have ‘““communist’’ in the name.
In their notorious appeal to the Party Centert they claimed that it
bordered on the suicidal to do open communist work in this period.
After all, they whined, the working class had been without a van-
guard for well over 20 years and the bourgeoisie has ‘‘been beating

“In fact, as Engels had predicted, a socialist movement did develop within the
British working class movement at the end of the 19th century and the first part
of the 20th century. But for various reasons, communists did not succeed in
thoroughly breaking the hold of reactionary Social-Democracy on the working
class. Such Social-Democrats, who joined the ranks of the social-chauvinists in
World War 1 and have continued to betray the working class ever since, still
hold a dominant influence over the workers in England and some other coun-
tries. In a number of countries, however, they have been replaced in their role as
the primary props of reaction within the workers’' movement by the revisionist
communist parties that were formerly part of the Third International.

T Reprinted as part of a RCP pamphlet, Communism and Revolution Vs. Revi-
sionism and Reformism.
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the s--- out of socialism.”” How could we possibly lead big battles
with communism such a hated word? What these Mensheviks did
was to take the Party’s analysis that we were in the beginning
stages of a new spiral to drag things back to the ‘Life of Riley”
and the '50s. There had been no forward development of the strug-
gles of the masses, the balance of forces internationally was un-
changed, and bourgeoisification was as strong as ever. Pity the
misbegotten and deluded communists.

They deliberately obscured the essence of the Party’s analysis of
why this new spiral was an advance. It was not—as they would ex-
pect in their empiricist way—because right now, before your very
own eyes, there was a high tide of resistance, but because this was
a spiral whose further development ‘‘will lead to the real prospect
of proletarian revolution.” Nowhere did the Party leadership sug-
gest that being a communist was easy or popular—or that this was
a correct criteria for communists in any case. What was insisted on
was that doing communist work was the only way that the Party
would be able to lead the masses forward now, and decisively for-
ward when a revolutionary situation developed. When you got
down to it, for the Mensheviks—who had no sense of dialectics as
well as no grasp of materialism—nothing was turning into its op-
posite, like bourgeoisification, and most of all there was not nor
could there be any communism, either as a social force in the U.S.
working class today or as a social system in the world in the future.

The upshot of all this has been their total abandonment of revo-
lution and, in essence, making everything a matter of whether or
not you can get a raise under capitalism. When in 1975 it seemed
like you couldn’t, then the question of revolution was posed—in
the narrow way we have described. When later it appeared as
though the bottom wasn’t about to fall out, then the working class
was hopelessly bought off, though it was still possible to piddle
around in the economic struggle. That being the case, now it be-
came the Mensheviks’ turn to offer the workers some ‘‘bread and
circuses’’: “‘big battles’ for a raise, winning union positions with
promises of ‘‘palpable results’’ and periodically a public relations
stunt to pressure the politicians to stop attacking and start help-
ing the workers. War? That needn’t concern us now. Ideological
and political work? We mustn’'t separate ourselves from the
workers. Revolution? Come on, you must be kidding.

For a glimpse of how far the Jarvis forces have gone in taking up
Bergman'’s general program one need look no farther than the se-
cond issue of their sham edition of ‘“The Worker.”” We are treated
to the most incredible analysis of Mayor Frank Rizzo of
Philadelphia, which rivals, if not surpasses, the CP’s ravings about
Nixon a few years ago. We are told that ‘‘public outrage jolted
Black members of the City Council into action, calling for his im-
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peachment.” Rizzo has become more dangerous than the bourgeoi-
sie. “His police are infamous for harassing, brutalizing and
murdering minorities. . . while wrecking public transit, ke chan-
nelled $300 million in tax dollars to build an 8 block subway spur”’
(for the well-to-do, emphasis ours). It’s Rizzo’s attacks. It’s Rizzo
who's responsible for a white racist movement. It’s Rizzo who is a
‘“deadly enemy of the people of Philadelphia and the whole coun-
try.” It’s Rizzo who must be stopped. It’s Bergman’s petty-bour-
geois outrage and reformism and, who knows, maybe it’ll be Cole-
man Young that these Mensheviks will be plumping for next.

OLD CP’'S DEGENERATION AND VIEW OF CRISIS

The entire process of the Jarvis-Bergman cabal’s full retreat into
the revisionism they bask in today certainly warrants study. In
particular the path we have traced out from 1975 to the present is
highly instructive. The trajectory travelled by Jarvis is not with-
out precedent in the history of the workers movement in this coun-
try; in fact, he seemed bent on deepening the errors of earlier com-
munists and the old CP.

In the early '30s, when the CP had begun to establish its leader-
ship in the growing mass movements against the attacks of the
bourgeoisie, it put forward what was called the ‘“‘revolutionary
way out of the crisis.” In the book Towards a Soviet America,
which contained a powerful indictment of the capitalist system
and a compelling vision of socialism, William Z. Foster, a former
top leader of the CP, explained what was meant by this revolution-
ary way out of the crisis in calling for militant resistance to the on-
slaught of the bourgeoisie: ‘“To escape the encroaching capitalist
starvation and to emancipate themselves, the workers of the
world, including those in this country, must and will take the revo-
lutionary way out of the crisis. That is, they will carry out a mili-
tant policy now in defense of their daily interests and, finally, fol-
lowing the example of the Russian workers, they will abolish capi-
talism and establish socialism.” While the workers’ struggles
were, at that time, defensive and scattered, Foster indicated that
the increasing difficulties of securing even the most minimal and
partial demands would encourage greater militancy and bring
them into sharper contradiction with the capitalist state. Develop-
ing these scattered economic battles on to a higher and higher poli-
tical level was at the core of this “‘revolutionary way out.”

The problem with this perspective was not the wholly correct
emphasis on the antagonistic interests between the working class
and the bourgeoisie, nor the insistence that the working class must
resolutely defend its basic interests and begin to take the offensive
against the ruling class, nor the recognition that the workers’
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movement could make great strides in that period. This line had
two related problems. It mistook the severe dislocations of the ini-
tial stages of the depression of the 1930s for a revolutionary situa-
tion—when, in fact, the bourgeoisie still had considerable room for
maneuver and when the workers in their great numbers were by no
means in a revolutionary mood. Still more, this line projected a
strategy of intensified economic struggle, led by the CP, passing
over to a revolutionary conquest of power.

The CP did put forward important political and social de-
mands—for example, against war preparations and in support of
the rights of Black people. But the Party’s strategy was anchored
in the assumption that economic conflicts would, in Foster's
words, ‘‘develop into major political struggles.” Foster even went
so far as to cite the example of the mutiny in the German naval
fleet at the end of World War 1 over the cutting off of soap rations.
But what was key about this was not what it was over but the fact
that it was the product of a war that dragged on for years, of deep-
ening crisis and tremendous social discontent. And whether or not
the masses move forward to take up the struggle for power when
the situation does ripen depends on whether the Party of the work-
ing class has carried on all-round political work, arming the masses
with an understanding of the laws of society, imbuing the workers
with a sense of their place and role in history, developing the move-
ment of the working class into a conscious one to put an end to cap-
italism and all the oppression it causes. A revolutionary situation
is prepared by an entire course of events that will, as a part of this,
result in sharper economic struggles; but such a situation will
result in a great and sudden change in the conditions facing the
masses and will require that the consciousness and organization of
the advanced be kept ““tense,” as Lenin put it, so there will, indeed,
be a revolutionary way out.

A revolutionary situation did not exist in the U.S. when Foster
wrote his book, nor did it come to pass. As the bourgeoisie
demonstrated a certain capacity to make concessions—based on
its remaining reserves—the CP increasingly came to see the daily
battles as ends in themselves. These struggles which were thought
to be part of an arc leading to revolution were now separated from
that goal; instead the CP aspired to jockey for position and in-
fluence at the head of these struggles.

Following World War 2 the CP predicted another economic col-
lapse and once again put forward the idea that “‘the only way it
[the working class] can protect and improve its living standards is
by taking the road that eventually leads to socialism.” But this
road came to be defined as going through a series of stages in
which the power of the capitalists would be curbed and restrained.
Awestruck by the temporary strength of U.S. imperialism—which
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strength could be understood by analyzing the outcome and settle-
ment of World War 2, which itself was a product of the workings of
the laws of capitalism, laws which continue to operate and will
eventually lead to a revolutionary situation—the CP gave up the
goal of revolution completely.

What links the earlier period of the CP with its later degenera-
tion was this sort of pragmatism that prevented it from being
rooted in an understanding of the laws of society and the science of
revolution. Starting with the perspective that there would be a
straight line development of the crisis to revolution, the CP then
denied that there were any laws of capitalist society, or if there
were any, not the sort that would lead to great disorder which pla-
ces the question of revolution—violent revolution—on the front
burner. Again, it is easy to be taken in by appearances, particu-
larly in an imperialist country and especially in the spiral coming
off World War 2 when U.S. imperialism temporarily commanded
an unparalleled position of strength.

For Jarvis the existence of underlying laws was bound up with
immediately recognizable changes. Where there were some chan-
ges, as in the downturn of '74-75, then he would concede the exis-
tence of these laws. Where there were no changes of the magnitude
which would constitute a revolutionary situation or even give rise
immediately to a large upsurge then these laws either didn’t exist
or were not of much consequence. As this '74-75 downturn failed to
play itself out immediately as Jarvis had wished, and as bourgeois-
ification did remain a factor in the struggle and outlook of the
working class, Jarvis pretty much wound up with the view that the
only trend was a succession of particular and isolated battles.
There was only ‘“‘today’s” conditions and the “‘actual” struggles of
the masses. Nothing gave rise to anything else. There could be no
sense of preparing for revolution by doing revolutionary work in a
non-revolutionary situation. To understand and base ourselves on
the forces at work internationally and in U.S. society leading
towards deeper crisis, war and, perhaps, the prospect of revolution
was, according to the Jarvis forces, ‘“‘left idealist.”” To grab hold of
what was superficial and transient (the relative temporary stabili-
ty of U.S. imperialism) was somehow profound and worthy of com-
mendation. To tail behind the bourgeoisification in the working
class was their highest ideal—a rightist ideal—since it was the on-
ly way to possibly link up with the masses in this period.

One would expect the reformist view of the crisis and class strug-
gle of these Mensheviks to whet their appetite for populism which
has been a major bourgeois influence in the history of the U.S.
workers movement and the CP. And the Mensheviks don’t let us
down. In the same issue of the bogus ‘“Worker" referred to earlier
we find yet another analysis—if one can be so generous—this time
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dealing with the farmers. . ‘
What is most revealing here is the manner in which they treat

the farmers’ struggle. There is no analysis of the class position of
these farmers, how this influences their outlook, and how Fhe work-
ing class unites with the progressive aspects of_ this strug-
gle—which are principal—but at the same time tak?s into account
the contradictory character of some of the farmers fiemands. The
refusal of the Mensheviks to do this reduces the united front to a
coalition of the small people (essentially the same as th.e CP’s anti-
monopoly coalition) and utlimately makes it impossible for the
working class to unite with and give leadership to su(;h struggles.
Instead they adopt the outlook of the petty-bourgeois proprietor
and in their customary ‘‘oops, we let it all hang out”” way conclude
with this: “The farmers’ experience in fighting the government,
and the attention their bold actions have attracted have sh_one: a
bright light on the criminal absurdity of the.whole ‘capltahst
system. Farmers, workers and scientists have given this countr,y
an incredibly efficient and productive agriculture, yet a man can't
even make a decent living growing food.”’ (emphasis ours) ,

This would be a priceless piece of Americana, if these weren’t
alleged communists. Never mind the exploitgtlon and oppression
of capitalism. Never mind its inability to rationally organize pro-
duction. It’s just that a man can’t make a good buck anymore, you
know, like in the good old days.

MENSHEVIKS POKE AROUND IN POLITICAL ECONOMY

The Mensheviks neither understand the general laws of capital-
ism, especially as they apply in the era of imperiglism,_ nor the
nature of this new spiral. Our Party holds that U.S. 1mp(_ar1a11sm.as
well as the imperalist system as a whole is enmeshed in a major
and deepening crisis. The more immediate causes of_th.e crisis lie in
the very means and measures taken by U.S. 1mpfar1allsrp to stave
off such crisis following World War 2. These thmg_s—hke deficit
spending, the rebuilding of Europe, military aggression to prop up
the U.S. empire, etc.—have turned into their opposite. The unsuc-
cessful attempts at tinkering with various fiscal and monetary
stimulants or restraints over the last few years have forced the
bourgeoisie to wonder aloud about the effectiveness of any sort of
economics, and to predict a new era of no or slow growth.

A definite spiral of development occured in the vyake of quld
War 2. The U.S. had not only prevailed over its main antagonists
in the war, Germany and Japan, but over the other victors among
the imperialists as well, France, England, etc. U.S. hegemony rest-
ed astride two pillars—the penetration of the former colonies of the
other imperialists mainly through the practice of neo-colonialism,
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and the immense restructuring and centralizing of capital in Eur-
ope and Japan, and in the U.S. itself. All this was backed up by
U.S. imperialism’s military might which was dialectically related
to its economic strength.

U.S. imperialism was able, on this basis, to ward off crisis in the
U.S. and the other capitalist countries, though development pro-
ceeded unevenly. In fact, the expansion characteristic of the period
of the '50s and '60s was interrupted with frequent recessions. Yet
these recessions were not the dominant feature of the period, and
they did not appear simultaneously throughout the capitalist
countries. The counteracting forces—stemming from the pre-emin-
ent position of U.S. imperialism in all but the socialist coun-
tries—made it possible for the U.S. imperialists to temporarily re-
solve overproduction crises by shifting the weight on to others.
There was, in a word, room for maneuver, though this whole pro-
cess was, as mentioned, turning into its opposite in the form of
inflation, intensified inter-imperialist competition and rising
struggles for national liberation and independence. And, of course,
the restoration of capitalism in the USSR during this period was a
most significant development which, especially as the Soviet
Union fully emerged as an imperialist superpower itself, was in-
creasingly to present a most serious challenge to the U.S. as the
top-dog imperialist power and limit its maneuvering room.

The recessions of the '50s and '60s in the U.S. did not play their
classic role of restructuring capital and laying the basis for renew-
ed advance, as under conditions of competitive capitalism. This
was for two reasons. One is particular to the period we are discuss-
ing, where the international position of U.S. imperialism and the
advantages it temporarily derived significantly blunted the im-
pact of these recessions. Second, is a point which is general to the
period of imperialism. That is, while we are speaking of an interval
of expansion following the war, this is occuring in the era of imperi-
alism which is marked by the decline of the system of capitalism,
by stagnation and decay. Such crises cannot have the recuperative
powers and effects of crises in the same way as under competitive
capitalism. They cannot in any but the most fragmentary way
push things forward.

Imperialism is a definite stage—the highest stage—of capitalism
in which the development of the productive forces is severely re-
tarded and constrained by the relations of production. This does
not rule out the rapid growth of certain sectors and new technolo-
gies or periods of expansion. But imperialism is not a vigorous cap-
italism developing through the boom/bust cycle. It is marked by
violent outbursts of crisis and war, and it is the era of proletarian
revolution.

Up until now we have been arguing with phantoms of a sort. Jar-
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vis did not choose to pen his weighty thoughts, perhaps because
they were so constantly blowing with the wind, but at least as
much because his distinctive brand of opportunism left it to others
to take the rap for his rotten lines. Bergman would let you know
what he thought—but always off the top of his head. N onetheless,
the Mensheviks did achieve a certain division of labor as regards
theory. Jarvis would specialize in treating it in a cookbook kind of
way—how to get things brewing—while others were encouraged to
treat it as some sort of academic exercise.

One of the Mensheviks’ “political economists”’ showed himself
quite adept at this and several of his distortions of Marxist political
economy ran parallel to the lines we have been criticizing, though
not all of them at the same time. On the question of stagnation, for
instance, this Menshevik denied that there was much to it. In an
early draft on the crisis submitted for publication in The Commun-
ist he took Paul Sweezy to task for his distorted and one-sided view
that stagnation was the normal state of affairs of imperialism and
that this would lead to its slow and gradual death unless it was
rescued by “external stimuli” like war expenditures. But in doing so
this Menshevik denied the significance of stagnation in the sense
that Lenin uses it—meaning the tendency to retard the introduction
of new inventions, machinery, etc.—thereby covering up the fact
that imperialism is a definite stage of capitalism.

Sweezy, who rejects value categories, denies that there is any-
thing internal to the process of accumulation that can arrest stag-
nation, that is, he denies that capital can accumulate more or less
rapidly at times, just as he denies that crisis is a result of the over-
production of capital. Yet, stagnation is a feature of imperialism,
but not, as Sweezy held, because it somehow obeys new laws like
the ““tendency of the surplus to rise.”” This comes about through
the very operation of the laws of capital accumulation which mani-
fest themselves in a tendency towards stagnation. This tendency
is associated with the growth of monopoly which acts as a depres-
sant against technological innovation.

This Menshevik in his submitted draft basically saw stagnation
as being as much a feature of competitive as of monopoly capital-
ism, and not terribly significant at that. He took as his point of de-
parture what Lenin said in discussing stagnation—that imper-
ialism does not “exclude the possibility of the rapid growth of
capitalism.” But this was put forward in such a way as to negate
the specificity of imperialism, that it is parasitic, moribund and
decaying, exactly what Lenin was emphasizing as the principal
aspect, even though he noted the possibility of rapid growth here
and there as the secondary aspect.

