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Foreword

The present book is a collection of
articles from the annual '"'pamphlet is-
sues" of Labor Action, the weekly pub-
lished by the Independent Socialist
League,

The Independent Socialist League was
one of the most significant of the so-
cialist groups that have arisen in this
country, primarily because of the dis-
tinctive ideas which it contributed to
the remolding of socialist policy and
thinking during and after the Second
World War,

It was founded in 1940 with the name
Workers Party, in the course of a split
with the Trotskyist group, the Socialist
Workers Party. This split followed a
lively political dispute precipitated by
the outbreak of the war and the role of
Russia in the war lineup at the side of
Hitler Germany. The Majority of the SWP
followed Trotsky in advocating support,
albeit critical support, to the Russian
attack on Finland and Poland as well as
"defense of the Soviet Union'" after the
war started. We rejected this policy, not
in order to support the opposite side,
but in the name of revolutionary opposi-
tion to both of the imperialist camps in-
volved in the world struggle. '"Neither
Washington nor Moscow!" was a concise
summary of this approach, and the term
"Third Camp'" was widely used to describe
it.

The political character of the ISL
quickly broadened from this war position
to a wide reinterpretation of the meaning
of revolutionary socialism for our day.
Reacting sharply against the bureaucratic
concepts of both official Stalinism and
official Trotskyism, it swung to a deep-
going emphasis on the integration of so-
cialism and democracy in all aspects of
politics, What was distinctive, however,
was that this was accompanied by equally
sharp opposition to the American Estab-
lishment, to American imperialism, to
capitalism and its political representa-
tives here.

What resulted was a unique combination
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of revolutionary opposition to both cap-
italism and Communism. It has been the
pattern that would-be advocates of demo-

cratic socialism, pushing themselves in
revulsion away from the image of pseudo-
"socialism'" projected by Moscow's total-
itarianism, have tended to push them-
selves over to political accommodation
with bourgeois society or some wing of
it; while those who wished to break with
the powers-that-be and "disaffiliate"
from the status quo tended to nurture
illusions about the Russian alternative
to that system which they knew. Hatred
of Stalinism has commonly led to reform-
ist conciliation with capitalism; hatred
of capitalism has often led to sympathy
for Stalinism, as the enemy of our enemy.

It was the great contribution of the
ISL that it broke this pattern and
worked out a new socialist synthesis to
replace it. There have not been very
many distinctly different syntheses of
socialist thought in the course of its
history—the most important are the Marx-
ian, the Fabian-Revisionist, and the an-
archo-syndicalist—and each has had to be
re-synthesized in adaptation to a chang-
ing world. Leninism was one such re-syn-
thesis of Marxian socialism for a period.
With the destruction of the Russian Rev-
olution and its gains by the Stalin-led
counterrevolution, a new political and
social force entered on the world scene.
This is what we came to call 'bureaucrat-
ic collectivism," the new totalitarian
system built by this counterrevolution.

It is a force that is as anti-capital-
ist as it is anti-socialist. This is a
key. The world social conflict is no
longer a duel between capitalism and so-
cialism; it has become a triangular
struggle. It is this triangle of forces,
contending for mastery in the world,
which is the source of the new and un-
precedented ideological crisis of social-
ism today.

This crisis is in the first place a
crisis in the very meaning of socialism,
What was needed was a socialist analysis



which planted a firm, fixed point—at the
third vertex of the triangle, so to
speak—from which to carry on unconpro-
misingly the working-class struggle
against both of the rival exploitive sys-
tems contending for domination. This is
the viewpoint the ISL worked out in the
course of its eighteen and a half years
of existence; and this is, in short, the
heart of its "Independent Socialism.'" It
formulated a revolutionary democratic
goctalism for our time.

The political heritage of the ISL is
contained primarily in its press—its
weekly Labor Action and its theoretical
journal The New International—both pub-
lished continuously from 1940 to 1958,
when the ISL entered by agreement into
the Socialist Party and ended its inde-
pendent work. In a series of Clipping-
books we plan to make this political her-
itage available for socialist education-
al use. With the exception of the present
volume, each volume will be devoted to
selected articles on a single subject.

The Clippingbook format is literally
a book of clippings photographically re-
produced. Its esthetic defects, as com-
pared with letterpress printing, are only
too obvious, but this format alone makes
possible the production of a small edi-
tion at low cost.

Subsequent Clippingbooks will be se-
lected from the entire body of Independ-
ent Socialist literature. This first vol-
ume is selected only from the nine "‘pam-
phlet issues' published annually as spe-
cial numbers of Labor Action from 1950
on, From its inception through the war
period and beyond, Labor Action was main-
ly an agitational paper designed for
mass distribution; but by the time I be-
came its editor in 1949, it was already
changing. For the rest of its existence
it was, in effect, a political education-
al magazine in tabloid format. In line
with this change, one issue each year, in
May, was turned over entirely to educa-
tional material on a given question. (A
list of these pamphlet-issues will be
found below.) All were issued while I was
editor with the exception of the last,
which was edited by Gordon Haskell.

Most of the articles which follow are
given complete; some have been slightly
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pruned, mainly to fit space; a few are
excerpted from longer articles. There
are naturally a considerable number of
topical references, written with the ev-
ents of the day or immediate period in
mind. I have not wished to edit these
references out even if that had been pos-
sible, for the exposition gains from the
concreteness of its application. The read-
er, however, is asked to bear this topic-
ality in mind; the year of publication
is given at the head of each article.
This series of Independent Socialist
Clippingbooks is being issued above all
to provide a source of educational mat-

erial in revolutionary democratic social-
ism for a new generation, out of the ex-
perience and thought of an older one. If
it serves that purpose the labor will
have been rewarded.

HAL DRAPER
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Note to the
Second Edition

In the present edition, some chap-
ters have been omitted and others more -
or less abridged, in order to reduce
the size of the book and thereby the
price. While economics has been the
main consideration, we have tried to
limit omissions to two types: material
whose content is essentially covered
in other chapters, even if from another
angle; and material which has "aged"
more than others, because of topicali-
ty. One result is a greater concentra-
tion on the most basic issues of modern
politics, without that topical analysis
of current struggle movements which can
only be handled by current publications.
But as we enter the Seventies, it is
clearer than ever that no effective
revolutionary movement can be built
without a solid Marxist grounding in
the basic political issues of our era.
And that is, as before, the theme of
this collection.

H.Ds
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THE SOCIALIST IDEA:
A CONCISE SUMMARY
The ideas of socialism are under attack from various crats in  their organizational

sides. The Republican Party's main charge against the Fair
Deal is that the Democrats are leading America “"down the
rood to socialism.” Austerity in Britain and all the economic
difficulties of the British Labor Party government are
blamed on "socialism.” And finally, the totalitarian slave
state in Russia and all its evils are pointed to as the fruits

“'of socialism.”

~ In the face of this concentrated political and ideological attack, the
Independent Socialist League proudly states that its chief aim is to
spread the ideas of SOCIALISM among the workers and people gen-
erally. But because this word is being abused to describe and damn
such completely different ideologies, programs and policies as are pre-
sided over by Truman, Attlee and Stalin, it is now more necessary than
ever for those who call themselves socialists to state clearly what they

mean by "socialism.” ’

All crganizations which have
called themselves *'socialist” for
the past hundred years have
shared one idea. This was that
capitalism cannot by its very na-
ture provide plenty, security and
peace fo the peoples of the world,
and that it must be replaced by a
system of society in which the
basic industries are owned and
controiled by the workers and the
common people through their gov-
ernment. It was this idea that
Karl Marxexpressed in the “Com-
munist Manifesto” of 1848 when
he wrote that the Manifesto’s
program could be summed up in
a single sentence: “Abolition of
private property.”

The expericnce of the degener-
ation ¢f the Russian Revolution
and of the social - democratic
movements of Europe has taught
Independent Socialists that an-
other side of the socialist idea

'y

must be stressed equally with™~NC

that of the abolition of private
‘properiy in the means of produc-
tion.-This is the idea of workers’
eontrol: of produtetion,. of complete’
ceconomiz, political and social de-
mocra¢y as necessary character-
isties ¢f any socialist society.
The ‘Marxian socialists always
stressed the role of the workers
in estallishing socialism, To them
socialivm was not just a fine ideal

)
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that was to come about because
many enlightened people wanted
it, They knew that the workers,
organized and trained by modern
industry, were the only social
clasg capable of leading the fight
to abolish capitalism and usher in
the new socialist society.

This idea is more important to-
day than ever. The failure of the
workers in the past thirty years
to come to power ih any country
and to reorganize it along social-
ist lines is - due primarily to the
subversion and demoralization of
the working-class movements by
the social-democrats :nd the Sta-
linists. )

These two movements operated
in different ways and for differ-
ent ends. The rightist social-dem-
ocrats demoralized the workers’
movements by leading them to
subordinate their own interests to
those of the “liberal” capitalists.
To. them *“socialism’” was some
thing to be talked about in peac.
ful May Day rallies. But in every
decisive situation they blunted
the struggles of the workers. And
through their bureaucratic con-
trol of the labor movements of
Europe, they turned them into
docile movements of social re-
form.

The Stalinists, far more bu-
reaucratic than the social-demo-

methods, taught the workers to
rely on the Russian government
for their liberation rather than
on their own organized strength
and everywhere subordinated the
struggles of the workers to the
interests of the totalitarian Rus-
sian state.

The iIndependent Sociolists in-
sist that socialism can only be o
product of @ working-class move-
ment which reliés on its own
strength. A .democratic society
can only be established by a
working class which Is ifself dem-
ocratically organized. It can only
be established by a working class
which, in the course of its own
economic and political struggles,
comes to UNDERSTAND its historic
mission to reorganize society
along socialist lines. ‘

Side by side with the private
ownership of the means of pro-
duction, the capitalist class has
established a-political state which
is organized for the main purpose
of safeguarding and maintaining
the rule of capital over the eco-
nomic and social life of the na-
tion. This state power, whether
it be organized in the form of
parliamentary government (as in
the United States and Western
Furope) or of fascist dictator-
ship, is the chief prop of the cap-
italist order.

The workers cannot, therefore,
hope 1{o establish socialism by
gradually reforming capitalism
through the election of “friends
of labor” to office. For socialism
to be established the workers must
understand that only a new form
of government, organized along
new principles, can serve their
purposes.

The experience of the Russian
Revolution and of the temporary
and half-completed workers’ revo-
lutions in other countries teaches
that the political form best adapt-
ed to a workers' governient is




that of local, regional and national
councils clected democratically on
an occupatipnal basis. Through
such. councils the productive mem-
BB Of sodiety car effectivély and
democraﬁcﬂlrormize all sides
of social -1jf¢: Thé¥y “can plan for
production and distribution, for
public health, schooling and such
military forces as they may re-
quire to protect themselves from
attack by capitalist. or Stalinist
classes inside or outside fheir own
borders.

. The Independent Socialists do
not attempt to  prescribe to the
workers the exact institutions and
methods “~through which they
should organize a soecialist society.
They insist only on two cardinal
principles and seek to educate and

fight for them within the labor

movemgent and in society gener-
ally. They are for complete  de-
moc#acy and they believe that the
emgrigipation of society from the
rile ¥f capitalist owners and Sta-
linist bureaucrats can only be
achieved by a working class which
is consciout of its goal and organ-
ized, independently of all other
classes’in society to achieve it.

- In addition to this insistence on

the need for democracy and con-
sciousness In the working class .as

I S

‘a necessary precondition for 3o-
clalism, the Independent Socialists
strens ¥he: Mrnﬂonakchqmur
of the socialist idea.

e “dre mte;;na.txonahsts because
we'belleve in- the brotherhood ' of

“the conimon people of all lands.

That {8, we believe that whatever
differences -of language, and his-
torical tradition and culture may
separate them, all hdman beings
have similar basic needs and hence
sxmilar desires.

But over and beyond this DE-
SIRE for world brotherhood, the
Independent Socialists insist that
modern society cannot_solve _its
economic and social problems un-
til the whole world is reorganized
and ‘united under socialism, <

The most striking contemporary
demonstration of the impossibility
of restricting socialism to a single
country is the condition of society
in Great Britain today. It is true
that Great Britain has not been
organized on socialist lines. . But.

the attempt to establish a form of

nationalization of some of the ma-
jor Andustries in Britain has by

. itselt Brought no real long-term

Solution to the economic plight of
“The British people. Their economy
is dependent on world economy,
and the, same would be true even

‘ falist ond’ Stolnisy

LIBERAL CAPITALISM

if the workers had taken power

and expropriated the capitalists
completely. The same would be
true of any working class_ which
attempted to build socialism in
one country,

Thus, for the lmlopewﬂlﬂ' So-
cialists, interndtionallsm I3 beth
an ideal and a necessity. - They
support the struggles of ol work-
ers cverywhere ‘agalnst thelr capi~
Msters, and
the struggles for national libera-
tion of all colonial apd oppressed
peoples. They urge the workers of
all lands fo join hands in their
fight against their masfeds, ond in-
sist that & soclalist society -im.
which the exploitation and oppres~
sion of man by man has been abol-
ished once and for all can only be
achieved on ai international basis.