The crux of the correct understanding is that under imperialism
the contradiction between socialized production and private own-
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ership is heightened and is more starkly revealed in decay, crisis,
and war. Imperialism is a system in decline that cannot develop
relatively smoothly through the normal workings of the business
cycle; it cannot “’cure’ itself through cyclical recoveries. The arti-
cle as it appeared in its final version, after major corrections were
made by the Party’s revolutionary leadership, points this out. Im-
perialism can only lunge forward and struggle for survival through
the redivision of the world which is required by the unequal
development between imperialist powers.

It was the terms of the redivision of the world following World
War 2 that enabled U.S. imperialism to withstand periodic overpro-
duction crises—and this is why stagnation was not the principal
characteristic of the period of the ’50s and '60s. But this tendency
towards stagnation was present nonetheless, as evidenced in lower
rates of growth than in previous historical periods, the gutting of
certain sectors such as the railroads, the shortening of the cycle of
recessions, and chronic underutilization of capacity. In sum, then,
our ‘Menshevik tended to answer Sweezy by going back to com-
petitive capitalism and downplaying both the special features of
imperialism which accounted for its underlying tendency towards
stagnation and the ability, under the particular conditions we have
described, of U.S. imperialism to temporarily ward off crisis.

MARXIST VIEW OF PROFIT RATE AND CRISIS

Marx describes the rate of profit as the motive power of capital-
ist production. But this ““driving force” is also “endangered by the
development of production itself.”” The international position of
U.S. imperialism whereby it was the dominant exporter of capital,
plundered Asia, Africa and Latin America, and imposed certain
monetary and financial strictures on others, enabled it to counter-
act, for a time, the general tendency of the rate of profit to fall.

As capital accumulates there is an increase in the ratio of cons-
tant to variable capital—that is, as compared to the capital they
exchange for labor power the capitalists lay out increasingly large
sums of money on machinery, raw materials, fuel, ete. which them-
selves do not produce any value. This tends to depress the rate of
profit since living labor—which produces value—figures as a
smaller portion of the forces utilized by the capitalists in produc-
tion. But this law acts only as a tendency because these changes in
the composition of capital also bring about counter-tendencies,
that is, increases in productivity which lower the value of machin-
ery and raw materials—and labor power. Even as the rate of ex-
ploitation increases, however, the tendency of the rate of profit to
fall cannot be permanently overcome since the ratio of constant to
variable capital continues to increase.
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So this falling rate of profit does not express itself as an absolute
fall—at any given time this fall may or may not be obser-
vable—though it is an inherent part of the contradictory move-
ment of capital. Our Menshevik economist declared that there was
a straight line descent of the rate of profit and suggested that it
could be quantitatively demonstrated to have fallen straight down
since the end of World War 1. Besides being a statistical feat of
rather impressive proportions, to prove such a dive, this concep-
tion corresponded nicely to Jarvis’ earlier vision of collapse and, in
some ways, it was this economist’s answer to and equivalent of
Sweezy’s slow dance of death view of stagnation.

In fact, the significance of the tendency of the rate of profit to
fall does not lie in its precise drop—it is not usually the direct and
immediate trigger of a particular crisis. More important is what
this tendency forces the capitalists to do in order to raise their
mass and rate of profit and how it limits their ability to do this.
For instance, the growing reliance on outside sources of finance,
the competiton for loan capital, the slowdown in capital invest-
ment, the rapid outflows from one sector to another are all expres-
sions of this in the recent period. In 1974-75 the rate of profit had
undoubtedly fallen. In 1976-77 it may have risen a bit. But this
hasn’t rescued the imperialists. This falling tendency is exerting
its force within a new set of circumstances which no longer act in
the main as a buffer against its effects.

DEVELOPMENT OF CURRENT CRISIS

It is possible to trace the main lines of development of this crisis.
Its beginnings, as we mentioned earlier, were in the late '60s, with
important international changes occuring, the most notable of
which were U.S. imperialism’s serious setbacks in Vietnam, the
political and economic challenges from within the U.S. bloc, and
the rise to superpower status of a Soviet Union where capitalism
had been restored. But the crisis unfolds in the early "70s with two
nodal points. The first is in 1971 when the convertibility of the
dollar into gold is cancelled as unprecedented pressures on the
dollar mount and record deficits are incurred by the U.S. The next
two years see a slight upturn in investment, but the period
witnesses an enormous acceleration of inflation, with the wholesale
price index increasing at a rate of over 10% annually by 1973.
There is all manner of speculation in international commodity and
credit markets; in late 1973 oil prices are quadrupled; pressures on
the financial markets intensify and a number of U.S. banks, as well
as others abroad, are in deep difficulties.

By the fall of 1974 the second nodal point is reached: a major
contraction sets in. Industrial production plummets to post-WW2
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lows, unemployment reaches its all-time high since the 1930s and
international trade is drastically reduced. Over the next three
years industrial production rises gradually, there are some spurts
of activity, but only in the U.S. does production attain its post-war
average, yet at the same time in the U.S. there remains consider-
able unemployment and idle capacity, devastation of certain sec-
tors like steel, and fixed capital investment actually declines in the
period 1973-77. This so-called recovery celebrated its 3rd birthday
in 1978 with renewed currency and trade complications within the
U.S.-led bloc.

As serious as this crisis is, there is not now a revolutionary situa-
tion. The ruling class still has reserves and is able to maintain its
rule with relative stability. How is this related to the onset of the
crisis and its future development? We are in the beginning stages
of this downward spiral and while its general movement is down, it
remains possible for some expansion to occur—as it has. But—and
this is key—the conditions that counteracted the downturns of the
past spiral, the means by which the imperialists have extricated
themselves in the past, have diminished. Hence the feebleness of
the partial upturns.

There are two aspects to this situation, neither of which can be
ignored. On the one hand, forces still exist to buoy up the U.S. bloc
and within this for the U.S. to push off some of the losses and diffi-
culties onto others. An example is the dollar. Its battering in the
late '60s and early "70s, which was a product, in part, of changes in
the competitive positions of the lesser imperialists of Europe and
Japan, also led to certain further temporary gains for them. But
the breakdown of the monetary and financial framework establish-
ed following WW2, with the dollar as its linchpin, has not given
way to another. The U.S. can still force foreign central banks and
governments to pile up dollars; oil, for instance, is still denomin-
ated in it. And since their economies are so tied into that of the
U.S., they do not want to see their hoard of dollars decline in value,
so they actually take measures to strengthen it even as they strug-
gle over currency devaluations. Also, as this crisis deepens we see
an increasing role being played by financial institutions dominated
by the U.S. like the International Monetary Fund which, through
loans both to developed and backward countries, like Great Bri-
tain and Peru, which are in dire straits, extends its control.

But this is not a situation fundamentally characterized by sta-
bility, nor is it a situation that can last long. The U.S. has continu-
ing strength to deal out some of the losses, but this is not hurtling
things forward in any substantial kind of way. We find, for exam-
ple, that while the U.S. imperialists can still rack up huge govern-
ment deficits and expand their credit base, for the first time, ear-
lier this year, the Federal Reserve was forced to directly adjust
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(upward) domestic interest rates because of pressures on the dol-
lar. Fundamentally, the U.S. does not have the freedom to over-
come this, the most serious overproduction crisis it has faced since
the 1930s Depression. This is the principal aspect of the situation
with regard to the stability and reserves of the U.S. ruling class.

The crisis is deepening and the situation must lead to a qualita-
tive change, whether that is a major depression, a world war or
some combination of both. This is so because this crisis is unfold-
ing against the backdrop of and in connection with the increasing-
ly fierce political and military rivalry with the Soviet Union,
rooted in the imperialist economic foundation of both super-
powers. In other words this urging towards a war for re-division is
not dictated solely by the severity and duration of the crisis, but
stems mainly from the intensifying contention with another super-
power which seeks a realignment and re-division commensurate
with its growing strength relative to the U.S. This contention,
however, is caused by the same economic laws and, dialectically,
the seriousness of the crisis also requires that the U.S. go to war to
prevent a re-division unfavorable to it—and ultimately to make a
new re-division more favorable to it.

This is the main feature of the new spiral. The contention be-
tween the two superpowers—each of whose blocs is the main bar-
rier to expansion of the other—is driving things closer to a world
war. It is not possible to predict whether there will be a major
economic collapse before this war breaks out, though there will un-
doubtedly be convulsive developments like last year’s steel shut-
downs, the worsening of monetary and trade difficulties, and gyra-
tions in residential construction, for instance. Any recoveries will
be all the more partial and temporary exactly because of the
underlying and accelerating downward trend. But it is possible to
predict that there can be no resolution of this crisis by the im-
perialists short of the re-division of the world. And while it is not
possible to say for sure that this spiral will lead to a revolutionary
situation in the U.S. itself, this does loom as a distinct possibility.

We have spoken repeatedly of lais and the need to grasp them.
By laws we mean the expression and effect of the underlying rela-
tions and forces which govern the development of things, which
define their movement. For the working class the significance of
recognizing and understanding them is two-fold: these laws will
result in qualitiative leaps taking place, of the sort we have been
describing, in the conditions of society and the mood of the
masses, and we must prepare ourselves to seize the time when such
a situation arises, even if it may appear a dim or distant prospect
right now; and these laws stand as an indictment of capitalism and
determine that only revolution can fundamentally change things.
No matter what the intentions or policies of particular represen-
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tatives of thg ruling class, no matter what state the economy hap-
pens to be in at any given time, and no matter how sincere or
earnest hopes for reform may be, capitalism is still capitalism—in
_facl: in t})e U.S. today capitalism is in its highest and final stage
1mper1allsm—and by its nature leads to crisis, war, and . . Arevolu-’
tion. Marx described capitalist production as the self-expansion of
cap}tal,. precisely because there are such laws which make the
capitalists the agents and not the initiators of the objective pro-
cess under capitalism.

REVISIONISTS REBEL
AT THE PROSPECT OF REVOLUTION

This helps to explain why the Jarvis-Bergman clique chafed at
the. thought of basing ourselves on such laws. They were so
pphtlcally obtuse (dull and philistine) they couldn’t believe that
b}g cha.nges leading to the real prospect of a revolutionary situa-
tion mlght actually take place. But, also, they were never quite
convinced that revolution was all that necessary to begin with. To
admit the existence of such laws would imperil their fortunes as
v&'fould-be. saviors of the masses through reforms. The revolu-
tionary hpe qf our Party became their chief obstacle, and failing to
defeat this line, they tried to wreck the Party. Failing that they
took what they could and ran. ' ’

"I“he path fol}owed by the Bergman-Jarvis clique is extremely in-
viting, as we live in an imperialist country which is still powerful.
What's more, it is well-travelled, as their revisionist mentors in the
CP_ have blazed a trail for them. Initially Bergman and Jarvis were
united in their dedication to narrow economic work. What mainly
separat.eq them was Bergman’s penchant for liberal reformism in
the .polltlcal struggle while Jarvis generally took more of the
ogtrlch approach, though he wasn't above an occasional political
gimmick and a consistent attempt to turn real political struggle in-
to a play.thing for petty-bourgeois reformers.

Bu.t driven by the logic of his position and the force of events
J arvis eventually came around to Bergman'’s view of crisis and thé
situation, and made the transition from “left”’ economism to all-
round reformism as had the old CP, which Jarvis and Bergman
took as their model.

. Following in the wake of Khrushchev’s coup and counter-revolu-
tionary betyayal in the USSR the CP finally degenerated into
thoroughgomg revisionism in the late 1950s. This kind of
degeneratlon on the part of some who claim to be communists is in-
ev1table_z, these kinds of twists and turns in the development of the
re\./olutlonary struggle are bound to occur. But as Mao Tsetung
pointed out: “The world is progressing, the future is bright and no
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ene can change this general trend of history.” Such is another law
that our Mensheviks will never understand. m
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Ten years ago this August, Soviet tanks rolled through the
streets of Prague, capital of supposedly independent
Czechoslovakia. Though Czech leaders like Alexander Dubcek
were themselves despicable revisionists, who refused to put up a
fight against the invasion for fear the masses might get out of
hand and extend the struggle to one for genuine liberation from
the yoke of capital, people all over the world supported the just
struggle of the people of Czechoslovakia against social-imperialist
domination and demanded that the Soviet tanks get out.

This was also a time when in our own country the movement
against the U.S. imperialist war in Vietnam was developing rapid-
ly, especially among students and youth. The massive rebellions
which followed the murder of Martin Luther King, Jr, had sig-
nalled the turning of a significant section of the Black liberation
movement toward revolution. The rebellion of students at Colum-
bia University was typical of many events which linked the strug-
gle against the imperialist war with the Black liberation struggle
and aimed both with a revolutionary thrust against the common
enemy. And while Soviet troops were’ suppressing the youth of
Prague, Mayor Daley’s pigs were running amuck in the streets of
Chicago, assaulting and beating thousands of young people who
had gathered to protest outside the Democratic Party’s national
convention.

At this time there was widespread feeling among those active in
these struggles, especially among the students, that the Soviet
Union was no better than the U.S. Far from seeing the Soviet
Union as a friend and ally as the revisionist CPUSA preached from
the sidelines, the revolutionary students developed a rudimentary
understanding that both superpowers were sworn enemies of the
world's people and of revolutionary struggle. The majority of the
student movement was thus outraged by and militantly opposed
the Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia, although correctly continu-
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ing to diroct their main fire at.our own imperialist ruling class.

The mainly potty-bourgeois activists in these struggles could see
that lifo in the Soviet Union under Khrushchev, Brezhnev and
Kosygin was hardly a model for the socialist system they’d begun
to envision. They saw the Soviet Union as increasingly a
depoliticized, bureaucratic and, at the very least, a boring society.
For example, one student activist who would later become a leader
of the “Weather Underground” terrorist group wrote an article
describing her negative experience as an exchange student in
Moscow. She called on Soviet students to rise up and build their
own revolutionary student movement.

In this context the Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution in
China, led by Mao Tsetung, played an extremely important role.
Mao courageously and scientifically analyzed that the Soviet
Union was no longer a socialist country, that capitalism had been
restored there. And the Cultural Revolution which he initiated
showed millions that the kind of degeneration which took place in
the Soviet Union was not inevitable but could be prevented
through resolute struggle by the masses against the capitalist
roaders in the leadership of the Communist Party who were aiming
to seize power.

This had a powerful effect on the budding revolutionary forces in
the U.S. Among the revolutionary forces in the student movement
and among the minority nationalities there was broad support for
the principled stand of the Chinese Communist Party against the
Soviet Union. At the Austin, Texas National Conference of SDS in
1969, a meeting marked by sharp struggle against the Trotskyite
wrecking activity of the Progressive Labor Party, the entire body
united in hooting down a lonely revisionist spokesman who sought
to whitewash Soviet armed aggression against China’s Chenpao
Island. (Incidentally, this revisionist was at the time a close com-
rade of Mickey Jarvis, the Menshevik chieftain recently expelled
from the RCP. Jarvis, a former CP member, also defended the
Soviet Union at this conference.)

But for the overwhelming majority of those who had come for-
ward in the course of these struggles, their understanding of the
role of the Soviet Union was still mainly at the level of perceptual
knowledge. People saw what the Soviet Union did and what it
stood for and they knew they didn’t like it any more than they lik-
ed the war in Indochina or the suppression of the Black Panther
Party. But they were confused as to why this was so. Indeed, for
many, this perceptual knowledge was colored by anti-Communism
drummed into people’s heads since kindergarten.

To move forward from perceptual to rational knowledge it is
necessary to grasp and apply the science of revolution, Marxism-
Leninism, Mao Tsetung Thought. A small but highly significant
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naction of these movements did just this. As part of embracing
thim science as the key to resolving the problems of the capitalist
myntom through proletarian revolution, and in doing so deserting
the petty bourgeoisie and joining with the working class, many ac-
tivists also struggled to come to a more complete and scientific
understanding of the nature of the Soviet Union and its role in the
world. Publication of Red Papers 7: How Capitalism Has Been
Restored in the Soviet Union and What This Means for the World
Struggle (RP7) by the Revolutionary Union in 1974 played an im-
portant part in this.

But while some moved forward to grasp on a higher level the im-
poriulist nature of the Soviet Union, others did not. Some simply
foll prey to cynicism and defeatism, summing up from their percep-
tions that real change is impossible or, at best, too costly. Others
continued to loudly denounce the Soviet Union—and even took up
the position that it is the “main danger” to the world’s people—
but still without any thoroughgoing Marxist analysis behind this.
'Thase forces have thus hastened to embrace the same kind of revi-
sionist garbage which the Soviet leaders preached when it emerged
in slightly different form under different conditions. Not surpris-
ingly, they view both the Cultural Revolution and the overwhelm-
ingly positive thrust of the revolutionary movements of the '60s as
“outdated.”

Yot another group, however, began to reevaluate their percep-
Lions. These people were influenced by the ebb in the revolutionary
upsurge of the late '60s and early '70s, not seeing the fact that the
cupitalist system has entered a new spiral of crisis and war which,
while only beginning, is a major crisis. They are struck by the fact
that Soviet social-imperialism, which formerly colluded with the
U.8. imperialists, selling out revolutionary struggle left and right,
is now more and more contending with the U.S. for world domina-
tion (while continuing, as a secondary aspect, to collude in certain
cuses with the U.S. against mass struggle) and thus has adopted a
more militant and offensive pose. With no faith in the masses, and
only disdain for the revolutionary potential of the working class,
such people now see in the Soviet Union a powerful force which
might defeat U.S. imperialism.