To- Independent Scocialists, then,
the following are prerequisites for
the establishment of a socialist so-
ciety: Abolition of the private
ownership of the basic means of
production; collective ownership
under complete démocracy in both
the economy and in government;
leadership of society by a con-
scious workmg class; internation-
alism, |

SAM FELIKS

FROM ROOSEVELT'S NEW DEAL

2

TO THE WAR DEAL

1952

It may be difficult to remember that the
American economy ever fell to the bottom of
the most severe and protracted depression in
the history of capitalism, during the 1930s. The

depression decade has almost been pushed into-

the backyard of history away from the loud and
sustained paeans of adulations about the fabu-
Ious production of the 1950s. No wonder: it can
hardly be pointed to as a strong argument in

praise of American capitalism, especially since’

this was the last decade of a peacetime economy.
The performance was scarcely impressive.

“The Promise of American Life” has not been ful?
fitled. Herbert Croly had warned the American people
before World War I about the fatalistic expectation
that “the familiar benefs will continue to accumulate
automatically.” But the 1920s seemed to damp the criti-
cism, of all but the radicals, that prosperity under capi-
talism could not go on forever. The “irresponsible opti-
imism” of that day reached its height just before the
stock-market crash of 1929; every man was to become a
eapitalist through widespread ownership of stocks and
ghares in the prosperity, now that depressions were
eliminated. But the height to which that prosperity
poared only mirrored the depth and despair of the next

i@cade
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New Deal Lo the War Deal

Present-day Fair-Dealism rests upon the emergence
and the program, the aspirations if not the accomplish-
ments, of the Roosevelt New Deal. The New Deal was
thrust upon the American people at a time when the
wheels of the American economy seemed to be grinding
to a complete halt. It offered o program and plan of action
inconceivable (perhaps even to this day) to the Hoover
mentality. Liberalism, seemingly on the brink of bank-
ruptey, found a pew vebhicle for its social reform in the
New Deal. I+ was an era in which even defenders of capi-
talism and its theories came to question its practices and
attempted to reform its injustices. A,

The New Deal has often been called a revolution.
Certainly, if one were to read some of Roosevelt’s attacks
upon the “money changers” and the mnopolists, the
idea might occur that fundamental changes were being
proposed, if not being secretly carried out. Important
evils of the American economy were singled out and at-
tacked, but not dealt with in a fundamental way. The
far from revolutionary rationale of the New Deal has
been stated as follows:

The New Deal recognized that the American economy
had slowed down and that the forces within it were no
longer in equilibriuin., Opportunities for capitalist enter-
prise had contracted; the population had ceased ex-
panding; there were few new great industrial fields to
be opened up; overseas markets had been shut off by
high tariff walls or were already being closely worked by
rival imperialist nations. Business control had shifted
from industrial capitalism to finance capitalism. The
spread hetween the capacity to. produce and the ability
to consume was constantly widening. The world market
for American agricultural goods had largely disappeared.
Not only had new jobs for white-collar and professional
workers practically become non-existent, but there was
a surplus rather than a dearth of industrial labor as
well. Class lines were being drawn more clearly; the
danger of class hostilitics was no longer remote but al-
ready in evidence.

The New Deal program proceeded on the assumption
that it was necessary to restrain class antagonisms, if
not permanently at least until a recovery could be
worked out. It was the often-stated idea of seeking a
balance in the economy : private property was to continue
but it was to stop exploiting labor and the producers of
raw materials; agriculture, despite a declining market,
was to increase its income and labor was to be assured
employment and at least a means of subsistence.

Such o reform program could be given a serious trial
only in a country which had a large accumulation of wealth
to draw upon and a vast reserve of natural resources.

The success or failure of the New Deal depended on
the achievement of the program to hold down class antago-
nisms. If the New Deal was unable to solve the economic
crisis and bring an end to widespread unemployment, then
the class conflict would break out later on. But the Roose-
velt administration never had to face this eventuality;
the outbreak of war in 1939 did more to solve the crisis
in American capitalism than six years of New Deal plan-
ning. The war rewound the mainspring of U. S. economy.
and to this day the war economy has been the basis for
continued “prosperity.”

It has been sometimes stated that the New Decal was
never meunt to be anything more than a pro fem solution
to the problems of the depression and the inequalities of
American life. The New Deal provided several reforms,
corrected a number of abuses, atlacked monopoly, and
above all gave labor the right to organize. These are ad-
mitted to be only first steps to a wider social program

leading to what most liberals would call the “mixcd
economy.” :

But, as will be pointed out later on, the New Deal hal
no program to move beyond its pro tem solutions, and the

ceforms it made and inequities it corrected often raisel
sa many problems and inequities as they endeavored to
solve. And although labor was given the right to or-
ganize in Section 7a of the National Industrial Recovery
Act of 1933 and later in the Wagner Act of 1935, the
actual organization drives succeeded because of labor’s
own power in the strikes and sit-downs. This was the
period when the great upsurge of the CIO took place’

The New Deal may be characterized as more of a
political deal than an economic one in the sense that it
was more concerned with creating a political balance than
solving fundamental economic and social problems. The
New Dealers did not survey the economic and social
scene, correcting abuses and injustices wherever theyv oc-
curred, but rather moved into those areas where there
were large pressure groups effectively organized and ar-
ticulate. It courted the political allegiance of strategically
located economic interests, in order to maintain its po-
litical power at all. It came to represent a great many
things to rather diverse interests. This conciliatory pol-
icy accounts for many of the zigzags in New Deal policy,
for example on the question of monopoly. And in those
areas where it did claim to take great steps forward, as
in agriculture, from the standpoint of social justice it
was a failure. ’

The earliest proclaimed objective of the New Deal
was to find a solution to unemployment; and on this
much of its success or failure has to be judged. It is
one thing to attack the “money changers” as the cause
of the depression, but quite another to provide employ-
ment and security after claiming to have routed them.
The list of New Deal measures for immediate relief and
for eventual reform is long and not unimpressive, e
cially on paper. The highlights fall on the social-security
program, the wage-and-hour law, the Tennessee Valley
Authority, the insurance and loan provisions for small
home owners and saving accounts, and the elimination
of some of the more corrupt practices of investment
bankers and utilities corportaions. These are some of
the laws and programs that give the New Deal its liberal
and reform character.