FROM CRITICS TO APOLOGISTS

Like those who retreated to cynicism and those who would have
the proletariat ride the coattails of its “own’’ bourgeoisie in a na-
tionalist holy war against the Soviet superpower, these people seek
to “‘chase the wisp of painless progress.” They take the stand of
the alienated petty-bourgeois intellectual who, in times of upsurge
and struggle, becomes enthused with a crude populist love of the
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masses but who, especially in a period of temporary and relative
ebb, quickly turns away from the high, hard road of protracted
struggle and revolutionary science characteristic of the pro-
letariat, searching instead for a get-rich-quick scheme that might
lead to change.

Such forces continue to criticize the Soviet Union in various
ways and seek to remain independent of the more seasoned Soviet
flunkeys in the CPUSA. They try to play the role of “‘centrists,”’
midway between Marxism and revisionism, although their “tilt”
has for some time been clearly in the latter direction. Increasingly
as, on the one hand, Marxist-Leninists oppose and expose the role
of both superpowers on an ever more thoroughgoing and scientific
basis and, on the other hand, as the contention between the super-
powers heats up and forces people to, in one way or another, take a
more clear stand, the “centrists” must now come out and openly
defend the Soviet Union on a more sophisticated level. (Since their
opposition to U.S. imperialism is on such a shallow level and since
their reformist and elitist outlook prevents them from seriously
“going against the tide,” it is not at all unlikely, however, that
many of these “‘centrists’ will, in the event of a war, flip over into
some segment of the patriotic camp.) There is a special necessity
for them to carry on their defense of the Soviets under present con-
ditions since Soviet propagandists themselves and their CP front-
men do such a lame job, merely advertising Soviet virtues. The

“centrists,” of course, recognize that what is needed is not mainly

to advertise but to apologize for the Soviet Union.

All this explains the recent minor flurry of publications putting
forward some version or another of the “tarnished sctialism”
thesis: the argument that the Soviet Union might not be $o great,
but it’s still socialist and must be supported. This new apologist
literature joins a series of Trotskyite tracts which argue that the
Soviet Union is a “deformed workers state’” (or degenerate,
depraved or whatever other term they’re using this week).* But
our new apologists are not classical Trotskyites. They don’t return
to the great line struggle of the 1920s and they certainly don’t
blame everything bad on Stalin. Indeed, they are quite ahistorical,
rarely going back further than 1956, and for them, as shall be seen,
line struggle under socialism (and capitalism too, for that matter)
is hardly important since this only takes place “in the realm of
ideas” and can’t really change things. While the social base to
which these writers appeal tends to be hostile to Stalin and to the
dictatorship of the proletariat in general, these authors steer away

*See, for example, the Spartacus Youth League’s, Trotskyism versus Maoism:
Why the U.S.S.R. is Not Capitalist, New York, 1977. Trotskyite and pseudo-Trot-

skyite literature on Soviet society is itself a subject that deserves thorough
analysis; that, however, is beyond the scope of this particular article.
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from any serious assessment of the strengths and weaknesses of
the Stalin era. (Here the apologists’ line is the mirror opposite of
the phony ‘‘restorationist” analysis of Martin Nicolaus, whose
work was criticized in a previous issue of The Communist). Even
so, at least one apologist openly if superficially parades under the
banner of ‘“‘Stalinism.”

This article focuses on the work of two authors. The first, our
““Stalinist,” is one Jonathan Aurthur, whose book, Socialism in the
Soviet Union, is sponsored by the Communist Labor Party (CLP)
of which he is apparently a member.* CLP is a small sect which
grew out of a thing called the Communist League (CL), which in
turn grew out of a dogmatist split-off from the old CP, the Provi-
sional Organizing Committee. CL was characterized by extreme
dogmatism manifested in the practice of ripping advanced workers
out of struggle in order to “train” them in a sectarian hothouse.
This “left” in form line covered up a more deeply rooted rightism
and pragmatism which fully came into the open with the ‘‘forma-
tion” of the CLP in 1975. Since then CLP has become a minor flea
hovering around the CP dog. In the past CL branded Khrushchev
and Brezhnev revisionists but stopped short of saying they’d
restored capitalism. Now CLP is enthused by the Soviet Union’s
more offensive foreign policy, They lauded the 1976 25th Congress
of the CPSU as a turning point in Soviet history and since then
have been virtual cheerleaders (without much of an audience,
however) for the Brezhnev gang.

The other apologist whose work is reviewed here is Al Szyman-
ski, sociology professor at the University of Oregon and “move-
ment activist,” who published a critique of both RP7 and Martin
Nicolaus’ book under the title ““Socialism or Capitalism in the
USSR?"’t and followed this with a detailed defense of Soviet
oconomic relations with foreign countries, “‘Soviet Social Im-
porialism, Myth or Reality: An Empirical Examination of the
Chinese Thesis.”{ Szymanski is a veteran of the student anti-war
movement (he participated in the Columbia University rebellion of
1968, but in that struggle’s reformist wing) and has become
somewhat prominent as a spokesman for “‘centrism’’ in the North-
west, He promises a book on the Soviet Union in the near future.

19‘;._1,(muthun Aurthur, Socialism in the Soviet Union, Workers Press, Chicago,

TAl Szymanski, “Socialism or Capitalism in the USSR?", Science and Society,
Vol. XLI, No. 3, Fall 1977, pp. 338-344.

tAlbert Szymanski, “Soviet Social Imperialism, Myth or Reality: An Empirical
Examinatlon of the Chinese Thesis,” Berkeley Journal of Sociology, Vol. XXI|,
19771978, pp. 131-166.
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While very real differences divide these two writgrs,. taken
together they concentrate their defense of Soviet capltial}?m on
four main points. These are: (1) denial of the possibility of

capitalist restoration in a socialist country, which is linked to de-

nying that class struggle continues under socialism anfi especially
that a new bourgeoisie emerges that is concentrated in the Cpm-
munist Party itself; (2) denial that the Soviet economy fungtlons
according to the laws of capitalism; (3) denial t}}at a bourge;ms rul-
ing class exists in the Soviet Union; and (4) denial that Sov.let. rel.a-
tions with other countries can be characterized as imperialist in
the Leninist sense. In the following pages each of these points will
be discussed, with reference made to each author where relevant.

CLASS STRUGGLE UNDER SOCIALISM
AND THE NEW BOURGEOISIE

Jonathan Aurthur begins his book by straightforwardly arguing
that ‘““‘capitalism has not been, and cannot be, restored in.the
Soviet Union or any other socialist country.”’* History, he claims,
moves forward in a continual upward spiral. The ‘‘form,” the
political superstructure of society, can be turned around; but. the
“‘content’’ of society, its economic base, the fundamental relations
of production, cannot. According to Aurthur:

“Once a new mode of production has taken hold,
counter-revolution can still attempt to force it
backward. But it can succeed, if at all, only super-
ficially: Its content is forced, on pain of extinctior},
to adapt itself to the new, more advanced economic
reality, the new mode of production. And why? Be-
cause new modes of production (slavery, feudalism,
capitalism and socialism) do not come upon or leave
the historical scene arbitrarily, accidentally, ideolo-
gically, or at the whim of this or that individual or
group, but as the result of the development of social
production.’”?

While it is true that history moves forward in an upward spiral,®
this does not rule out distinct reversals of this motion. As Lenin
put it, ‘it is undialectical, unscientific and theoretically wrong to
regard the course of world history as smooth and always in a for-
ward direction, without occasional gigantic leaps back.”* And
there is certainly no rule which states that such leaps cannot be
taken in the economic base as well as in the superstructure.
Socialism and ultimately communism will inevitably triumph over
capitalism, since only socialist revolution can resolve the con-
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tradictions of the capitalist system. And while the proletariat is
advancing and will continue to advance, its struggle has never
been and never will be without its twists and turns. As Mao
Tsetung said, ‘‘the future is bright, the road is tortuous.’’

The historical epoch of several centuries which saw the develop-
ment of capitalism out of feudalism also witnessed many reversals
for the rising capitalist production relations. In Renaissance Italy
commodity production and trade developed to the point where
merchant capital was beginning to be transformed into industrial
capital, but for various reasons this did not come to fruition, the
Italian city-states stagnated and the bourgeois revolution did not
take place for another three centuries.

Another instructive example can be found in the transition from
slave society to feudalism in China. This occurred over a period of
several hundred years, beginning as early as about 600 B.C. It was
not until 221 B.C., however, that China was unified under a feudal
dictatorship, headed by emperor Chin Shih-Huang, who upheld
and implemented the Legalist line and program representing the
rising landlord class, ruthlessly suppressed the counter-
revolutionary restorationists and brought about the thoroughgo-
ing triumph of feudalism over slavery throughout China at that
time. Previous to that, during a long period, although the feudal
class had on the whole superseded the slaveowning class well
before Chin Shih-Huang came to power, the slaveowners still had
power in certain areas and there were repeated attempts by the
slaveowners, represented by such famous historical figures as Con-
fucius and then Mencius (and their followers), to restore the old
order in China as a whole. And even after Chin Shih-Huang unified
China under feudal rule there were still some attempts by the rem-
nant forces of the slave system to stage a comeback, though they
were unsuccessful.®

Further, the very nature of socialism as a transition between capi-
talism and communism makes a correct understanding of the dialec-
tic between base and superstructure even more essential than it is
for understanding capitalism or earlier exploiting systems.
Bocause while capitalist relations developed within feudal society,
foudal relations within slave society, etc. and each of these ex-
Floiting classes only came to power in the superstructure after

llding up their economic base, socialism cannot develop in the
sumo way out of capitalism. And unlike capitalism and previous
oxploiting systems, socialism aims to make an unprecedented
Lransformation of society, eliminating all exploitation and its
superstructure, to make what Marx and Engels termed a ‘“‘radical
rupture” with all traditional property relations and traditional
idoas,

It is true that under capitalism the socialization of production
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creates the basis for transforming private appropriation into social
appropriation, but this transformation itself cannot take place
before the proletariat seizes state power. Although overall under

socialism the economic base continues to determine the nature of

the superstructure, the proletariat must consciously carry out the
revolutionization of the economic base, the transformation of the
relations of production, by exercising its state power and con-
sciously applying its ideological and political line—in other words
through the active, initiating role of the superstructure.

Citing Marx, who compared socialist revolution to childbirth,
Aurthur argues that “Once a baby is born it cannot be stuffed
back into the womb. Once socialist society is born out of the womb
of the old capitalist society, it cannot be rejoined to its mother.’’®
Let’s take a look at exactly what Marx did say about this birth. He
said that

“What we have to deal with here is a communist so-
ciety, not as it has developed on its own founda-
tions, but, on the contrary, just as it emerges from
capitalist society; which is thus in every respect,
economically, morally and intellectually, still
stamped with the birth marks of the old society
from whose womb it emerges.’”®

In other words, Marx was not emphasizing the separation of
socialism from capitalism but the connections which still join the
two and the fragility of the socialist infant. Lenin made much the
same point using a different metaphor from the other end of the
life cycle:

“No, the working class is not separated by a Chinese
Wall from the old bourgeois society. And when a
revolution takes place, it does not happen as in the
case of the death of an individual, when the deceased
is simply removed. When the old society perishes,
its corpse cannot be nailed up in a coffin and lowered
into the grave. It disintegrates in our midst; the cor-
pse rots and infects us.’”’"°

Thus, the decisive and overwhelmingly principal task of the
socialist stage, of the entire historical era of the dictatorship of the
proletariat, the very purpose of that dictatorship, is to eradicate
the birthmarks inherited from the old society, to transform all of
society so that, as Marx himself put it, mankind may come to ‘‘the
abolition of class distinctions generally, to the abolition of all the
relations of production on which they rest, to the abolition of all
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the social relations that correspond to these relations of produc-
tion, to the revolutionizing of all the ideas that result from these
social relations.”"" (emphasis in original) This is sharply opposed
to all those revisionists who argue that the historic task of the
socialist period is to develop or modernize the productive forces.

To abolish all class distinctions it is necessary to abolish the pro-
duction relations which give rise to them. These include three
aspects, namely the forms of the ownership of the means of pro-
duction, the position and mutual relations of people in production,
and the distribution of the products of production. Of these three,
ownership of the means of production is of decisive importance,
and the key step for the proletariat in consolidating its dictator-
ship is to seize the means of production and place them under the
ownership and control of the workers’ state. But the other two
aspects are also important. They react upon the system of owner-
ship and, under certain conditions, can play the decisive role.

If the workers’ state owns the means of production, but factories
and enterprises are run in such a way that control is concentrated
in the hands of a few leading cadres carrying out a revisionist line,
if the differences between mental and manual labor, for instance,
are consolidated and widened under the cover of ‘‘each keeping to
his post” instead of being narrowed, then the socialist system of
ownership can become a hollow shell. Similarly, while inequalities
in distribution are unavoidable under socialism reflecting the fact
sthat distribution must be mainly according to work and not need,

“if it is not recognized that such distribution is, after all, a defect
and that such inequalities must be restricted, then they will in turn
affect the system of ownership and lay the basis for strengthening
and not abolishing class distinctions. The proletariat cannot rest
with transforming the forms of ownership but must also transform
and eventually abolish all unequal relations as regards people’s
position and mutual relations in the course of production as well as
all unequal relations with respect to distribution. In short,
bourgeois right in all three aspects of production relations must be
continuously restricted to the degree possible at each point, in ac-
cordance with the material and ideological conditions, and must
eventually be eliminated altogether. To do otherwise is to
strengthen the basis for capitalist restoration.

This is what it means to revolutionize the base as a crucial part
of continuing the socialist revolution to the development of com-
munism, completely classless society. And at the same time it is
necessary in conjunction with this to continue the revolution in the
superstructure as well. Economic relations, relations of produc-
tion, while in the long run the determining and decisive relations,
are not the only social relations into which people enter. There are
political, ideological and cultural relations as well. These aspects of
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the superstructure react upon the base and they too may, under
certain conditions, become decisive. Again, as Marx and Engels
declared, ‘‘The Communist revolution is the most radical rupture
with traditional property relations; no wonder that its develop-
ment involves the most radical rupture with traditional ideas.”’'?

RP7 described the importance of revolution in the superstruc-
ture and against all the ideas that arise from and serve capitalism.
It pointed out:

““Old bourgeois ideas don’t instantly vanish under
socialism . . . Bourgeois ideology remains a powerful
weapon for capitalist restoration in a socialist socie-
ty and must be fought by mass action and education
every step of the way. . .

“The main struggle against bourgeois ideology
takes place in concrete struggles to replace these old
ideas and methods with proletarian ideology (which
is based on principles of cooperation, equality and
hatred of exploitation and reliance on the masses of
people to organize production and society in general
on the basis of scientific understanding of how socie-
ty develops) and new methods in all the institutions
of society.

Applying this to the Soviet Union, RP7 noted that

“Socialism in the USSR, the first socialist state,
had to break totally new ground, and all the tried
and established methods of getting things done
were inherited from the bourgeoisie. To the degree
that they went unchallenged and unchanged, they
slowly but surely weakened the proletarian
character of the state and the socialist nature of the
economic base. And this created the subjective con-
ditions for a more or less peaceful restoration of
capitalism.’’"3

Now Aurthur may agree with Kautsky, Khrushchev, Liu Shao-
chi and other more recent advocates of revisionist theses on
socialism. He may say with them that all this can be accomplished
without the sharpest class struggle over an extended period of
time, indeed, over an entire historical era. But Lenin, for one, did
not. He argued the opposite:

“The dictatorship of the proletariat is a most
determined and most ruthless war waged by the
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new class against a more powerful enemy, the
bourgeoisie, whose resistance is increased tenfold by
its overthrow (even if only in one country), and
whose power lies not only in the strength of interna-
tional capital, in the strength and durability of the
international connections of the bourgeoisie, but
also in the force of habit, in the strength of small
production. For, unfortunately, small production is
still very, very widespread in the world, and small
production engenders capitalism and the
bourgeoisie continuously, daily, hourly, spon-
taneously and on a mass scale. For all these reasons
the dictatorship of the proletariat is essential, and
victory over the bourgeoisie is impossible without a
long, stubborn and desperate war of life and death, a
war demanding perseverance, discipline, firmness,
indomitableness and unity of will.”’"*

Clearly Lenin links the continuing class struggle to the continual
re-emergence of bourgeois production relations under socialism.
Further, in fact, the bourgeois aspects retained even in socialist
production relations provide the basis for these socialist relations
to be transformed back to capitalist ones. And, in general, the rem-
nants of capitalism provide the basis not only for the continuing

“struggle of the old bourgeoisie against proletarian state power but,

more important, the development of a new bourgeoisie. This new
bourgeoisie arises from several sources. Lenin pointed to small
production (a major factor in countries like Russia and China) as
an important one. Technocrats, managers, the intelligentsia and
the state bureaucracy are another source. This was stressed by
Lenin in many of his writings and speeches, particularly during the
NEP period.

But the most important source of the new bourgeoisie is the
Communist Party itself. This pathbreaking discovery was
elaborated most thoroughly by Mao Tsetung and those who
followed his leadership in China on the basis of summing up the
Soviet experience and the experience of the class struggle in China
itself. As Mao put it shortly before his death, ‘‘You are making the
socialist revolution, and yet don’t know where the bourgeoisie is.
It is right in the Communist Party.”

Under capitalism the class struggle is reflected in the two-line
struggle in the Party. But under socialism, Mao and his supporters
argued, this struggle is actually concentrated in the Party since
the most important Party leaders objectively occupy positions
which can quite readily be transformed into those of a class an-
tagonistic to the proletariat. The majority of managers, planners
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and leading state and Party bureaucrats are leading Communists.
This is why Mao stressed that “if people like Lin Piao come to
power, it will be quite easy for them to rig up the capitalist
system.” _
Socialism is a transitional system where the rising communist
relations must, through long and protracted struggle over an en-
tire historical era, replace the declining capitalist. relations. Only
the correct, proletarian ideological and politicgl line of the Com-
munist Party, and its mobilization on this basis of the masses of
people, can prevent the majority of Party leaders frpm
degenerating, and the minority which do anyway from seizing
power. Mao, of course, stressed that as long as the proletariat
wields supreme power and a revisionist line is not in command
overall, the capitalist-roaders {(those in author.lty who do
degenerate and on the basis of adopting a bourg(.ams c!qss st.and
and a revisionist political line attempt to turn their positions into
those of capitalists) will be few in number. But Mao dld. npt intend
this to mean that the proletariat should be any less vigilant; the
revisionists after all can command a significant social base. For
Mao, prevention of a revisionist coup through contin}lally' advgnc-
ing the revolution and at each stage striking at the 501} which gives
rise to the bourgeoisie—this is the cardinal question for com-
munists during the entire socialist period. '
For Aurthur, of course, all this is just idealist nonsense. For him
“once the new mode of production is established, it marks the e;qd
of the old antagonism between the proletariat and the bourgemsxe
because there is no more bourgeoisie in the sense of an owning, ex-
ploiting class.”’'® And as for the new bourgeoisie, he cqntends this
whole concept makes ‘‘classes and modes of production become
reflections of mental categories, not material relations among peo-
le. "¢
P This was not Lenin’s view. Even though he did not and could
not (because of the then very limited experience of building
socialism) develop the kind of understanding of class struggle
under socialism that Mao did, Lenin, in true ‘‘idealist’’ fashion,
declared quite forcefully that:

“On the ground cleared of one bourgeois generation,
new generations continually appear in histgry, as
long as the ground gives rise to them, and it does
give rise to any number of bourgeois. As for those
who look at the victory over the capitalists in the
way that the petty proprietors look at it—‘they
grabbed, let me have a go too’—indecd, every one of
them is the source of a new generation of
bourgeois.”’ "

T W v o Ty
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Here Lenin, like Mao, seemingly makes class origin a reflection of
‘“mental categories.”” But Lenin’s and Mao’s view is entirely cor-
rect and thoroughly materialist because the basis is there for peo-
ple with such a line to put their views into practice. Political and
ideological line are decisive in the class struggle under socialism.
This is not idealism but an expression of the contradictory nature
of socialist society. As Lenin put it, ‘“politics is a concentrated ex-
pression of economics.””’® Aurthur explicitly rejects this scientific
approach since to him it equates ‘‘what is capitalist or socialist
with ‘line’ or ideology. The ‘line’ of this or that department or unit
will determine ‘the nature of ownership of it.’ "’ He asks: “Under
such circumstances, how can one call a country socialist at all?
Rather it reduces itself to a giant checkerboard of ‘units’ which are
now capitalist, now socialist, depending on which ‘line’ the
management carries out.”’'® But in a certain sense it is precisely
such a “checkerboard”” which does exist. For given the transitional
nature of the socialist mode of production there is a basis in every
unit for leadership to restore certain bourgeois production rela-
tions by implementing a revisionist line. This does not deny that
socialism is a coherent economic system which marks a decisive
break with the capitalist mode of production. But the internal con-
tradictions of socialism, which mark it as necessarily only a transi-
tion to the ultimate goal of communist society, mean that it will
have such a ‘‘checkerboard” character and that throughout all
gpheres of society there will be a constant struggle between the
proletariat and the bourgeoisie over which class is in command
there.

Even though a revisionist line may lead in certain factories,
perhaps even in the majority, if the Communist Party leadership
sticks to the proletarian line and mobilizes the masses in struggle
against the revisionists, the socialist system will continue to
develop and advance—but only, of course, through defeating the
revisionist line and toppling from power those who stubbornly per-
sist in fighting for this line. This is why, in 1969, in speaking of the
situation that existed before the start of the Cultural Revolution,
Mao stressed that ‘‘ According to my own observation I would say
that, not in all factories, nor in an overwhelming maj ority of fac-
tories, but in quite a large majority of cases the leadership is not in
the hands of true Marxists, nor yet in the hands of the masses of
the workers.”’? Yet Mao was not arguing that China was no longer
a socialist country. He was pointing out that despite the great
changes in the situation he described above, through the Cultural
Revolution, still to continue the revolution was a real struggle,
“‘the revolution has not been completed.’’'

Of course it is not just that the Communist Party is hierarchical-
ly structured or that a few bad eggs sneak in. There is a close

I
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dialectical connection between leading capitalist-roaders and their
social base among other sectors of the new and old bourgeoisie.
Besides the old exploiters, the intelligentsia, technocrats, lower
level enterprise managers and administrators in socialist society
provide a social base for capitalist restoration. The capitalist-
roaders in the Party leadership are their commanders but must
also reward sections of this base with added privilege and power.

This can be seen in the transformation of the Soviet Party Cen-
tral Committee under Khrushchev. Under Stalin there arose a cer-
tain tendency to select Central Committee members and other
political leaders on the basis of technical expertise, organizational
“efficiency’’ or the achievement of ‘practical results’ in produc-
tion instead of according to grasp of and ability to apply and
develop a proletarian political line. This was a serious counter-
current to an overall correct policy of putting politics in command.
Under Khrushchev, however, this incorrect tendency became the
general rule. Proletarian fighters were expelled from the Central
Committee and political middle forces swamped by a rapid expan-
sion of that body’s membership. New capitalist blood joined the
ranks of the leaders. From the 19th Congress of the CPSU in 1952
to the 22nd Congress in 1961 there was a drastic change in the
composition of the Central Committee. This period saw an influx
of “‘practical men’: educated technocrats and managers replaced
the supposed ‘‘ideological hacks” of the Stalin era.

In 1952, 24.6% of the Central Committee consisted of members
who had been recruited into Party leadership from leading posts in
administrative, managerial or technical affairs relatively late in
their “careers.” By 1961, however, this proportion had more than
doubled to 50.3%.22 In the Politbureau the change was more
drastic. Where in 1951 only two of eleven Politbureau members
had some higher technical education, by 1971 ten of fifteen
possessed diplomas in one or another kind of technology.* To

make success in raising production quotas or prestige among’

members of the scientific community a basis for promotions into
political leadership is a policy characteristic of revisionism and
capitalist restoration.

Aurthur opposes placing ‘‘a large share of the responsibility for
capitalist restoration on the Intelligentsia or even the more ad-
vanced strata of the working class under socialism.”’?* In socialist
society, he claims, such people exist in harmony with the masses of
workers and there is not antagonism between them.

Now surely these strata, especially the intelligentsia, do not
deserve “‘a large share of the blame'’; this must fall on the top revi-
sionists in the Party leadership. But this must not justify the
failure to recognire how these strata, especially the more privileg-
ed sectoras of the Intelligentuia, do provide a crucial social base for

4
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restoration.. As previously discussed, such people exist in a dif-
ferent relation to production and a different position in society
than do the workers and peasants. Differences between mental and
manual labor and in distribution of wealth provide the basis for the
perpetuation and development of potentially antagonistic class
distinctions between them and the masses of working people.

Tq support his view Aurthur digs up. an interesting quote from
Stalin. AI_‘g:ulng against those who stressed the danger of the
bou.rg.'e0181f1cation of educated workers who increasingly occupied
positions formerly held by bourgeois intellectuals, Stalin declared:

“These people, it appears, assert that workers and
peasants who until recently were working in
Stakhanovite fashion in the factories and collective
farms, and who were then sent to the universities to
be educated, therefore ceased to be real people and
became second-rate people. So we are to conclude
that education is a pernicious and dangerous thing.
We want all our workers and peasants to be cultured
gnd educated, and we shall achieve this in time. But
in the opinion of these queer comrades, this purpose
harbors a grave danger; for after the workers and
peasants become cultured and educated they may
face the danger of being classified as second-rate
people.’’?

At the time it was certainly correct to recruit a new working
class intelligentsia; this was a tremendous advance which
strengtheped the proletarian dictatorship. But still it must be said
that, lpol.{lng back on the whole Soviet experience and the history
of spc’lahsm in general, it was an error, even a serious one. on
S.tal.m s part to ignore the fact that the basis for antagonistic c’lass
dlstlnctloqs exists in the difference between mental and manual
lgbor and in the relative privilege in distribution and social posi-
tion (?n]oyed by the intelligentsia regardless of the class origin of
1nd}v1dua_l members of this group. Education is a powerful weapon
of hberapon for the proletariat, and if a correct line is in command
the relations between workers and intellectuals in socialist society
will oveyall be characterized by comradely cooperation. But if a
proleta}rlgn line does not lead, education will be bourgeois educa-
tion, distinctions between mental and manual labor will be expand-
ed. not narrowed and all this will serve only to perpetuate
pr1v1.leges and class division.

It is not t}.lat Communists wish to deny the masses an education.
But education cannot stand above the ideological and political
line. As Mao put it: ‘“Some whose technical and cultural level is
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high are nonetheless neither diligent nor enthusiastic: others
whose level is lower are quite diligent and enthusiastic. The reason
lies in the lower political consciousness of the former, the higher
political consciousness of the latter.”’?

Just as revisionism can arise regardless of the class origin of the
revisionist (Khrushchev himself was, after all, a coal miner’s son),
it is also not a matter of intent. And this is Aurthur’s final argu-
ment. He is forced to accept the obvious fact that there is, at the
least, a privileged elite in the USSR. But, he argues, this is precise-
ly why this group would never restore capitalism. His argument
would be funny, if it wasn’t so backward:

“But why would a Brezhnev or even a Khrushchov
want to restore capitalism? They have arisen under
socialism, and the privileges they have gained were
gained under, and in a certain sense because of
socialism. The elite like socialism because it means
that they can have their privileges and a working
class whose standard of living is constantly rising,
who are not likely to go on strike, riot, or overthrow
the government—as long, that is, as the leadership
guarantees their well-being. Brezhnev and Company
have no desire to restore capitalism; instead they
want, and have been able, to skim the cream off
socialism, to have their cake and eat it too.”’?

Truly an amazing statement, is it not? Aurthur, who accuses us
“restorationists’’ of idealism and contempt for the working class,
puts more of both in this one statement than could ever be found in
all the publications attacking Soviet social-imperialism put out by
Marxist-Leninists worldwide. Imagine, the Soviet workers are con-
tent to live under the boot of these ‘‘cream-skimmers’’ so long as
the benevolent despots guarantee their ‘“‘well-being.”” And as for
Khrushchev or Brezhnev what need have they for capitalism? As if
it was ever a matter of personal desires in the first place! One
might ask this CLP clown just who is the real idealist here?

Moreover, the vulgar economism behind this whole statement
must be noted. According to Aurthur the working class will
always be satisfied, will always accept whatever oppression the
rulers dish out, so long as the economy is booming and wages are
going up. Never mind the historic mission of the working class to
liberate itself and all mankind from the exploitation and oppres-
sion of class society. Never mind the need to continue the revolu-
tion to the elimination of all class distinctions. Behind his openly
contemptuous assault on the Soviet workers lies Aurthur’s version
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of the revisionist ‘‘theory of the productive forces”’ which declares
that the purpose of socialism is only to develop the productive
forces and not to continuously revolutionize the relations of pro-
duction and the superstructure and on this basis expand produc-
tion and move forward to classless society, communism.

Aqrthur does not recognize socialism as a society defined by the
relationship between classes—and principally between the ruling
pyoletariat and the bourgeoisie over which the proletariat exercises
dictatorship. He refuses to accept the fact that this society will be
moved one way or the other—forward to communism or backward
to capitalism—and that the direction of this motion will be deter-
mined by the development of the class struggle between the pro-
letqriat and the bourgeoisie. Instead, in essence, he identifies
soc1a.lism only with state ownership and views this not as a social
relationship but as a thing—a static absolute without internal con-
tradiction and motion.

PROFIT IN COMMAND OF THE ECONOMY

T.he intentions of any specific revisionist are not at all the
dec15iv.e thing with regard to the restoration of capitalism. By
champloning a bourgeois line even the most dedicated of pro-
letarian revolutionaries, who have devoted their lives to upholding
/tfhe b.anner of communism, may degenerate into capitalist roaders
and, indeed, if this happens the very prestige such people have ac-
cumulated makes them even more dangerous. Economic laws and
the necessity posed by their operation force the revisionists to
ulti.mately restore the capitalist system. This was stressed in RP7,
which is worth quoting at some length on the subject:

“It is impossible for some classless group of
‘bureaucrats’ to rule society in the name of the pro-
letariat, because in order to maintain such rule these
‘bureaucrats’ must organize the production and
distribution of goods and services. If bureaucratic
methods of doing this prevail and come to politically
characterize the planning process under socialism;
and 'if a group of bureaucrats, divorced from and not
relying upon the masses, makes the decisions on
how to carry out this process; then inevitably this
will be done along capitalist lines.

“In the final analysis, the revisionists can only
fall back on the law of value as the ‘lever’ which
organizes production. They must reduce the work-
ers to propertyless proletarians, competing in the
sale of their single commodity—their labor pow-
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er—to live. They must appeal to the narrow self-
interest of the worker in this competition, backing
this up with the power of the state, as a force stan-
ding above and oppressing the workers, a weapon in
the hands of the owners of the means of production.
They must do this because they must find some way
to organize production which they cannot do con-
sciously in a planned way by themselves. They have
no choice but to become a new bourgeoisie. . .

“Once this road is taken, the planned relationship
between various sectors of the economy, according
to the socialist principle of subordinating profitabil-
ity—at the enterprise level, and in society general-
ly—to the objective of all-round and constantly ris-
ing development must also come under the regula-
tion of the law of value. And this means that profit
must be put in command.’’?

Which brings us to the second argument raised by the
apologists: their contention that the Soviet economy has not been
reorganized along capitalist lines and that the profit motive is not
in command.

In his review, Al Szymanski is careful to differentiate RP7 from
the work of Martin Nicolaus, stating that “The Nicolaus work
thus focuses almost exclusively on economic relations (narrowly
defined). Red Papers 7, on the other hand, rejects this way of pos-
ing the problem. ..”” Szymanski applauds RP7 for centering “in-
stead on the question of ‘who owns the state,””” and for maintain-
ing that ‘“‘the plan rather than markets is the decisive economic
question.” But he goes on to claim that ““while the main thrust of
the RCP work is to show that the working class does not control
the state, virtually all the points made by Nicolaus about the
operation of capitalist economic principles are also made (in a sort
of overkill argument)—only later to be called irrelevant. . "%

Now wait just a minute, Professor Szymanski. This is not the
case at all. The argument presented in much detail, with extensive
citation and analysis of works by Soviet economists, in Chapter
111 of RP7 does not by any means mirror Nicolaus’ shoddy presen-
tation; in fact much of it was consciously aimed at refuting precise-
ly the kind of thinking Nicolaus later raised to an opportunist prin-
ciple (see especially the section ‘‘Will the Real Bourgeoisie Please
Stand Up?’’ on pages 49-52). Our differences with Martin Nicolaus
have been outlined in full in an article in The Communist, Vol. 1,
No. 1 and the reader is encouraged to refer to this for clarification.
But while it is unnecessary to repeat the whole argument here, a
brief summary of just what it is that does make the Soviet
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economy function according to the laws of th itali

o omy func g e capitalist system
The response to Nicolaus defended RP7’s definition of socialism

This definition reads: '

‘.‘We can say that socialism exists where the work-
ing class actually holds state power, where the
sphere of operation of the law of value is being
reduced to the maximum degree permitted by
economic and political realities, where the initiative
of the working class in developing new relations of
production including a new division of labor is ac-
tively f‘ostered by Party and state, and where the
rev'olut.zonary transformation of all aspects of socie-
ty is vigorously carried out under the leadership of
the working class and its Communist Party.” (em-
phasis in original)?

This definition correctly puts stress on the political leadership of
the prplgtarlat and not on any particular stage in the development
of socialist production relations, including state ownership of the
means of production, nor on planning.

While it was entirely correct to defend this definition against
‘I}Ilcolal_ls’ criticism and his crude attempt to equate socialism with

plann_lng” and capitalism with the ““free market,” it must still be
»ecognized that the definition is actually more a description of
what has come to be known as *‘the socialist road.” The question of
whgther to remain on the socialist road or not is, of course, the
d.e01s1ve one. If leadership is seized by capitalist roaders représen-
ting a new b.ourgeois class who mobilize the Party to implement a
revisionist line, then a socialist country will abandon the socialist
road for tl}e capitalist one and capitalist restoration is inevitable.
In a certain sense it can be said that such emphasis follows the
lead of .Le?nin who declared that use of “‘the term Socialist Soviet
Repu.bl'lc implies the determination of Soviet power to achieve the
transition to socialism, and not that the new economic system is
recognized as a socialist order.””*!

prvever, though keeping to the socialist road is central and
deq1s1ve, .there are also actual socialist relations of production
which define _socialism as a particular transitional system standing
between capitalism, the highest stage of commodity production
and communism, classless society based on the advance beyon(i
commodll_:y categories. Capitalist production relations are
qharacten;ed by exploitation and inequality. Communist produc-
tion rfelatlons have abolished both exploitation and inequality.
Socialist relations are no longer exploitative but they still contain
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elements of inequality; hence, their contradictory quality. Under
socialism both the proletariat and the bourgeoisie attempt to
transform these relations in directions opposite to each other. The
proletariat tries to restrict and eventually eliminate the vestiges
and remnants of inequality that persist under socialism in order to
advance the struggle toward communism. The bourgeoisie,
however, will continually try to seize upon the bourgeois aspects of
these relations in order to restore capitalism.