In these respects, American capitalism, under the im-
puision of a crisis in which the ruling class lost its self-
confidence and working-class radical discontent mounted,
hurriedly caught up with types of social-reform measures
which were aiready much better known in the older capi-
talisms of Europe. In this sense, the New Deal period has
been called the "social-demoacratic phase" of U. S. capital-
ism: the suggested analogy (only a partial analogy, of
course) is illuminating.

. But the search is long, hard and fruitless if one
tries to find those elements in this program of American
liberalism which were capable of dealing with the de-
pression. Some of the more glaring abuses were wmiti-
gated, but still others were created.

The major attack against the depression during the
eight years before the War Deal came on five fronts:
(1) the National Industrial Recovery Act; (2) the Agri-
cultural Adjustment Act and Soil Conservation program;
(3) the National Labor Relations (Wagner) Act; (4)
the attack on monopolies through the Temporary Na-
tional Economic Commission; and (5) the various re-
lief and work projects like the Works Progress Adminis-
tration and the Public Works Administration.
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While perhaps nobody starved during this period, fhe

important fact is thet at the end of the 1930s there were
still almest 10 million unemployed and many more under-
employed. The New Deal shifted from program to program
in the hope it could push the right button to end the de-
pression. Industrial production even passed the level of
1929, and the United States entered into the War Deal with
many economists predicting that the figure of 10 million
unemployed would become the minimum for the economy.

In the case of agriculture, the New Deal worked in
the interests of the agricultural landlords and the com-

mercial farmers almost entirely. And not all agriéul-
tural interests were equally benefited; favored were the

producers of corn, tobacco, wheat and cotton, while meat
and dairy producers and the unorganized growers. of
vegetables received relatively little support. Landlords
having mortgage debts were assisted but not the tenant’
farmers with chattel debts. It did next to nothing, and
what it did never really extended beyond.the”experi-
mental stage, for the sharecroppers. of the.-South and
the subsistemce farmers all over the country. And for
the two million agricultural laborers nothing was- done,
they were left to the vigilante ‘committees. £

The main idea behind the Agricultural Adjustment
Act.of 1933 and the later Soil Conservation Act was: to’
raise the prices of certain agricultural commodme=
through the curtailment of production.

Although farm income was increased in the aggregate,

it worked to the predominant benefit of the landlords and
the commercial farmers. The benefits of the government
payments for crop reduction created greater inequalities

in the distribution of farm income. The picture of the:

typical American farm family, living in self-sustained
plenty, was fast becoming a myth along with the typical
rags-to-riches story. Thousands of small farms were saved
through the extension of mortgage credit preventing a
debacle resulting from the depression and the main AAA
policies.

Under the AAA, the worst abuses occurred in the cot-
ton districts. In order to reduce costs, farm machinery
was more widely employed, and where there was a reduc-
tion in crops it came off the land used by the tenant
farmer and sharecropper. The result was to turn thou-
sands of the poorest farm families onto the road as
jalopy Joads or into the cities to go on relief.

Later New Deal attempts, through Rural Rehabilita-
tion and the Farm Security Act, to mitigate these trage-
dies were limited and only partially successful. While
the New Deal proclaimed the reduction of unemployment
as one of its major goals, its agricultural program was
one. that turned the poorest farmers and farm laborers
off the land, adding to the millions of unemploved. Ac-
cording to the President’s Committee on Farm Tenancy,
farm tenancy increased from 25 per cent of all farmers
in 1880 to 42 per cent in 1935. The attempt through the
Farm Security Administration to organize small family-
sized subsistence farms was an anachronism out of an-
other age, which was attacked by the Southern Tenant
Farmers Union. The alternative of organizing farm
cooperatives was attacked by the big farm interests and
the idea was quietly dropped in New Deal councils.

But the great anachronism of the AAA and the social
fallure of the New Deal's reform of capitalism was the re-
duction of crops and the sloughtering of livestock in the
midst of poverty. While millions all over the world were
actually starving and milllons in the U. S. living on sub-
sistence levels or below, the New Dea! wus busily en-
gaged In various schemes to further reduce production
because it could not be sold at a profit. But as the years
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of the New Deal progressed, the surpluses further accumu-
lated even under scarcity production, and crops were
still further restricted. For example, in 1939 wheat bro-
duction was to be cut 50 per cent under 1938 production,
and in cotton the total acreage planted was only about
half of the normal amount. Henry Wallace, the secretary
of agriculture, proclaimed the building of the ever-normal
granary. This was characteristic of the New Deal: a full

grcnory but a poverfy-strickon people

With respect to busmesq the New Deal worked closely
with those interests that were connected with foreign
trade and investment. It wrote reciprocal trade agree-
ments; financed the rebuilding of the merchant marine;
endeavored to protect the financial interests of the Amer-
ican . investor in those places where default of interest
and attempted repudiation of loans were taking place, as
in Mexico. Specifically the State Department adopted
an aggressive policy in the Far East for protecting the
future right of American capital to exploit this under-
developed area.

The New Deal forces had a special relationship with
the consumer-goods industry. The program of the New
Deal to raise prices and to increase labor’s purchasing
power through mirimum-wage laws was precisely the -
thing to give immediate benefits to industries such as
food-processing, clothing and tobacco. Due to the ‘growth
of monopoly capitalism, important sections of the Ameri-
can economy were highly controlled in prices, produc-
tion and investment policy. During the depression these
capital-goods industries, such as steel, cement and motor
vehicles, expertenced a relatively slight decrease in
prices and a large drop in production, while in the more
competitive consumer-goods industries the reverse oc-
curred. The Ne¢w Deal business policies of raising prices
and restricting production, it can be seen, were more
liable to aid the -consumer-goods sector.

The NRA of 1933 was not intended to be a temporary
stop-gap device but a bold administrative improvement
to bring the (‘?untry back to prosperity. Many of the
features of thepNRA codes and the entire conception of
the act smacked thoroughly of fascist corporate-state
ideas. The NIRA, when enacted, followed the proposals
of the U. S. Chamber of Commerce in setting up indus-
try-wide boards to prevent ‘‘cut-throat” competition,
regulate production and establish minimum hours and
wages. To accomplish this the government suspended the
anti-trust laws so that business was able to do in public

“what it had always done or tried to do in seoret.

Faged with the growing demand for and the possibility
of -enactment of a 30-hour law, business agreed to Sec-
tion- gwmg labor ‘“the right to organize and bargain
colleetively.” This stimulated unions where they were
alreu& strong. But the “right to orgamze” became more
lll’uadzy than real under the NRA since it lacked any
powgr ‘6f enforcement by law or through the action of
elth ;the industry-wide code, the NRA administrator

rm%l‘ “Hugh Johnson or President Roosevelt.

In part, the NRA became in practice a means for
open dartelization of American industry with govern-
ment gupport through the *“codes of fair competition.”
In actual operation the codes became the means for the
domination of the biggest units within the industry.
Prices were being raised at a much faster rate than
wages an< the country was on the inflationary spurt
dvemed so de‘rable by the president. Organized, not to
mention ures sunized, labor had next to no voice in the
formulation .- administration of the codes. Many forget
that the 47,,est advance in labor organization in this

riod was 11 company unions, and bona-fide unioniza-

on was lurgely won despite the opposition of companies,
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company police, vigilante committees and the hamstring-
ing activities of the National Labor Board.

As advantagcous as the NRA may appear to be to
business, late in 1933 business groups and the Republican
Party began a running fight with the NRA, demanding
that the government retire from the field of “regulation”
and leave the operation of industrial affairs to private
business. The program the leading capitalists wanted
included all the provisions of the NRA but excluded any
reference to labor’s right to organize for collective bar-
goining or the control of monopoly prices.

The controversy over the NRA reached a head with
the initial reports of the National Recovery Review
Board:.headed by the famous lawyer, Clarence Darrow.
It accused the NRA of fostering monopoly and oppressing
small, industrialists; it charged the administration of
certain codes by monopoly interests, and stated that con-
sumer prices were at the mercy of monopoly control. In
a supplementary report, the Review Board came to-this
conclusion:

“The choice is between monopoly sustained: by gov-
ernment, which is clearly ‘the trend in the NRA, and a
planned economy, which demands socialized ownership
and control, since only by collective owhership can the
inevitable conflict of separately owned units for the
market be eliminated .in favor of planned production.

There is no hope for the small businessman or for com-
plete recovery in America in enforced restriction upon
production for the purpose of maintaining higher prices.
The hope for the American people, including the small
businessman, not to be overwhelmed by their own abun-
dance lies in the planned use of America’s resources fol-
lowing socialization. To give the sanction of government
to-sustain profits is not a planned economy, but a regi-
mented organization for exploitation.”

Needless to say, the National Recovery Review Board
never met again. Its findings were in sharp conflict not
only with the specific emphasis of the New Deal at that
time (1934) when it was furthering monopoly, but also
in the later “trust-busting” period. It formulated the be-
ginning of a program capable of bringing complete re-
covery to America. At the time the NRA was ruled un-
constitutional by the Supreme Court in 1935, it was
already falling apart due to internal conflict, and there
was no serious attempt to have it re-enacted in another
form, as was done with the AAA and other legislation
invalidated by the court.

Under Section 7a of the NRA, workers in many of the
mass-production industries, such as auto and rubber, de-
cided to test their newly won right to organize for col-
lective bargaining, and they were even responsive to the
inept organizational drives of the AFL. The AFL, -or-
ganized in craft unions, was incapable of organizing
the mass-production industries where the workers were
predominantly semi-skilled. Strikes broke out all over
the country: the San Francisco general strike, the To-
ledo Electric Auto-Lite strike, Minneapolis teamsters,
Weirton Steel, and many others.

The right to organize under Section 7a was a right
that had only to be fought out on the picket line in order
to be won. The AFL expressed disillusionment because it
expected the government to do the organizing for it, and
it feared that mass strikes would lead to the growth of
radical influence in the newly formed unions. The strikes
during the NRA period of the New Deal demonstrated that
the organization drive still had to contend with company
police, local police, National Guard troops, laber spies.
in the Sap Krancisco general strike in 1934, General Hugh
Johnson &f the NRA flew out to Frisco where he opposed
the strike, called the strikers "rats" and invited vigilantes
to raid "ﬂre headquarters of radical political groups. The

NRA's National Labor Board more often than not served
to delay organization through lengthy mediation hearings,
and miiny strikes were called in defiance of the NLB.

When the NIRA was declared unconstitutional in

1935, Senator Wagener salvaged Section 7a, and the Na-
tional Labor Relations Act was passed in July 1935. It
estabifshed the right to organize for collective bargaining
and in addition listed a series of unfair labor practices

for which employers could be enjoined: restraiming or
coercing workers in their plans to organize, discriminat-
ing against workers for trade-union activity or in favor
of company unions.

It was in this period that the great organizing drives
took place in auto, steel, rubber, glass and textiles. The
UAW began the struggle against General Motors using
the tactics of the “quickie” and sit-down strike; in Feb-
ruary 1937, GM capitulated. A few weeks later, after
another sit-down strike, Chrysler followed suit. The un-
ionization of the two giants of the auto industry (Ford
did not sign up until 1940) followed the impressive dem-
onstration of labor’s power as opposed to the run-around
they received in 1934 at the hands of the Auto Labor
Board, from which they received nothing.

The organization of the mass-production industries
could only have been possible once the militant CIO was
outside of AFL ranks following the split at the 1935
convention. To have depended upon the government’s
initiative would have been fatal, and in reality govern-
ment help was virtually non-existent. Although the
NLRB was established in 1935, it was not until April
1937 that the Supreme Court validated important sec-
tions of the law, and decisions on other important seec-
tions came from the court in 1938. Therefore the most
important part of the drive that spearheaded the forma-
tion of the CIO took place when the machinery of the
NLRB was tied down by impending Supreme Court de-
cisions. The NLRB served as a psychological impetus,
but it was labor’s own power that did the job.