This latter is what has been going on in a thorough way in the
Soviet Union since 1956, under the conditions where the
bourgeoisie has seized power in society from the proletariat. And
though, in essence, and for all practical purposes, the process of
restoring a capitalist economic base was completed with the
economic reforms of 1965, it is in many respects continuing
against important residues of the formerly socialist base and
superstructure.

In short, to build socialism and communism the proletariat must
seize state power in order to carry the revolution into the economic
base while, at the same time, continuing to deepen the revolution
in the superstructure. To restore capitalism, the revisionist new
bourgeoisie must also seize state power and then carry the counter-
revolution into the economic base. On the basis of this counter-
revolutionary transformation the superstructure will also be fur-
ther bourgeoisified.

While the key overall counter-revolutionary step took place 10
years earlier with the revisionist seizure of power in the
superstructure, the key ‘‘moment’” in the thoroughgoing counter-
revolutionary transformation of the economic base as it unfolded
in the specific conditions of the Soviet Union was the restoration
of the profit motive as the main motivational force in the economy.
According to Szymanski the crux of the 1965 reforms was not this
but instead ‘‘simply a reduction in the number of criteria used by
the central ministries to evaluate enterprise performance. ..’
But a writer on whom Szymanski relies at a number of points for
support, the prominent academic defender of the “New System’’ in
the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe, Jozef Wilczynski, makes
clear in his work The Economics of Socialism that this is hardly
the case. According to him, “profit was officially accepted in the
USSR in 1965 as the main criterion of enterprise perfor-
mance. . . before the reforms it was treated merely as an accoun-
ting device to ensure that enterprises endeavored to cover their
costs out of their own resources where possible, and to hand over
the surplus to the State.”’®*
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ting the fact that most profit must be tur

St I ned over to the cent
state monopoly c_apltahsts as if it were ‘“rent”). Wilczylilgl?}
presents the following formula for computation of the profit rate;**

R=UP=0),

F+Vv

where R = rentability, or rate of profit

Q = quantity of output actually sold by the
enterprise

P= prige at which the output delivered is
so

C = average prime cost

F = average annual value of fixed assets

V= average annual value of variable (cir-
culating) assets

This is reall_y not much different from how capitalists compute the
rate qf profit, as a rate of return on investment. And. indeed his
gescz.'lp.tlorz, gf the significance of the profit critérion ur,1der

soc1a11sm is also similar to descriptions of the role of profit
under capitalism offered by bourgeois economic theorists:

“Thg significance and success of the profit criterion
consist mainly in the fact that a direct link has been
estabhshed between profit and incentive payments
so that1t is in the interest of the enterprise person:
nel—and at the same time society—to strive to max-
lmize enterprise profits. But profit can achieve more
than n}erely a better utilization of resources at the
operational level. Trends in the levels of profitabili-
ty of different branches of the economy provide
gul{iance to central planners in their endeavor to op-
timize the allocation of resources on the macrosocial
sca.lle. Thus profit provides that unique bond of
union between micro and macroeconomic in-
terest—the missing link from which Socialist
economies had traditionally suffered.’’?s

Adam Smith, of course, referred to this “missi ink”’ “q
Do Smith, missing link’ as the “‘in-

Wilczynski does try to differentiate what he calls “socialist prof-

it fr . - . L
om profit under capitalism, enumerating seven ‘‘significant’’

Moreover, Wilezynski reveals that it is not just the amount of differences between the two. But are these really so “‘significant”?

profit that is taken into account but the rate of profit as well (called Let’s see.
“rentability”” according to Soviet economic newspeak and reflec-

Wilczynski says that under socialism:3¢
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(1) “Profit is not an objective but a mqans.” But thi:s is true
under capitalism too—it is a means of capital accumulation. And
anyway, how is one to differentiate the means from the (.end here?
After all, don’t the capitalists always claim that profit is merely
the most efficient measure of productivity and the effectiveness of
investment? o o

(2) “Profits cannot be increased by restricting production.
Under certain monopoly conditions the capitalists can sometimes
make short-term windfalls by restricting production, artificially
driving up prices, and then selling dear what has been prqduged
cheap. But this is by no means the essence or normal fgnctlonlng
of capitalist production. Indeed, Marx argued that to point to suqh
instances as the source of capitalist profit places faxp101tatlor} in
the sphere of distribution and not prodqctlon. Marxists
argue—against all sorts of bourgeois economic theories—that
capitalist profit arises from production, as surplus value. Thu§, for
the capitalist a greater mass of profit can or}ly come from either
greater production or a higher rate of exploitation , ar}d usua!ly
some combination of both. Restricting production to raise profits
is an exceptional practice under capitalism stemming frorp the
development of certain monopoly situatiops. It }}ardly. pertains to
the essence of capitalist profit, including in the 1mper1ahsﬁ stage.
And besides, such incidences of restricting productlol'l to increase
profit do occur, as the exception, in the Soviet Unlop tqo. The
Soviet press has at times run reports of managers who find it more
“profitable’’ not to overfulfill the plan.*’ )

(3) “Profits are not owned by private persons.” So wha.t?.J ust
look at the nationalized steel industry in western Eqrope—ls it not
capitalist? Moreover, the truth of this cont.ention '1s‘1tself l}lghly
questionable since the Soviet rulers lead quite a privileged life (as
we shall see) and it is exclusively they who have cont.ro} over how
profit is to be reinvested (under the present s_yst,:em it is to mak_e
more profit), which is what happens to the lion’s share of profit
under capitalism in all its forms. . . o

(4) “Profits is only one of several driving forces behmc} SOC}a!lst
production. Planming must still be regarded as .the main driving
force.” But the question is what guides planning, profit or the
revolutionary interests of the proletariat? o )

(5) “Profit is not necessarily an objective measure of efficiency.
On this we agree. It is one of the criticisms which has been offere,d
of the profit system for generations—even before Marx. What's
the point? ) .

(6) “Differences in the profit rate do not necess.arl.ly dete;mme
the distribution of investment.” In some cases this is true in the
USSR. After all in the U.S. too the capitalists are forced to invest
in some very unprofitable things to keep their system running.
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Witness Amtrak, the postal service, some corporate research and
development projects, etc. But in the Soviet Union profitablility is
still the principal and dominant determinant. Wilczynski argues
this himself—remember the ‘‘missing link?"’

And (7) “Flows of capital to foreign countries are not determined
by profit.” This may be true in many cases in the short-run, as it is
for much U.S. and West European investment, but don’t count on
it holding up after time. More on this subject later.

Finally, in defense of ‘“‘socialist profit” Wilczynski quotes the
famed revisionist economist who more than anyone else came to
symbolize the principle of ‘‘profit in command” under socialism,
Yvesei Liberman. And not surprisingly (if still ironically), Liber-
man’s words have a familiar sound to them, reminiscent of our
‘“Stalinist” friend, Mr. Aurthur: “Rivers do not flow backward,”
Liberman assures us. ‘‘And if, at high water, rivers make turns,
they are simply cutting better and shorter channels for
themselves. They are not looking for a way to go back.”’*® While
this may be true of rivers, it can hardly be said to also be true of
revisionists. ;

The difference between RP7 and Martin Nicolaus was that RP7
saw adoption of the profit motive as the key element in the
“reforms,” but also as something distinct from the much-
trumpeted abandonment of ‘“‘planning’’ in favor of the ‘‘market.”
The aspect of the reforms’ restoring autonomy to individual enter-
prises did not, RP7 argued, return the Soviet economy to the stage
of competitive capitalism. Thus, its much ballyhooed “failure’ is
on this score beside the point. :

RP7 argued that after the reform the plan came to be guided, not
by politics, by the ever-increasing mastery of the proletariat led by
its Party and achieved through continuing class struggle, over the
spontaneous pull of the economic laws of commodity production
which continue to function but are restricted under socialism. In-
stead it was guided by subordination of the plan to the demands of
these laws themselves, especially the law of value, the fundamen-
tal law of commodity production, and by abandonment of their
restriction and an exaltation of their role. In other words, “‘plan”’
and ‘“market”’ were, in a sense, merged, with the “market”’ thus
regaining dominance over the plan but inside the planning process
itself and not independent of it. This was reflective of the highly
developed monopoly nature of the Soviet economy.

Indeed, this was evident in the price reform which necessarily
followed introduction of the profit motive. Under the profit system
prices have to more closely reflect their determination by the law
of value so that profitability in different industries and enterprises
can be measured on a common basis. Thus before the Soviet
wholesale price reform of 1967 the profitability of different in-
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dustries ranged from -17% in coal mining to +30% in light in-
dustry with an average of +13%.% But after the price reform the
range was narrowed to a low of +8% for coal mining to +16% in
the iron and steel industry.* This is a reflection of the influence of
commodity market categories on planned production under state
monopoly capitalism.

Here it will be useful to digress somewhat and discuss various
Soviet economic theories since it is often thought, and has recent-
ly been put forward, that criticism of Liberman’s ‘‘market
socialism” is by itself an adequate critique of revisionist
economics. This view is closely akin to Nicolaus’ theories. But it
would be a serious error to limit revisionist economics to the
theory of “‘market socialism.”

“Market socialism” advocates free trade and competition
among state-owned enterprises under the plan. It has been put into
practice (but only partially, since the development of monopoly, in-
cluding state monopoly, is inevitable under capitalism) only in
Yugoslavia but has been advocated ever since the '30s when its
theory was devised by the Polish socialist economist Oskar Lange.
Today ‘“‘market socialism” is associated in one form or another
with such prominent revisionist economists as W. Brus in Poland,
Ota Sik in Czechoslovakia before the invasion, Branko Horvat in
Yugoslavia and, to some extent, A. Birman and Liberman in the
USSR.*!

But the other main trend of thought in revisionist economic
“‘science,”” the theory of “‘optimal planning,” which denies the free
operation of market factors, also rests on the assumption that
market exchange of equivalent values is the most ‘‘rational”’
means of allocating resources and goods. The ““optimal planners”’
seek to plan out the workings of market forces in advance through
employment of mathematical planometrics, input-output tech-
niques and the use of computers. The ideas of this school of
thought have much in common with the thinking of the U.S.
bourgeois advocate of capitalist planning Wasily Leontief. Its
primary Soviet advocates have been the Nobel prize winner L.V.
Kantorovich, V.S. Nemchinov, V.V. Novozhilov and N.
Fedorenko.*? This is pretty much the group identified in RP7 as
the “‘prices of production” school, although RP?7 fails to give Kan-
torovich and his planometrics the deserving revisionist credit he
received in Stockholm. They have enjoyed increasing influence in
Soviet planning in recent years.

Both these theories are based on the erroneous premise that, pro-
tected from the obstruction of monopoly, the capitalist economy
can operate smoothly according to the law of value. It is not this
law, these theories fundamentally argue, which leads to the irra-
tionality, crisis and exploitation of the capitalist system but the
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obstruction of its smooth operation by personal greed and other
“‘excesses” stemming from individual appropriation and leading
to monopoly. The function of socialism becomes to make Adam
Smith’s “invisible hand” really work. This is not an application of
the revolutionary theories of Karl Marx but is based upon assump-
tions taken from David Ricardo, the 19th century bourgeois
econormist criticized by Marx.

Nearly all signficant Soviet economists reflect, in one way or
another, the ideas of one of these two revisionist schools—‘‘market
socialism” and ‘optimal planning”—much as in the U.S.
economists divide into monetarists, those who belive that control
of the money supply is the best way to regulate the economy, and
Keynesians, those who believe government spending and
budgetary policy may be employed to ‘‘fine-tune’’ the economy.
But, as in the U.S,, the system does not and cannot fully match up
with any of these theoretical models. This is because the assump-
tion is incorrect that capitalist crisis, etc. is not intimately tied in-
to the very nature of the laws of the commodity system, but is a
product of “‘interference’”” with such laws. As Marx and Lenin both
stressed, speaking of pre-socialist society, monopoly and competi-
tion are two sides of the same coin and must coexist under com-
modity production. This is a unity of opposites expressed in the
contradiction plan-market. Thus it is no wonder that nearly all
revisionist economists, no matter what school they espouse, accept
the thesis that ‘“There is no real justification for treating plan and
market under Socialism as mutually exclusive.”’* In a sense they
are correct; both aspects of this contradiction must exist so long as
the commodity system operates whether it takes on a “free
market”’ form or not. As in any contradiction the two aspects in-
terpenetrate, there is a ‘““market” in any plan and “‘planning’’ in
the market. But the revisionists raise the interpenetration of the
two aspects of this contradiction exactly to disguise its contradic-
toriness, just as Nicolaus undialectically ignores the interpenetra-
tion. As Mao put it in his criticism of a Soviet economics text:

“ ‘Spontaneity and laissez faire are incompatible
with public ownership of the means of production.’
It should not be thought, however, that spontaneity
and laissez faire do not exist in a socialist society.”’**

For Marxist-Leninists this contradiction must be dialectically
resolved through continued revolutionary struggle to restrict the
sphere of operation of the law of value and finally eliminate it.
Revisionism, on the other hand, “‘accepts” this contradiction.

This is why Nicolaus is wrong to reduce the whole question to
one of plan = socialism, market = capitalism, but also why
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Szymanski is wrong to caricature RP7 as declaring the whole ques-
tion of capitalist economic laws irrelevant, reducing the matter to
a simple question of “‘who owns the state” instead of basing the
analysis on this key question and proceeding from there.

According to Szymanski, the 1965 reforms were ‘‘rescinded”
anyway in 1971 and 1973, and he credits this unique discovery to
the authors of RP7.%5 Maybe the professor can’t read, but nowhere
does RP7 make any such claim, mainly because such a startling
series of events never took place outside Szymanski’s imagination.
What did occur in 1973 was the institution of the Production
Association or “‘trust” as a new form of organization in the
economy. The Production Association combines, in various forms,
numerous enterprises in much the same way as a conglomerate
does in the U.S.

The decree establishing the Production Associations was issued
while RP7 was in preparation and its final impact was not clear
when the book was published. But it is now apparent that these
Associations have become an important phenomenon in the Soviet
economy; indeed, they increasingly represent the basic unit of
state monopoly capitalism. By the beginning of 1976 there were
some 2,300 Production Associations operating in the Soviet Union
accounting for some 24% of industrial production.* While the in-
dividual enterprise has lost most of the semblance of autonomy it
gained under the 1965 reform, these larger ‘“trusts’’ are another
matter. The Production Associations are formidable concentra-
tions of capital and represent the development of specific com-
peting capitals within the state capitalist system.

Szymanski is apparently not aware of the work of the French ex-
pert on the Soviet economy, Marie Lavigne, who has compared the
Soviet “‘trusts’”’ to Western monopolies and in a very interesting
study has shown how their role in the economy is increasingly to
modify the workings of market laws (within and without the plan)
in a way similar to monopoly corporations in traditional capitalist
economies.*’” Indeed, at least one prominent Soviet economist has
applauded the advent of the Association for, among other things,
its ability to engage in self-financing (and thus self-expansion of
value, i.e., the ability to behave as an independent capital within
the overall plan.) The logic of this development leads to two possi-
ble results. One is the transformation of the state economic
ministries into large-scale enterprises themselves similar to the
Associations; the other is the elimination of these ministries,
which under socialism in the USSR were the heart of proletarian
planned economy, and their replacement by the Production
Associations.*® Another Soviet economist has picked up on this
and suggests that the economies of the Soviet bloc must limit the
responsibility of the state ministries and reduce their number.*®
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In other words, what has happened as a result of the develop-
ment of the Production Associations on the basis of the restora-
tion of profit is not just an end to the ‘““free market’’ pipe dreams of
the enterprise managers. No, what has happened is that, on the
one hand, there is increasing concentration and centralization of
state monopoly capital coupled, on the other hand, with the contin-
uing centrifugal pull of capitalist anarchy and competition. In
other words, what was predicted in RP7 is coming to pass:

“Even where a capitalist ‘plan’ for development ex-
ists, including a state ‘plan’ designed to ensure the
profitability of key monopolized industries, the laws
of commodity production/exchange, including
especially the law of value—the blind force of the
market—will still remain dominant. This means
that competition between various capitalists, con-
trolling different sectors of the economy and dif-
ferent ‘pieces’ of the surplus will inevitably develop
too. ..

“The creation of the large-scale Production
Associations reveals that this is developing rapidly
in the Soviet Union. These Production Associations
will inevitably compete with each other in pursuit of
profit. An association centered around the produc-
tion of steel, for example, will attempt to branch in-
to coal mining. Soon the Production Associations
will not only be set up according to industry but will
—and to some degree, no doubt, they already
do—come to represent competing groups of
capitalists whose interests are quite varied;
equivalent, say, to the Morgan or Rockefeller
groups in the U.S. These competing groups will in
turn fight it out for political influence and control in
the Communist Party.