The New Deal in various ways offered advantages to
many groups. The farmers and banks came info the New
Deal with preferred claim. Through their powerful organi-
zations they were able to utilize the legislation benefiting
them. Industry also was able to seize upon the NRA for
purp of monopolization and price-fixing through the
Chambers of Commerce, NAM and the thousands of trade
councils. But labor had first to organize and fight before
it was able to get something out of the NLRB and the
Wage and Hour Law. g ’

But whatever labor was able to extract from the New
Deal, by its own militancy or by the pressure of the
times, the New Deal policy has to be judged primarily
on the basis of how it achieved its main objective—put-
ting the economy back on its feet. The “recession” of
1937 already showed the New Dealers that they had
failed. By 1938 Roosevelt turned in another direction
with a call for trust-busting. The Temporary National
Economic Committee, which was to investigate monopoly,
was the result; it set itself to prove that the depression
could really be blamed on the concentration of industry
with its rigid fixed prices and its violation of the free
market. ‘

Broadus Michell, in his Depression Decade, points to
the contradiction which this involved for the New Deal
approach. The New Deal could not evolve a program
capable of going to the roots of the depression, for such
a solution would have meant attacking the fundamental
institution of capitalism—private property. Writing of
the TNEC, this last gasp of the New Deal before “Dr.
Win-the-War” took over, he says:

“A guess would be that the ‘recession’ beginning in
t}}e autumn of 1937 had disillusioned the president and
his advisers with former New Deal [economic] inter-
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ventionist policies, and persuaded them that another cra-
sade, however contradictory to the old one, was indicated.
The president himself, and several leading participants,
such as Henderson, who had been intimately involved in

government encouragement of business combination, con-

fessed no embarrassment in now damning what they
had helped produce. . ..

. .. the [TNEC] committee might have concluded that
the cholce for the future was between concentration of
economic power in private hands or in public hands. . . .
But the committee was unprepared for this recommenda-
tion. Loyal to the president’s purpose 'to preserve the
system of private enterprise for profit’ the committee
preposed that where private Initiative was degenerative,
goverament should reinvigorate it. The committee seemed
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unconscious of the touching quality of a faith in private
enterprise that required government inducement. . . .

“. .. To the whole equivocal episode of the Tempo-
rary National Economic Committee -may be’ appended
Eresident Roosevelt’s doubtful but dogged commenda-
tion: ‘It is & program whose basic thesis is not that the
system of free private enterprise has failed in this gen-
eration, but that it has not yet been tried.’”

While—in 1941!—Roosevelt could defend capitalism
only with the claim that it had “not yet been tried,” his
descendants in the Fair Deal today boast of its achieve-
ments. What they are boasting of are the “miracles” of
capitalist production when it is mobilized for war, for
this is capitalism at its “best.” It was the war which
solved the problems of the New Deal, as it is the war
economy which shores up capitalism under the Fair Deal.

HAL DRAPER

1952

3
THE TRUMAN ERA:

- WHAT WAS THE FAIR DEAL?

in the course of the 20-year-long development from the heyday of
the New Deal to today’s Fair Deal (with the War Deal as interlude),
there has been a significant change in the attitude of the leaders of
the labor movement and liberal opinion.

~ Theré was a time in the 1930s when the liberal-labor leaders
looked on the New Deal as the harbinger of a new social order, of basic trans-
formations in society which would transfer power from the “Vested Interests”
to the “People.” It gave them the dynamic feeling of participating in a move-
ment which- was Going Somewhere, which could reshape the world we live in,
which had a positive progressive mission. They were not merely “preserving”
Our Way of Life or fighting a rearguard defense against “reaction.” Boosevelt’s
bygles, they thought, were pealing for them to build, to create, to tyangform,

to revolutionize. They felt alive and vibrant, On The March.

_ Ab the Hime they felt they could be scornful of the "dogmatc” seciylists wie
toid them that they were on the march into a blind afiey. It was o greef illusien.
Teday what remains of the ties which biad fabor-liberals to the Fair DesS? The
o Is S streng, byt K is « differeat one. Where the-Mew. Deat! .beganby . .hilly
the Promise of the Future, Hs contiswetor the Fair Dual is now simply.. . . Mhe
Tesseé avii i comparison with the reastionary forces further o the right! 1t Is not
something to Aght for: it is something to console oneself with. It is not o Bamner
In the Good Fight for a world of social fustice; it is a wavering lins .of refriet.

* “What brought about this great change in the political psychelogy of the
New Deal-Fair Dealers themselves? It was not brought about by the ghift from
Roosevelt to Truman; it was initiated by Roosevelt himself, when he announced
the replacement of Dr. New Deal by Dr. Win-the-War,
Is it to be explained merely as a “betrayal” by faithless
leaders—that easy substitute for understanding what is
happening in the world? Or is it necessary for the labor-
liberals to re-examine their views on what the New Deal
and Fair Deal represented in the first place?

It is not the primary aim of these pages to sum-
marize th‘g' detailed record of t_hat_“betrayal," if such

ft was-—that is, of the steps in the change that has
come over Fair-Dealism. In early 1948 Harry Truman’s
credit with labor and liberals had slready been well-
uigh exhsusted: e hid brought back the most hated of
Jh&r weapans: ‘and had-used 4t 20 .break three great
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atrikes; he had, not long before, appealed to Congress
for a law a good deal more vicious than the Taft-Hartley
Act, a law to draft strikers into the army; his record of
positive accomplishment was not impressive. Expecting
his defeat anyway, important sections of the labor move-
ment were ready to break away.

As we all remember, taking advantage of the fact
that Tom Dewey was the only alternative to him before
the people, Truman gained a new lease on life with a
splurge of militant Fair-Dealish speeches, dusting off
the old appeal. It accomplished the miraculous upset and
his return to the White House. “Labor did it!” he told
the press; and labor, newly impressed with its own
strength ‘and social weight, expected that now, at least,
its interests would be recognized, if only in gratitude
perhaps.

Therefore the record since 1948 is doubly damning.
Whc! can labor or liberalism point to with enthusiasm?
What have they gotten? Not even the civil-rights legisla-
tion. the promise of which half-reconciled them to Truman
in 1948—afier they had forgotten that Truman personally
had opposed even the plank-promises in the Democratic
platform. They still have the Taft-Hartley Act! they got
more strikebreaking, as the railroad workers know; they
are tarred with the festering corruption and bad odor of
the aodministration; they have to fight against Truman-
appointed war mobilization agencies infested with dollar-
a-year big busimessmen, of whom the now resigned C. E.
Wilson was only the most prominent; they have the Korean
war; they have the rapprochement with Franco fascism,
the.change of line on butcher Chiang Kai-shek, the betrayal
of Tunisio; they have the "subversive list" and the govern-
ment-initiated witchhunt, with its pall of fear blanketing
the land. :

But after you have gone through the concrete record
of the Truman administration—as we do from week to
week in the regular issues of LABOR ACTION—you

will still not have exorcized the soul of the Fair Deal’

mystique, the role it plays in the thinking of the labor-

liberals. It is not to be argued away merely by itemizinz’

the misdeeds, delinquencies, sins, villainies, hypocrisies,
outrages and abuses of the Truman regime—no matter
how impressive the total may be. Our labor-liberals are
not really blind to these, however they may close their
eyes. They have gnashed their teeth, before now; they
havé cursed under their breath; under sufficient provoca-
tion, they have deplored aloud.

For they have o theory about the Fair Deal. It is this
theory we have to talk about.

The theory is a simple one: The Fair Deal, with all
its “faults,” is fundamentally liberalism-in-government.
With all its dervelictions and inconsistencies (which we
know well but do not like to talk about, in order not to
give aid and comfort to its enemies), it is the job of us
liberals to push it to be ‘“true to itself,’ to stiffen its
backbone, etc. The Fair Deal i8 “for the people,” or at
any rate wants. to be, as against the “the reactionaries,”
who are concerned exclusively with Private Interest,
Vested Interest and Special Interest.

Now this is a very simple theory to hold. Cling to it
with sufficient determination (where are you if you
,abandon it?) and almost anything the Fair Deal admin-
istration may actually do can be viewed with sympa-
thetic understanding, if not equanimity. The Fair Deal
does these deplorable things because we, the liberals,
have not pushed hard enough; “the reactionaries” were
too strong; the wrong people got to the president’s ear;
we have got to support the president twice as hard in
order to buck him up to resist the forces of evil. . . .

'Before discussing this directly. there are two things
which have to be said about this type of theory.

(1) Precisg]y because it is engineered so that no
concrete experience can shake it, it is fundamentally a
dogma. By _deﬁnition,_ a theory which is not capable of

being submitted to the test ot tacts and practice is a
dogma. But this sounds absurd at first blush: it is these

labor-liberals who pride themselves on Leing “practical”
—*“practical politicians” especially—and not ‘‘dogmat-
ists” like the socialists. But there is no paradox in reality.
There are few dogmas which are held so rigidly as the
dogmas of the “practical” men, who consider themselves
to be practical because they are unaware of the theories
which do clutter up their thinking. They are merely un-
able to be critical of the theories which they hold.

(2) Like all other dogmas, it springs not from the
generalization of experience (this is what unites theory
and practice), but from a need which lies outside the
line of thought and action which the victims fondly con-
sider to be their basis. In this respect it is of the same
type as the fundamental dogma of pro-Stalinism. (Don’t
jump, dear liberal reader—retain the open mind of
which you are so justly proud!)

The dogma of the Stalinist fellow-traveler, in its
more intelligent version, is this: Russia, with all its
“faults,” is fundamentally socialism-in-power. It does
deplorable things, not all of which we can defend. But
for all its derelections and inconsistencies, which unhis-
torical-minded people love to harp on and which do in-
deed make us uncomfortable, it has done the tmportant
thing: abolished capitalism. This makes it fundamentally
progressl've, whatever distortions have been imposed up-
on it by the reactionary capitalists who press upon it
Jirom all sides. It is the job of us genuine progressives to
push it to be “true to itself.” Everything bad about it
(which we know well but do not talk about, in order not
to give aid and comfort to its encmies) is due to the pres-
sure of reaction around it. The more reaction (Western

fapitalism) presses it, the more bad things it does; there-

fore we must defend it twice as hard, in order to make it
possible for the basic good in it to flower. . . .

This dogma also, as is well known, makes. its pos-
sessors immune to mere muckraking about the unpleas-
ant features of the Russian regime—which is why three-
quarters of all anti-Stalinist “exposé’ material, while
necessary and useful, is so much steam up the spout. It
is irrelevant to, and does not touch the underlying need.

That need is for a social goal to live by. For the pro-
Stalinist, who cannot be sold back on the capitalism he
has rejected and which is the system he knows through
his own experiences (not exposés), to wrench himself
free of the Stalinist myth is to drop into a void. There
ic many an ex-Stalinist who can be seen in this zombie
state: you can recognize them, the eyes are glazed, po-
litically speaking. This is because they do not see any
“realistic” alternative to the twin evils of capitalism and
Stalinism.

There is the liberal analogue. Where aore you if you
abondon your faith in the Fair Deal? Where do you go
from there? A backward worker (or for that matter some
AFL leader) may register his disgust by voting for the
Outs—which translates as the Republicans. For the re-
sponsible spokesmen of (say) the CIO or Americans for
Democratic Action there is no thinkable alternative in re-
lapsing to mere political passivity. Whot remains is a
wrench—the formation by labor of its own independent
party!

But all this is not yet a substitute for discussing the
dogma itself. What makes the Fair Deal represent “lib-
eralism-in-covernment” for its well-intentioned support-
ers?

There are three things which make the Fair Deal
the representative of liberalism, in the eyes of liberals.
Leét us take the simplest first. It is not the most impor-
ant. Above all, it could not possibly do the job by itself.
But it certainly has to be mentioned.

Some people—who, no doubt through no fault of their
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OWn, “TI8VE "TeMAINed ~entrely ~1ghorant of Marxism—

tl_)in} !:hat the socialist attitude toward capitalist politi-
cians is pased on denouncing them as lying demagogues
hypocritical betrayers of the People and general dishoneat’
no-good scoundrels. This is not so. It is merely a fre-
quently observable fact. . ]

" Even as a fact this tends.to diminish in importagé
4he higher up one goes in the echelons of the éapitalist

politicians, up to and including the Statesmen.

But this Is far from EXCLUDING hypocritical demagegy

s o component of capitalist statemanship! On the.con«
Srary it is a continuing necessity for the most serioys and
respeciable representatives of the species. ’
. This will be news only to the most.naive. Funda-
mentally it is a necessity, not because “of regrettsble
eharacter defects on the part of the individuals—who are
as likely a8 not to be fine upstanding citizens, husbands
and fathers wifth all the homely virtues—but because the
inherent task of a capitalist government is to reconcile
the irreconcildble: the-antagonistic interests of a ruling
¢lass and the needs and interéests of an economically ex-
ploited class.