“It will be impossible for these competing
capitalists to peacefully divide the wealth. They will
try, but their eternal quest for ever-greater profit
will always create new contradictions for them. It
will always smash to smithereens whatever
agreements they succeed in reaching among
themselves. This is directly due to the fundamental
contradiction of capitalism and imperialism
everywhere—the contradiction between private ap-
propriation and social production of wealth. ’*°

Like Szymanski, Aurthur also minimizes the importance of the
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in a mirror-image of the Nicolaus .1d10cy. To him
%B}fl?‘flr;l}?chlev’s early decentraliziﬁlg eiforts werlia mmi)lll)é a ;;Sist (:)\f
signed politically to “‘weaken t )
gr?)?lspl;;e;umdsvhigch, notI:) coincidentally, was ba§ed in the? ce:?}t;lzziii
state ministries. The 1965 measures copt_lnued in t.hlS ;/elnl. helr
purpose, he says, was to ‘‘raise pro@uct1v1ty by giving local en er
prise leadership more leeway in thglr use .of resources, more }nlgut
tive to conserve capital, rationalize their operations, etc. ﬂ'ct;
Aurthur contends, the reform failed l?ec_ause }‘t came _1nto lcon i :
with the fundamental laws of socialism. Objective agys ﬁ)
political economy,” he argues, ‘“cannot be chgnged, radically
changed, abolished or negated by deprges, resolutions, ma_neuvefrsé
schemes, ‘economic levers,f’ bargaln}ng,,ysgr the changing o
itical ‘line’ in a factory, tarm or mine.
p0}131f11§aas seen earlier, it is precisely by sei_zmg the superstructuri
in order to transform the base that the capitalist-roaders carry 2}1:
the counter-revolutionary restoration process. To deny 5 e
possibility of decrees, etc. changing the economic lawsh—— or reaazfé
changing their sphere of operation anq in what way 1i eg{ ollne:'iew
(or do not oﬁerate)—is not only reflective of an undia elc) 1ca't ew
of the relationship between base and superstructure but it i
denies that the proletariat can transform the capitalist base into a
ist one by wielding its state power. o
COI(I)IIrln gli:sz)tther haynd, in the Soviet Un@on. today the new capltfailﬁt
economic relations come into contr_ad.lctlon with remnantshq lle
former socialist superstructure. This is re,\,/gal.e(.:l most gi'lap. ica }i
in the discussion of the ‘‘rules of the game initiated in the ](Ziurna
Ekonomika i organizatsiia promyshlennogo proizvo s)tI{a
(Economics and the Organization of Industrial Prpductlgn '11'1;
1975. In the course of this debate a number of p;omlnent 1oyuzs
managerial personnel and economic experts raised C(t)r{)lp atgte
about petty regulations and interfe.zrence in management by st ¢
administrators and others. While this complaining inz;i? }1"
reflected the struggle of lower-level management agallxlls el_
state-monopoly superiors, the discussion also exposed og é'enlle
nants of real socialist planning were very much seen as an ? tsb?c”)
to the more “‘efficient’” (in the capitalist sense, 1.e. 'protl a t(jhe
functioning of the present economy. As one participant 1n

discussion put it:

“Economic legislation as it exists jn our country to-
day is not tgllllly in keeping with the goals of
economic development. It is a vast systemless mass
of legal norms issued at various times and under
various conditions of our economic development. I
agree with G.A. Kulagin that it is necessary not on-
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ly to do away with certain outdated norms but also
to implement a system of measures that will make
economic legislation an effective tool of socialist
economic development.’’%3

Here we find *‘reform-minded”” managers and experts, carrying
out their revisionist economic tasks with the obvious support of
prominent authorities, coming into direct conflict not with the
socialist base, but with outdated and ineffective laws. And, Aur-
thur and his crew of reformist-dogmatists notwithstanding, Marx-
ists have always seen laws as part of the superstructure.

While Aurthur recognizes the growing stagnation in the Soviet
economy and the real problems which that economy faces but
blames this on the Khrushchev-Brezhnev ‘“policies” being out of
step with the needs of the socialist base, Szymanski informs us
that ever since the reform all has been well with the Soviet
economy. He claims (with no statistical confirmation) that in the
period 1965-73 the Soviet economy functioned more smoothly than
before and that there has been no evidence of the kind of crisis
characteristic of capitalism. Space is lacking here to go deeply into
the nature of the developing crisis of the social-imperialist
economy, or to discuss some of the empirically discernible effects
of capitalist restoration. But it would be sensible to warn Dr.
Szymanski: Don’t speak too soon. Clearly the growth rate of the
Soviet economy has been declining. Agriculture, a problem which
the new Czars inherited from the socialist period, has only worsen-
ed. The problem of productivity is an extremely serious one. In-
deed, another French economist has recently tried to show, in a
very perceptive and pathbreaking (though not revolutionary)
analysis, that the problems of the Soviet economy bear a striking
resemblance to problems caused under capitalism by the tendency
of the rate of profit to fall. Indeed, this observer identifies such a
tendency developing in the Soviet Union since the 1950s as a

chronic problem and points to this as the cause of a distinct and
serious crisis, although his analysis is not thoroughly predicated
on a Marxist analysis of capitalist crisis.5

Before concluding this section some comment is called for on one
last important point raised by Aurthur (and less completely by
Szymanski)—the question of whether labor power is a commodity
in the Soviet Union. Now this is a good question, since capitalism
is that stage of commodity production where labor power itself
becomes a commodity. Aurthur adds that ““the question of
whether or not the worker sells his labor power as a commodity in
the Soviet Union can be stated in another way. Does he get paid ac-
cording to the market price of labor power. . .”* This is also a
pretty good way to put it except that the “market price of labor
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power” need not be determined on the open market. Labor power
will be a commodity so long as it is “alienated”” by the working
class to the capitalist class in exchange for its equivalent value,
i.e., the cost of the existence and reproduction of the worker.

Now if goods and services can be priced basically according to
the dictates of the law of value without a free market as we have
shown is the case in the Soviet Union (and is also sometimes the
case in the older capitalist economies at least in some aspects—for
example, airline fares in the U.S.) then so can labor power. As a
writer put it in the pages of Pravda describing the implication of
reforms in the wage system, “With the introduction of new wage
rates, the pay categories of most workers are determined accor-
ding to uniform wagerates and skills manual; this ensures a
uniform approach in evaluating the complexity of the labor of
workers in all occupations represented in various enterprises and
branches.’’s®

A completely free and competitive labor market is not a precon-
dition for the development of wage labor; the fundamental basis of
wage labor is that the working class depends upon its ability to sell
its labor power to an alien capitalist class. For example, under the
Nazis German capitalism implemented draconian labor laws which
virtually chained workers to their employers like slaves. In this
manner the price of labor power (wages) was held down at or even
below its value despite the virtual elimination (temporarily and on
a war basis) of unemployment. And Hitler's Germany was most
assuredly a capitalist society.

Indeed, the comparison with Nazi Germany is, as RP7 indicated,
most appropriate. For in the Soviet Union labor power is exchang-
ed approximately at its value mainly through a complex process of
wage determination through planning and this is secured mainly
through non-economic pressures. While in doing this the Soviet
capitalists are able to rely to some degree on their carefully main-
tained socialist cover, which they are willing to make significant
concessions to preserve, they too can resort to open terror. Terror,
of course, was openly used by the Soviet working class and its Par-
ty when it held state power. This was, however, directed—over-
whelmingly and despite certain errors—against the counter-revo-
lutionary enemies of the working class and socialism. The Soviet
social-imperialist rulers today use open terror to suppress the
masses, but they also revive and proclaim the words *‘dictatorship
of the proletariat”” where it is useful to cover their sanguinary sup-
pression of the working class and people of the Soviet Union— and
other countries. This is a trick that many revisionists have found
to their advantage since the fall of Khrushchev.

Actually there is more labor fluidity, more of a labor ‘‘market,”
in the “socialist” Soviet Union today than there was in capitalist
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Germany under Nazi rule. An appendix to RP7 descri
tent of th..is labor fluidity and thelzext noted the imi)(i);tls):gttrt:ﬁeegf
the notorious ““Shchekino experiment’’ as a model in intensifying
the exploitation of the working class by driving down the value of
labor-power through a combination of lay-offs and speed-up.
Aurthur's “proof”’ that labor power is not a commodity is
twofold. First, he poses the truly ridiculous argument that labor
power cannot be a commodity because wages and living standards
are rising. How many times do we have to hear this kind of thing
from the bourgeoisie?! Is one to suppose that because many
worlgers in the U.S. now own color television sets and because ac-
cording to the government personal income has risen since WW 2
the U.S. 1s not a capitalist country? That labor power here is not a;
commodity? How ridiculous! And in fact much of the Soviet wage
increases have been designed specifically to bring wage levels into
closer correspondence with the actual value of labor power as part
qf restructuring planning in such a way that profitability can effec-
twely'functlon as the key indicator of economic success. The Prav-
da writer cited above notes that

“Tl}e process of increasing minimum wages and
basic wage and salary rates for personnel in middle
pay categories that is currently being carried out in
the branches of material production provides not on-
ly for wage increases but also for the establishment
of greater correspondence between wages and the

uantit d 2 ” i
gdded)ﬂy and quality of labor expended.”’ (emphasis

In other. words, a general hike in wages can also mask a step
pack‘wa.lrd into greater reliance on value categories. Under social-
1sm 1t 1s necessary to pay ‘‘each according to his work.” But, as
no.ted: previously, this is, after all, a bourgeois principle —that is a
principle based on bourgeois right, which masks actual inequali’ty
in formal equality—and is still linked to commodity categories. It
must be consciously restricted. Linked closely to this is the qlies-
tion of material incentives to motivate labor. The Soviet revision-
ists rely on material incentives to increase productivity. But this
elevates a necessity, the fact that payment according to value pro-
duced can only be restricted, to a positive principle. Mao sharply

criticized the whole view of reliance on material i i i
that it al incentive, arguing

“makes it seem as if the masses’ creative activity
has to be 1.nsp1red by material interest...‘From
each according to his ability, to each according to
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his labor.” The first half of the slogan means that the
very greatest effort must be expended in produc-
tion. Why separate the two halves of.the slggan an.d
always speak onesidedly of material 1ncent1ye? This
kind of propaganda for material interest will make‘
capitalism unbeatable!’’?

Perhaps sensing the feebleness of his argument on rising wages
Aurthur falls back on the line that ‘“Without the reserve army of
unemployed there cannot be competition for jobs and the_refore no
possibility of setting a price (wage) for a la_bor power tha.t is not yet
expended.”® Here we might return again to the Nazi Ggrmany
comparison to note that unemployment therg was v1rtu§lly
eliminated (this was also true of a number qf capltah_st countr.les,
including the U.S. during WW 2), yet capitalism certainly flourish-
ed. Japan after WW 2 is another example. Between 1954 and 1967
the Japanese gross national product adJustgd for inflation grew at
an average rate of 10.1% and disposabl_e income almost tripled.
During this period of phenomenal capitalist development, the
unemployment rate was by all accounts ex'tren}ely low despite a
continuing stream of new workers pouring into industry from th.e
farms and fisheries.® No sooner was a reserve army cyeated than it
was gobbled up by the capitalist employers_. F.aced with what the.:y
perceived as a labor shortage which might limit the extent of rapid
growth and embolden the working class to fight harder at_‘ound
economic demands, the Japanese capitalists followed a policy pf
“paternalism” aimed at virtually ‘‘guaranteeing” emplgyment {m
the short run) in exchange for gains in labor productivity and in-
creased exploitation, a policy not dissimilar to that being followed

he Soviet capitalists today. o

bylfl other words, Aurthur is totally off base When he 1nd}ca§es
that ‘“‘unemployment is the fundamental COIl.dlthIl of capitalist
production.”® Unemployment is an inevitable product of
capitalist exploitation and RP7 showed how the internal dynam}c
of Soviet capitalism must also lead to‘the development of this
phenomenon on a mass scale (although it must be noted that the
political constraints on the Soviet rulers to keep unemployment
low and disguised are, due to the socialist past, much greater than
those faced by the bourgeoisie in the U.S.).*

And it must also be stated that there is already some unemploy-
ment in the Soviet Union, although it is masked and its extent is

’ in the capitalist system
*Aurthur’'s arguments on the role of unemployment in : .
are closely akin to the incorrect theories of Ray Boddy and Jim Crotty which

were criticized in The Communist, Vol. 1, No. 2.
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presently limited. True, the Soviet press is filled with complaints
of a labor shortage stemming in part from demographic factors but
even more from the failure of Soviet agriculture to free adequate
labor resources for industrial development. Yet at the same time
there is serious and chronic under-utilization of labor which, in ef-
fect, disguises unemployment. Is a woman simply sitting at the
doorway to a public building as a “ gatekeeper”’ really much dif-
ferent from a welfare mother getting “‘relief” in the mail? Can this
be called ‘“‘employment” in any meaningful sense? Yet the
phenomenon is often noted by visitors to the USSR. Moreover,
Aurthur and Szymanski both ignore the problem of “youth unem-
ployment’” which ranged as high as 22% in Moscow oblast at one
point in the early Khrushchev years.

The recent debate among Soviet sociologists on the role of
women is also revealing on this question. For these Soviet experts
are trying to figure out how to involve women in production at
skill levels profitable for the economy while, at the same time, get-
ting them back into the home to work on improving the sagging
Soviet birth rate. An increasingly heard proposal is the institution
of part-time work.®® But, of course, Soviet literature has for sixty
years correctly attacked the expansion of such employment in cap-
italist countries as often disguising unemployment and as a means
to drive down the living standard of the working class. (It might
also be added that in this case it takes on the additional aspect of
strengthening the subjugation of women to male domination by
removing them from production.) Quite a bind these revisionists
are in!

THE SOVIET RULING CLASS

According to Al Szymanski, “While the RCP is correct in focus-
ing on the question of which class has state power [rather than on
the role of markets/plan], its authors are unable to demonstrate
that there has developed in the Soviet Union a new class of state
bureaucratic capitalists who live off the profits of exploited wage
labor and control the state.’’s

Having severed the question of a new ruling class from the ques-
tion of this class’ relation to the means of production by dismiss-
ing most of RP7’s arguments on this score as N icolaus-type ‘“‘over-
kill”, Szymanski must refute the existence of a bourgeois ruling
class on bourgeois sociological grounds. Completely ignoring the
Marxist method of class analysis (which is probably better for him,
since Szymanski is a pitifully poor Marxist), he instead uses
hourgeois categories to ‘“prove’’ the non-existence of a new
bourgeois class. He claims there is very little social inequality in
the Soviet Union and those differences which do exist are “quanti-
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tively and qualitatively less than in the West, and for the most
part are rapidly diminishing.” (emphasis in original) He cites
figures to show that the spread in wages between lowest and
highest paid has declined in the past decade and points out that
anyway ‘‘the highest paid people in the Soviet Union are not indus-
trial managers or state and party bureaucrats, but prominent ar-
tists, writers, university administrators and professors and scien-
tists.”’®® Moreover, Szymanski contends, in one of the more
laughable notions of recent years, that “there is broad and authen-
tic participation of the people in decision-making and control
bodies in the Soviet Union.”®®

Now to focus only on these two questions, inequality and
political participation, especially in the way Szymanski does,
avoids the heart of the matter—relationship to production. The
bourgeoisie is not defined by its income superiority over other
classes; to be rich is not the same as being a capitalist. One has on-
ly to recall the reams of bourgeois literature of the 1950s in this
country which over and over ‘‘proved” Marxism wrong by “‘em-
pirically” illustrating how inequality is disappearing in the U.S,,
how the rise of the new “middle class” has created the best of all
possible worlds, how the combination of free elections and
democratic ‘“pluralism’” guarantees citizen control, to realize how
trivial the Szymanski method of ‘‘class analysis” really is. Such
bourgeois analyses were often filled with falsehoods, but often
they weren’t. The problem was always with their basic method and
approach, which the “radical sociologist’’ Szymanski should know.
Facts are just that—simply facts. And they will remain such
unless they are synthesized, concentrated into a higher truth. To
do this fully requires Marxist theory.

Leveling of income differentials and other indicators of social
status can mean many things. In Britain they tax the rich so much
as to force some into emigration. In Sweden the ‘‘welfare state”
has narrowed income inequality quite a bit. Yet in these countries
there are still capitalists who accumulate capital and still workers
who sell their labor power and this whole process is still called ex-
ploitation. Reggie Jackson, Elvis Presley and Elizabeth
Taylor—leaving aside what they invested as capital with their ear-
nings—all accumulated more wealth than a good many capitalists.
Does this prove that the U.S. is not a capitalist society? Of course
not! Yet this is the kind of ““fact’”” Szymanski wants us to accept as
proof that socialism is alive and well in the USSR.

But even given these essential methodological objections, it is
still possible to refute Szymanski on his own terms, since the
evidence of diminishing inequality and growing popular control he
cites doesn’t really paint a true picture.

First, on inequality. Szymanski is certainly correct in noting
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that there is less inequality in the Soviet Union than in the West
It would be guite a surprise if this were not the case, since the;
We_stgrn capitalist countries have been dominated by the bour-
geoisie for a long time while the Soviet Union was socialist until
some twenty years ago. And although socialism does not yet elim-
inate 1neqpahty, and while there were serious errors made in the
qu1et Umqn under Stalin which actually contributed to exagger-
ating such inequality, the expropriation of all the old exploiters
and the fact that the new exploiters have only recently arisen from
the Fanks of the people themselves, are important factors shaping
Sol\\/rllet society today.
oreover, that the Soviet capitalists do not yet a i

large amounts of wealth for their own personal gse orﬁgrggé‘éztllg
what good capitalists they are. For the “ideal” capitalist, unlike
the feudal.lord, would keep nothing for himself (other than what he
needs to 11.v_e) and reinvest all; this is the logic of the system. The
new and rising capitalists of the Soviet Union may, to some small
degree herg, resemble more the new and rising capitalists of 17th
century Britain, puritanical in their zeal for business and contemp-
tuous of vulgar consumption. Although as we shall see this is true
only relative to their rivals in the West.

For the Soyiet bourgeoisie does pretty well for itself. The figures
Szymanski cites showing a narrowing of income differences are
very general and tell us little about which differences have been
narrowed. Indeed, the narrowing of differences which has definite-
ly taken place in recent years has been mainly within the ranks of
the peoplg, between collective farmers and industrial workers, be-
tween skilled and unskilled, between higher and lower-paici in-
d}lstrles. The migration of Soviet collective farmers to urban areas
since WW2 has been the main equalizing factor. Another factor
i;a:rli):(zrﬁ tlsle Qe:%l_opment of the Soviet petty bourgeoisie which

e Soviet Union as essentiall
poly capitalism everywhere. ¥ the same as advanced mono-

Szymanski presents no evidence that inequality between the
masses on one side and the elite ruling class of state capitalists on
the (?ther sxfie has decreased. Nor can he, because most of the infor-
mation aval}able on social inequality in the USSR comes from the
work of Soviet sociologists who are forbidden to examine the life of
the r.u_lers. Szymanski offers a small bibliography of bourgeois au-
thorities to back his contentions. One of these Murray Yanowitch
states that , '

“The upper reaches of the social structure have been
syst‘:ematically excluded from even the best of the
Soviet studies., .empirical studies of what is ac-
knowledged to be a hierarchal social structure are
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essentially confined to the primary units pf
economic organization. .. Personnel employed. in
the higher levels of government ministries, planning
agencies, the scientific establishment—not to 'speak
of the Party organization—are not included in t}le
‘continuum’ of socio-occupational strata whose in-
comes, life styles, and opportunities for inter-gener-
ational transmission of status are
investigated. . . %’

And another expert notes that only ‘‘snippets of information on
the salaries of some of the top-most earners have been collected by
a few Western observers, but no one, as far as we are aware, has at-
tempted to systematize them.”” Nonetheless, he conclu,des: “That
the top salaries can be extremely high is beyond doubt.t % In shqrt,
it is completely dishonest for Szymanski to present 1qformat10n
and cite sources which show only a decrease in inequality among
different sections of the popular masses as evidence of 'decreasmg
and limited inequality between the masses and the ruling class.

Further, evén if we exclude the rulers themselves for.a moment,
it is clear that Szymanski downplays the inequality which does ex-
ist. Yanowitch has shown that Soviet statistics on income differgn-
tials often conceal more than they reveal since ““they fail to distin-
guish the specific positions to be found at the poles of thg occupa-
tional hierarchy and thus tend to understate the range pf inequali-
ty in earnings.”’®® For example, one study of an individual plant
showed the average earnings of the highest-paid stratum to be on-
ly two to three times greater than those of the lowest.. Yet 1t‘turn_s
out that this highest stratum is itself quite differentlgted, since it
is defined simply as ‘“‘managerial personnel” includmg everyone
from foremen up to the plant director. And even plant directors are
pretty small fish in the Soviet capitalist sea.

Szymanski plays a similar sleight-of-hand game. He notes that
the income spread between the highest paid sectors (educatloq and
culture} and the lowest (collective farmers) dropped from 3.2 times
in 1963 to 2.2 times ten years later. But what does this show? ’Ijhe
education sector includes everyone from school janitors to major
educational administrators and the category collective farmers
means, according to Soviet statistical methods, everyone from
rank and file farm workers to highly trained agronomists and even
farm chairmen. )

Szymanski cites a number of figures showing wage rates for
managers and other lower-level bourgeois and acts as if these were
the highest pay anyone could get. But even these figures are lovy,
for in the Soviet Union everyone from the managerial level on up is
generally paid not at the assigned rate for the position but at ““per-
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sonal rates” (personal’nye oklady). These are not established for
the office but for the individual who holds it, supposedly in recog-
nition of “outstanding knowledge and experience.” By definition,
these rates are considerably higher than the officially authorized
and recorded norms and Soviet sources make clear they are a
““mass phenomenon,’’7

Also noted by Szymanski is ‘“‘the fact that children of the intelli-
gentsia (about 15% of the population) in the Soviet Union have 3-4
times better chance of graduating from college than the children of
unskilled workers.” “This is a serious inequity,” he admits, but
“the Soviet press has been criticizing it for years.”””" Well, the capi-
talists everywhere are always open to this kind of “criticism”’; but
what has happened is that the situation is getting worse. Over the
past two decades the capacity of the university system to accomo-
date high school graduates has not kept up with the development
of secondary education. Where, in the years 1950-53, 65% of high
school graduates went on to higher education, by 1970-73 this had
dropped to 19%.” This can only mean increased competition to
enter college which will inevitably favor the children of the intelli-
gentsia and those generally having more advantages, including the
families of the top strata of the Soviet party and state.

The new Soviet ruling class cannot be defined simply by looking
at money wages and other such indicators. Constrained to keep
their socialist cover, the Soviet rulers hide their wealth and power
from the light of day. But word of the privileges they enjoy sneaks
out.” Szymanski may cite figures and wage rates but he fails to in-
form us of all the special things which accompany high position,
particularly if one is on the Party nomenklatura.*

There is, for instance, the network of Beryozka shops and other
special stores where only the elite rulers can shop, where prices are
way below what the masses pay and where high-quality and im-
ported goods rarely, if ever, seen in ordinary markets are available.
There is the kremlevskii payok, the “Kremlin ration’’; each high-
ranking member of the Communist Party, the cabinet and the Su-
preme Soviet receives enough high-quality food to feed their
families luxuriously every month—free. An entire department of
the Party Central Committee, the upravlenie delami, ‘‘ Administra-
tion of Affairs,”” operates and equips an extensive empire of special
apartment buildings, country dachas, guest houses, rest homes,
car pools, domestic servants and special stores.

Szymanski doesn’t tell us about Zhukouvka, the luxurious series
of small towns outside Moscow reserved exclusively for members

*The nomenklatura is the official list of high Party office-holders at all levels.
It is estimated to number up to two million names. All receive privileges
appropriate to their station on the list.
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of the political, industrial and academic elite. Here the leaders, and
those scientists, artists, writers, etc. who have contributed to the
continuation of their rule, live in special dachas—rent free—and
shop at special stores with special prices and goods. As one Soviet
citizen complained, ‘A Central Committee member does not get
much pay but he gets all kinds of things free. He can get his
children in the best universities or institutes, or get them abroad.
They [the leaders] are all sending their children abroad now,
exporting them like dissidents.”"*

Of course, at this point Szymanski will complain that this kind
of thing started under Stalin, that Brezhnev and Co. are just conti-
nuing what began under socialism. To a significant extent this is
true. But two points must be made about it. First, this was a
weakness of socialism under Stalin. The system of nomenklatura
may or may not have had a certain necessity to it in the 1930s
(most likely it was designed to keep graft under control; in a sense
regulated rather than spontaneous), but very clearly it was a
grievous error. Socialism must seek to narrow the inequalities be-
tween classes and strata on the basis of developing the productive
forces and, most important, carrying out revolution in the
economic base and the superstructure. And proletarian political
leadership should not be rewarded materially. Stalin was correct in
combatting ‘“petty bourgeois equalitarianism,” but clearly he
went much too far in this and the Soviet people are paying a price
for it today. This error contributed to the restoration of capitalism
in the USSR.

But it is also essential to recognize that such inequalities have
greatly expanded since the mid-'50s and that, more important,
these privileges were not, under socialism, based on capitalist rela-
tions of production as outlined earlier. Unlike today, under Stalin
the bureaucrats were closely watched. They would gladly have
traded privilege for security and power; but this the proletariat
would not and, to a great extent, did not give them. The difference
between privilege then and privilege now was graphically
delineated in a simple but revealing statement an old woman made
to the wife of an American reporter one night outside one of the
special stores serving the New Czars. “We hate those special
privileges,” she said. “During the war when they were really our
leaders, it was all right. But not now.”’”® Of course, it is not
necessary to accept that these privileges were proper under Stalin
as this woman seems to spontaneously conclude, to recognize the
main point here: what was a mistaken policy and a weakness under
socialism has become integral to the exploitation and oppression of
the masses under social-imperialism today.

So much for diminishing inequality.

As for Szymanski’s ridiculous argument that there is extensive
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participation of the masses in Soviet political life, one is tempted
to advise him to enroll in a class on the fundamentals of Marxism.
Here he might encounter works like Lenin’s Proletarian Revolu-
tion and the Renegade Kautsky which make clear the Marxist
stand on democracy. Here Lenin notes that ““It is natural for a
liberal to speak of ‘democracy’ in general; but a Marxist will never
forget to ask: ‘for what class?’ "’’® Lenin urges us to penetrate
beneath i:he kind of formal equality and participation exalted to-
day, for instance, by the “pluralist” school of bourgeois political
science. Indeed, he points out that ‘‘the more highly democracy is
developed, the more the bourgeois parliaments are subjected by
the stock exchange and the bankers.”’””

The point, Dr. Szymanski, is not whether there are electoral
forms or whether the social origin of the bureaucrats is working
cla'ss or whether ‘“mass organizations’ are consulted by the leader-
ship. All these things exist to one degree or another in the U.S. and
Where they do it is usually a sign that the bourgeoisie is more effec-
tively employing a democratic cover in exercising its dictatorship
For Marx1st-'Leninists political participation is and must be linked
to the question of proletarian dictatorship, and the substance of
;nass fcz}x:t;rgl must be e;pressed in the correct proletarian political
ine of the Communist Party. As M i i ifi
e e ommunist y ao put it, referring specifically

“The paramount issue for socialist democracy is:
Does labor have the right to subdue the various an-
tagonistic forces and their influences? For example
who controls things like the newspapers, journals:
broadcast stations, the cinema? Who criticizes?
These are a part of the question of rights. . . Who is
in control of the organs and enterprises bears
tremendously on the issue of guaranteeing the peo-
pie’s rights. If Marxist-Leninists are in control, the
right§ of the vast majority will be guaranteed. If
rightists or right opportunists are in control, these
organs and enterprises may change qualitatively,
and the people’s rights with respect to them cannot
be guaranteed.’’’®

Urider Khrushchev there was a minor explosion in the number
and 1nﬂi1ence of new organizations ostensibly designed to bring
citizens into public activity. These have continued under Brezhnev
anti Kos.ygln, though the pace of their expansion has slowed. The
main point of such institutions has been to bring professional opin-
ion to bear on decision-making and has gone hand in hand with rob-
bing the masses of their effective representation through the lead-
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ership of a revolutionary party.

For example, in 1969 a Kolkhoz Council was created to better in-
volve collective farmers in policy formulation. But, as RP7 noted,
this ‘““democratization’’ created little more than a chamber of com-
merce for the agrarian bourgeoisie. Of its 125 members only eight
were rank and file kolkhozniki.” As the bourgeois expert T.H.
Rigby has noted, ‘‘in more and more areas of Soviet life, effective
decision making is coming to mean professional decision making,
and this is clearly incompatible with the detailed supervision and
control by party officials or by the ‘party masses.” "’ Contrast
this situation with Mao’s comment that ‘“The non-professional
leading the professional is a general rule.”’®

But Szymanski also cites figures indicating increased working
class participation in public affairs, for instance, that in 1954-55
workers were only 11% of Soviet deputies, but in 1972-73 they
were 40%. These figures must be taken with more than a grain of
salt. First of all it is common knowledge that the Soviets
themselves are not real decision-making bodies. For this, it is
necessary to turn to the Party leadership units. And, according to
one fairly sympathetic bourgeois account, the number of workers
and peasants identified among full members of the Party Central
Committees of all the constituent republics in the USSR increased
only from 5.2% in 1961 to 7.6% in 1971.%2 It is also well-known that
Soviet figures tend to inflate the number of active members of Par-
ty and especially Soviet organizations. And the category ‘“worker”’
is usually defined by Soviet statisticians to include large numbers
of white-collar technicians and Party bureaucrats of working class
origin who may not have actually worked in a factory for decades.
But more important than the class origin—or even the current
class position—of a particular leading person is his line. Trade
unions—and even certain so-called ‘‘communist” organiza-
tions—in this country provide rich examples of individuals who
were (or in some cases still are) workers and occupy some leader-
ship position yet represent and uphold the outlook and interests of
the capitalist class against the masses of workers.

Involvement of the masses in participatory organizations may
actually increase the influence and power of an individual
bureaucrat or manager. This has been recognized even by U.S.
political scientists. For instance, the description of the PTA of-
fered by Robert Dahl, a notorious apologist for U.S. capitalism,
could well be transposed to describe the role of numerous ‘‘mass
organizations’ in the USSR:

“Ostensibly . . . a Parent-Teachers’ Association is a
democratic organization of parents and teachers
associated with a particular school, brought into be-
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ing and sustained by their joint interests. In prac-
tice, a PTA is usually an instrument of the school
administrator. Indeed, an ambitious principal will
ordinarily regard an active PTA as an indispensable
means to his success. If no PTA exists, he will
create one; if one exists, he will try to maintain it at
a high level of activity. ’®®

That this is also the purpose of most Soviet institutions of
“popular participation’’ is clear if one looks at how the principle of
one-man management has developed in recent years. This principle
is applied to all economic units from the lowest to the highest
levels and was instituted under Stalin (at that time, however the
power of one-man authority was checked somewhat by the com-
misar system and, more important, by the political police, though
there were clearly problems with this latter method in particular).
Soviet management literature defines one-man management as:

“the leadership of each production unit (enterprise,
shop, section) is assigned to a single executive who
is endowed by the state with the necessary rights to
manage, and who bears full responsibility for the
work of the given unit. All individuals working in
the unit are obligated to fulfill the instructions of
the executive.

To correctly implement the principle of one-man
management it is of great importance that there be
a clear demarcation of obligations, rights, and
responsibilities. . .8

One-man management was instituted in Lenin’s time as a means
of stabilizing the economy in response to serious syndicalist and
ultra-democratic deviations. But this principle has proven incor-
rect as a method of management in socialist society because it
stifles the ability of the working class to control the means of pro-
duction in reality and holds back the development of new com-
munist production relations. Mao Tsetung criticized the principle
of one-man management and its concomitant principle of personal
responsibility (each to his post), and defended the system of
revolutionary committees instituted in China under his leadership
as collective organs of management. Of one-man management he
said, ‘‘All enterprises in capitalist countries put this principle into
effect. There should be a basic distinction between the principles
governing management of socialist and capitalist enterprises.’’*®

Recently Soviet leaders have called for more “collegiality’”” and
the ‘““humanization”’ of management. Kosygin himself noted that
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“‘Better management is impossible unless it becomes more
democratic and unless the participation of the masses is con-
siderably extended. .. Every worker should be made to feel that
he is one of the owners of the factory.’’®¢

But experience has shown that use of the word “‘feel’”” here was
not accidental. For it has been managerial style rather than the
substance of decision-making that Soviet management experts
have endeavored to change. According to one Soviet advocate of
“collegial”” management, the manager lets his subordinates ‘‘par-
ticipate actively”’ in decision-making but ‘“leaves to himself the
right of final decision.” ‘“His art consists of the ability to use
power without appealing to it.”’®"

A significant example of how the Soviet rulers look at real mass
participation was the attitude they took toward the Akchi experi-
ment in agriculture. Akchi was a state farm in Kazakhstan which
during the late '60s achieved astounding success in production by
instituting a new system of work organization wherein ‘‘the func-
tions of production and management were not divided”’ between
different occupational strata. The farm’s white-collar ad-
ministrative apparatus was reduced to an absolute minimum and
everyone participated in both productive labor and decision-
making. In the words of the experiment’s organizer, ‘‘it is impor-
tant in our methodology that all people should manage in turn.’’®

In some ways, though not fundamentally, Akchi indicated what

was demonstrated by the famous Tachai farm brigade in China
under Mao’s leadership—that high levels of mechanization, long
hours of hard work, or the presence of technological experts were
not the key factors in developing production. Rather, the con-
scious activism of the masses in waging thé class struggle and
‘revolutionizing the relations of production and the superstructure
is the only basis for successfully pushing the economy forward.
Despite the fact that Akchi promised the new Czars a possible im-
provement in their chronically bad agricultural situation, its
political implications were far too ominous. The final verdict on
Akchi concluded that

“we must see two features of it: on the one hand an
attempt to ‘drag’ into being a communal form of
work collective—clearly in conflict with the collec-
tive and state farm forms—known in Russia since
prerevolutionary times and representing a rudimen-
tary form of organization of work collectives on
democratic principles, and on the other hand a more
or less successful form of organization of production
utilizing value levers. The first clearly has no pro-
spects for its development, but the second is being
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used and deserves wider application. . .”’®

In other words, the only thing the Soviet rulers found productive
in this was the fact that work teams were reimbursed according to
the value of their product. What made Tachai a pacesetter in China
was not simply its terraced fields and higher labor productivity,
but the revolutionary organization of production based on raising
the consciousness of the masses and advancing the class struggle
to transform the production relations, which were responsible for
achieving these things. Yet it was just this aspect of the Akchi ex-
periment that the Soviet rulers scorned, much as revisionists like
Liu Shao-chi in China sought to tear down the red banner of Tachai
and, failing this, paint it white. For capitalist roaders everywhere
models like Tachai, or even—under very different conditions,
where capitalism has been restored but the appearance of
socialism is retained—experiments like Akchi, are only models in-
sofar as they prove effective gimmicks to get the masses working
harder.

The question of political participation is thus a question of line.
And it is clear that the line of the Soviet revisionists leaves the
masses as essentially powerless as in any other capitalist country.

SOCIAL-IMPERIALISM: A SYSTEM, NOT A POLICY

Szymanski’s article in the Berkeley Journal of Sociology seeks to
show ‘‘empirically’’ that the Soviet Union is not an imperialist
country, although its foreign policy ‘‘might well be hegemonic and
oppressive.”’*® But page upon page of facts and figures assembled
by him are mostly irrelevant since the author’s version of im-
perialism is an un-Marxist, eclectic jumble of bourgeois nonsense
in the first place.

In what follows it will not be possible to fully refute all of
Szymanski’'s empirical ‘‘data’’ fact for fact. Rather, what will be
concentrated on is his anti-Marxist method with more specific
refutation of only several illustrative points. For more detail on the
actual workings of Soviet imperialism around the world, concrete
examples and explanation of how the Soviet state-monopolists ex-
tract surplus value from the working people of other countries, and
an analysis of how the Soviets use the form of trade to mask the
content of capital export, the reader is advised to see RP7, Chapter
IV.

Szymanski defines imperialism as ‘‘the political and economic
domination of a nation or region in order to economically exploit it
in the interests (normally of the ruling class) of the dominant na-
tion.”’® This, despite Szymanski’'s claim to the contrary, has
nothing to do with Lenin’s definition of imperialism. (Incidentally
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or not so incidentally—imperialism, in the Leninist meaning, is
always in the interests of the ruling class of the “‘dominant nation”
as opposed to the fundamental interests of the masses of people of
this nation as well as those nations oppressed .by
imperialism.)Most essentially, Lenin demonstrated_ thap im-
perialism is a stage in the development of capitalism, 1ts h1ghe§t
and final stage. For Lenin imperialism was no more an economic
policy aimed at the subjugation of specific nations tha.ln it was a
political or ideological policy. Imperialism in Lenin’s view was in-
timately tied to the development of monopoly and the merger of
bank and industrial capital in finance capital, which brought to the
fore the parasitic nature of capitalism and demanded the outward
expansion of national capital which comes in conflict with both the
economic and national development of nations in less developed
parts of the world and the ambitions of rival imperialists.

There isn’t space here to go deeply into the correct understand-
ing of the imperialist system and its laws, but it should be noted
that Szymanski follows the lead of a number of fashionable petty-
bourgeois ‘‘Marxists” (Paul Baran, Paul Sweezy, Samir Amin, An-
dre Gunder Frank, Harry Magdoff) who examine imperialism
essentially from a Ricardian under-consumptionist view. of
capitalist crisis and on this basis focus on unequal trade relations
and ‘‘dependency’” as the essence of imperialist economics.

Szymanski notes that

“In capitalist economies profits are to be made by
securing overseas markets for individual enter-
prises, while maintaining overall economic prosper-
ity and the continuation of the capital accumulation
process requires finding export markets for the
system as a whole to counter the inherent tendency
to underconsumption (promoted by workers not be-
ing paid enough to buy back everything that they
produce).”’®?

This is a completely wrong approach. First, there is no “‘inherent
tendency to underconsumption’’ in capitalism unless one is a
follower of Paul Sweezy’'s neo-Keynesian brand of bogus
Marxism.* There is rather the tendency for the rate of profit to
fall, leading to crises of overproduction, which, Marx stressed,
means mainly overproduction of capital and only consequent to

*For a critique of underconsumption theories of crisis see “‘Against Sweezy's
Political Economy,” The Communist, Vol. 2, No. 1. lronically another very good
refutation of underconsumptionism by John Weeks, “The Sphere of Production

and the Analysis of Crisis in Capitalism,” appeared in the same issue of Science

and Society as Szymanski's review of RP7.
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this the overproduction of goods which appears on the surface as
an inability of the working class to buy back what it has produced.
Further, under imperialism, because of the monopolization and
high degree of concentration of capital, there is what Lenin called
a ‘“‘superabundance of capital’’ which can’t be profitably invested
in the home market and must be invested abroad. Under im-
perialism, Lenin showed, the key to relations with other countries
is not the export of commodities but the export of capital. Though
they do swindle others where possible, the imperialists do not ex-
ploit the people of other countries essentially through cheating in
trade—selling commodities abroad that they can’t sell at home and
at an inflated price relative to what they purchase from those coun-
tries. Instead it is the investment (direct or indirect through loans,
etc.) in the economies of those countries and the accumulation of
surplus value produced by the working people there that con-
stitutes the imperialist robbery. The backwardness of many such
countries does in various ways enable the imperialists to secure a
high rate of profit there, but here again, export of capital, not une-
qual trade, is the essence of the matter.

In another article published elsewhere Szymanski has the gall to
attribute his erroneous views to Lenin whom he claims. got them
from the English liberal critic of imperialism, J.A. Hobson.}
Szymanski advises his readers to look at Lenin’s notebook on Hob-
son for confirmation of this. And turning here one does find Lenin
has copied out Hobson’s statement that ‘‘if the consuming public
in this country raised its standard of consumption to keep pace
with every rise of productive powers, there could be no excess of
goods or capital clamorous to use Imperialism in order to find
markets.” But Szymanski has apparently neglected to note that in
the margin next to this statement, underlined twice, Lenin acidly
remarked: ‘“ha-ha!! the essence of philistine criticism of im-
perialism.”** Further on in the notebook Lenin approvingly quotes
Hobson’s statement that the essence of imperialism ‘“‘consists in
developing markets for investment, not for trade, [again underlin-
ed twice in the margin by Lenin] and in using the superior
economies of cheap foreign production to supercede the industries
of their own nation, and to maintain the political and economic
domination of a class.” (emphasis in original)®®

For Lenin imperialism does not simply hold others down nor is it
the ripping off of wealth from poor countries by the rich through

tSzymanski advanced his anti-Leninist “theory” of imperialism in an article
call_ed “Capital Accumulation on a World Scale and the Necessity of Im-
perialism,” The Insurgent Sociologist, Spring 1977 prompting a debate with.
Magdoff in Monthly Review, March 1977 and May 1978. Both authors are,
however, trapped in the underconsumption-dependency model,- though
Magdoff’s relatively greater sophistication enables him to make mincemeat of
Szymanski.
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unequal trade, although it may include this. Imperialist invest-
ment abroad can, and in the long run must, develop the economies
of the countries it dominates but it must do so on a capitalist
basis—in particular on a basis favorable to the foreign
capital—and in contradiction to both the welfare of the broad
masses of workers and peasants and to the development of the in-
dependent home market in these places. As Lenin put it in an
earlier work still applicable to the analysis of imperialism, ‘“The
development of capitalism in the young countries is greatly ac-
‘celerated by the example and aid of the old countries.”’ (emphasis
in original)®®

Szymanski's efforts to present empirical ‘‘proof’ that im-
perialism is not profitable to the Soviet bourgeoisie are in line with
a long tradition of bourgeois criticism. In every case, these
bourgeois writers examine one or another colony or some instance
of imperialist aggression and attempt to show that the im-
perialists lost money there. Leaving aside the veracity of these at-
tempts, their method—and it is Szymanski’s method as well—is to
confound the profit motive with the actual realization of profit
itself. It is as if the failure of Lockheed Aircraft to return a profit
were offered as “proof”’ that Lockheed could not be a capitalist
enterprise. Moreover, Szymanski ignores the fact that competition
between imperialist countries, like competiton between rival
capitals domestically, involves preventing rivals from securing im-
portant markets, raw materials, etc., even where doing this means
a short-term loss of profit. Economic interests in the final analysis
determine political, military and ideological policies but these in
turn react back upon the economic interests. This is the Marxist,
the dialectical materialist, view which is opposed to the
mechanical economic determinism which writers like Szymanski
set up as straw men to knock down in their ‘‘refutation’ of Marx-
ism.

On this account it is enlightening to turn one last time to our
‘“‘Stalinist” friend, Mr. Aurthur, who agrees with Szymanski but
documents his case on this point more weakly. Aurthur applauds
Soviet attempts to push out the U.S. imperialists from where they
are well entrenched: ‘‘Brezhnev’s foreign policy,” he assures us,
“far from being a continuation of Khrushchev’s capitulationism, is
a reaffirmation of the correctness of Stalin and Molotov.”®’
Brezhnev has certainly abandoned the largely limp-wristed stand
of Khrushchev who, despite his famous shoe-banging, caved in to
the pressure of U.S. imperialism left and right. But this is no
return to Stalin’s revolutionary foreign policy. It only signifies
that the Soviet Union has become the ‘‘hungry’’ imperialist power,
seeking to muscle in on the U.S. and gain a new redivision of the
world. By and large the Soviet Union does not yet have an empire,
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it does not yet earn much from its still beginning exploitation of
the world’s people. But the point is that it wants and needs such an
empire—and, it must be said, is rapidly acquiring one. And it is
this drive, together with the equally essential drive of the U.S. to
defend its own empire and, ultimately, to also expand, which is
pushing the world toward a new world war.

With this understanding in mind the reader of Szymanski’s arti-
cle will quickly see that most of his arguments are at best irrele-
vant to the essence of the Soviet Union’s international actions and
relations. But some specific comments are still called for on a few
of his contentions.

According to Szymanski profitability plays no role in Soviet
foreign trade. Since Soviet trading corporations purchase goods
for export from the producing enterprises and the state budget
pockets all profit from overseas sales, Szymanski contends that
the sphere of production is insulated from the world market, that
“Soviet productive enterprises have absolutely no connection with
foreign trade.”’®® This was the case under socialism when a mainly
proletarian line guided the activities of these trading units and
their relations with production enterprises. Under Stalin, as
Szymanski admits, Soviet foreign trade was geared to strengthen
the autarchic (or self-reliant) nature of the economy and it was only
after Stalin’s death that the USSR entered into world markets on a
broad scale.

But, putting aside the fact that imperialism does not mainly
operate through trade, this argument today is based on the
assumption that the production enterprises are themselves in-
dependent of the state monopoly. In other words, it is based on the
straw man of the ‘‘free market”’ model of Soviet capitalism. The
point is that both producer and exporter are linked through state-
capitalist ownership and control..

Moreover, Szymanski’s point is just plain false. For if Soviet in-
dustry is sheltered from the effects of foreign trade how is one to
explain the following complaint of a Soviet production executive:

“Economically accountable foreign trade associa-
tions are in an even more privileged position. If such
an association’s agents abroad are not able to sell
machinery the association has ordered and paid for,
it has the right to return it to the manufacturer,
even after several years, and demand its money
back immediately. Industry bears all losses con-
nected with reconditioning the machinery, storing it
and searching for a new buyer.”’%

This executive did not, by the way, request an end to industrial
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responsibility for such foreign losses. He merely requested that in-
dustrial enterprises share also in the profits from foreign trade.

Szymanski also claims that were the Soviet Union really im-
perialist ‘“‘we would expect that the favorable balance of trade (a
surplus of exports over imports) would represent a significant pro-
portion of capital formation.””'°® Nonsense! If this were necessarily
so how would one explain the unfavorable balance of trade (and
even more unfavorable balance of payments) of U.S. imperialism
during part of the post-WW2 period? And such a view would make
the most imperialist segment of U.S. capital the wheat farmers
because the U.S. exports a surplus of grain!

On Soviét aid to developing countries Szymanski comments:

“The interest rate on U.S. loans is now the same as
on Soviet loans; but the forms of repayment are very
different. Repayment to the Soviets is in the form of
locally produced goods, often the goods produced by
the enterprises developed with foreign
assistance.””""!

But isn’t this just like investing in whatever product is being pro-
duced? How is it different from a banker who loans out capital and
expects repayment in the product of the enterprise? South Korea
has received a great deal of U.S. “aid” and now ships a lot of light
industrial products to the U.S. from Korean-owned factories
financed by U.S. capital. Does Szymanski mean to argue that this
kind of aid has benefited the people of south Korea? In fact the
kind of aid by the Soviets ties the recipient to the Soviet Union
almost as if the ‘‘aided” enterprises were directly owned by the
USSR. That direct ownership is often not employed simply reflects
the struggle against imperialism world-wide which often forces the
imperialists to abandon direct and open forms of control while re-
taining the content of imperialist domination.

Szymanski also points out that ‘““Soviet aid is exclusively to the
state sector with very few exceptions.”’’*? Although in some cases
this simply represents the Soviets bringing the existing com-
prador bourgeoisie in a colonial (or neo-colonial} country into its or-
bit, it also brings up the question of the national bourgeoisie
discussed in RP7 which explains such aid on the basis of a class
analysis of the oppressed nations (an analysis sorely lacking in
Szymanski’'s presentation). The national bourgeoisie is that sec-
tion of the capitalist class in the oppressed nations which opposes
imperialism because it cannot compete with the foreign
monopolies and is driven down in its attempts to expand and con-
quer the home market. The national bourgeoisie has, to varying
degrees, played a positive role in the anti-imperialist struggle and
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.where.it'has come to power it has often struck real blows against
1mper.1ahsm and won significant concessions which even may
benefit the masses of workers and peasants. But, as RP7 stressed,

*“. . history has also shown that once in power, the
national bourgeoisie may often fall under the sway
of one or another imperialist power and sections of it
can be transformed into a comprador bourgeoisie
dependent on imperialism. This can occur even
where the national bourgeoisie has played an in-
dependent anti-imperialist role for some time. Only
a revolution led by the working class and the
establishment of a socialist society can finally and
fully free Third World countries from the rule of
foreign imperialism.’’ 1%

Soviet aid to the ““state sector’ is thus only an indication of the
Soviet strategy of trying to dominate these countries by winning
the allegiance of the national bourgeoisie and thus, step by step,
}t%rja)r;sforming it into a new comprador bourgeoisie. Again to quote

““The strategy of social-imperialism is to encourage
such development of the public sector, while at the
same time maneuvering the countries of the Third
World into dependence on the USSR for loans,
military shipments, etc.. . . The fact of the matter is
that the ‘state sector’ is not necessarily ‘anti-
capitalist,’” as any worker in the post office can readi-
ly testify.’’104

Believe it or not, Szymanski even applauds the Soviet Union’s
emergence as a major arms merchant, arguing that ‘“Modern
military establishments can now be created by the less developed
countries without promoting dependency on the U.S., France or
Britain.”'® What a contribution to world peace and the liberation
of nations! Our professor even has the nerve to mention Somalia
and Ethiopia as positive examples. What possible benefit to the
masses of oppressed people anywhere has come from Soviet fuel-
ing of both sides (at different times) in the recent war between
these two countries? What can by any stretch of the imagination
be called ‘“‘progressive’”’ about the use of Soviet arms by the phony-
Marxist but authentically fascist Ethiopian junta against the just
hberation struggle of the Eritrean people and against the Ethio-
pian masses themselves? And look at Afghanistan, another
“‘positive” instance of Soviet military aid cited by Szymanski. The
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recent pro-Soviet military coup there (hardly a mass revolution)
reveals just what kind of “‘independence” the Soviets aim for with
their military aid.

Finally Szymanski discusses the relationship of the Eastern
European states to the Soviet Union, contending that the USSR
has “‘played a central role in accelerating the economic growth and
all around development of the Eastern European economies.’’%
Marxist-Leninists must still develop a more thorough understan-
ding of the capitalist workings of the Eastern European economies
and their relationship with the Soviet Union, a task called for in
RP7 which is, along with a full response to Szymanski on this sub-
ject, beyond the scope of this article. But it must be said that even
the most superficial look shows that ‘Szymanski’s line is a fairy
tale. Besides the abundance of facts and analysis, some of which is
in RP7, which demonstrate Soviet robbery of its East European
“allies,” apparently our professor has even ‘‘forgotten”
Czechoslovakia 1968 and Poland 1971 and 1975. Perhaps he
studied under ex-President Ford whose campaign statement that
“there is no Soviet domination of Eastern Europe”’ provoked
laughter everywhere, especially in Eastern Europe itself.

In particular, Szymanski’s attempt to compare Soviet relations
with COMECON to Western relations with the Third World is no
more than a cheap debater’s trick. Obviously these groups of coun-
tries are very different from each other. The Eastern European
countries are not mainly semi-feudal oppressed nations. They are
developed capitalist countries, at least some of which (certainly
East Germany) have reached the imperialist stage themselves. If a
comparison is to be made, it would be to U.S. domination over its
bloc of imperialist allies in Western Europe and Japan, although
quite obviously Soviet control over Eastern Europe is at present
firmer than U.S. control in the West.*

*In light of this it should be noted that designation of the East European
states as “colonies” in RP7 is somewhat misieading. While the term correctly
conveys the image of domination and subjugation of the masses in these coun-
tries by Soviet social-imperialism, it incorrectly and unscientifically implies that
the struggle here will be qualitatively different then in Western Europe and must
pass through a separate stage of national liberation before moving forward to
proletarian revolution. Of course in both Western and Eastern Europe there is
the question of combating superpower domination, but that does not mean that
the struggle there is like in the colonial (or neo-colonial) countries, that
proletarian-socialist revolution is not the present stage of the struggle.
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CONCLUSION

One might think it sad that people like Szymanski could move
from outrage over the Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia to open
espousal of the Soviet role in that part of the world within ten
years. But all the incorrect theses advanced by the apologists for
Soviet capitalism are, as has been shown, closely tied to their rejec-
tion of the Marxist-Leninst world view, its stand and method. On
every question—the nature of the class struggle under socialism,
the role of profit and market categories in the planned economy,
the existence of a new bourgeois ruling class, and the imperialist
export of capital—these apologists deviate from and openly flaunt
fundamental principles of Marxism-Leninism even as they claim to
uphold the banner of this science.

They began with outrage. But they never converted this outrage
to scientific understanding. Both intimidated and intrigued by
Soviet power, fearful of admitting what is now obvious, that the
proletariat can lose the power it has won, these writers reject the
stand of the working class, the stand of uncompromising revolu-
tionary struggle, for the easy way out supposedly offered by a ride
on the Soviet coattails. Their degeneration points to the instability
and vacillatién of the radicalized petty bourgeoisie which they seek
to represent and lead. But if one does not resist imperialism in all
its forms one will surely capitulate to it. This is what these authors
have done; but the revolutionary proletariat will have no truck
with capitulation in any form.
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