This suggestion of the underlying explanation need
not be accepted by the liberal, who however must recog-
mize the fact. To go no further, it is recognized to be
true of Franklin D. Roosevelt (himself) by his dry-
eared worshippers. It is even transformed into a kind of
boast: that clever old fox, master politician of the day
as well as great idealist, who alonz could hold his dis-
parate coalition together with his consummate maneu-
vers, . . . Does anyone really imagine this feat was ac-
companied by scrupulous honesty, especially in public
speéches and promises? It is only on the seventh day of
the week that Fair Deal philosophers denounce “Bolshe-
'wism” for believing in “the end justifies the means.”

But this does not get us too far. Why do these poli-
ticiang and this administration utilize liberal demagogy,
whersas others address their demagogy to other quar-
térs? It is also superficial to answer merely by referring
to the needs of power politics and electoral coalitions.
There is something much more real, however much the
docial demagogy serves to puff it up,

Let us approach this much more important consid-
eration from the viewpoint of the liberals themselves.
These commonly reserve the epithet “troglodyte” and its
variations for reactionaries like Senator Taft. They de-
pounce the corresponding policies as “suicidal,” “hang-
gvers of the 19th century,” “outworn,” “unenlightened,”
“primitive,” “archaic Telic of the past”—any reader of
the libeéral journals can get up his own thesaurus. They
are quite right, but what does this mean? What does
it mean, besides, in view of the fact that “the reaction-
arlet” are also accused (also quite rightly) of putting
Property Interests above the Interests of the People?

What it means, given a moment's thoaght, is that "the
taoctionaries” are charged with not properly understand-
lag the meons to effectuate their own best interests. The
Hberals have something there ond they justifiably use it
for all It Is worth, If a greedy capitalist profiteers, fight-
Ing price controls; be s jeopardizing the economy, Inviting
Iaflation, etc., und therefore endangering his own ability
¥o confinue to make profits from a longer range polat of
view. (Reactiodary C. E. Wilson had to explain this to his
fellow profiteers who denounced him for being sucked in
by the Fair Deal.) If a labor-baiting employer infuriates
the frade unions, he is warned (not without justice) that
he is only driving lobor to greater militancy and desper-
otion. If o reactionary congressman votes against the
Marshall Plan, he is asked how else the United States can
malntaln its premier position in the world and, above all,
defend itself against the Russian threat. We need not pile
up examples; which go through the roster of all liberal.
fsswes. . O :

LIBERAL CAPITALISM
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It works too, because it is true. It is behind the zeute
observation made by Washington columnist Peter Edson
!ast June (our emphasis) :

“Onhe of the surprising things is what happens to
‘yock-ribbed Repubdican business bigshots who come to
town [Washington] to take top government defense jobs.

“They are immediately thrown up against tough in-.
ternational or domestic probiems. Scarcities, foreign sup-
ply and demand, trade balances, dollar shortages are in»
Wolved. All seem to call for economic controls. _ _
& “It is traditional that all businessmen hate govern-
ament interference with the normal practices of the free-
enterprise system. Yet what happens, nine times out of
Je’n or even oftener, is that the business executives tem-
iporarily turned bureaucrats come up with the same an-'
#swers that the economic plunners and the New Dealers
scould propose.”

;. Aslong ago as 1928, before the question became more
sgcute, liberal Senator Wagner told the New York AFL:"
. “What is the effect of the injunction? I am still look-
Ang at it from the point of view of the employer. Its
mffect i3 just to postpone the formation of an adequate
‘Ambor organization. It is keeping the labor movement in
tUs fighting period; it is preventing the labo¥ movement
from coming to full maturity and assuming the tasks
#nd responsibilities for which it is pre-eminently fitted.”

§That is, it prevents them from being housebroken.].

Wagser was a Fair Dealer before its time. The argu-
et reclly swung weight when the ClO's struggles ex-
Pploded In the 1930s in the midst of real labor discontent.
At became well-nigh a New Deal plattitude. It is not @
demagogic argument merely thought up to persuade re-
calcitrant employers to be friendly to labor. It represents
#he considered school of thought of those who try te look
wt the Interests of the system from a wider and longer-
vange viewpoint than that of the individual profit-seeker.
- . Never more than today does this approach come into
play: Jim Crow is denounced because it loses American
Power -its ‘friends in the world.. This doesn’t -convince
ardened - white-supremacists but it brings new active
‘support from elements who yesterday talked cozily about
felying on education: and evolution. . vt e

The argument has its limits. It is a possible policy of
wiser heads, for one thing, only if capitalism can still
afferd it—and American capitalism, the wealthiest in
the world, certainly ean. It has less effect—much liks
effect ! —onmhose whose eyes are daily fixed on the dfurpi
grind of profit-making, the capitalists proper themuselves,
than it has on the men, less directly invalied, Who Seek
to govern the destinies of capitaliswy-from’ the éaptain’s
bridge in Washington, where the vision even of the near-
gighted is given a wider vista. It has a greater impact
on governmental figures whose personal background and
perso fortunes ave less directly connected with indi-
vidual capitalist enterprises; the prime example is FDR,
the “country gentleman in the White House,” who was
thereby eminently fitted to take the wider view of the
needs of the system as a whole, even against the short-
sightedness of the economic royalists themselves.

Capitalism by its very nature blinds the individual
capitalist to the over-all pattern; that is precisely why
the class as a whole needs an “executive committee” very
badly. This is especially true of America, which, despite
the overweening power which history has thrist upon it,
suffers from a capitalist class which in many respects is
almost as politically backward as is its working class.

Behind the liberal charge of "troglodyte’' against the
reactionaries, then, is an Important truth—one which:
points to the basis for the existence of confticting factions
within the framework of the same capitalist inferests.

The liberal might ask himself: When a “reactionary,”
unenlightened and primitivé, becomes enlightened and
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sophisticated with regard to his own interests, what does
he begin to look like? A Fair Dealer? We will not yet
answer that. “His own interests,” however, are still those
of Property versus the People, to use the liberal formula.

The third consideration is really a special case of

what we have already discussed. It is the tendency (of

liberals) to identify liberalism with state regulation and
intervention in economy. In few countries is this as
much true as in the United States.

In the United States, it was the liberals (as well
as the socialists) who first demanded increased state
regulation to eliminate the abuses of uncontrolled pri-
vate ownership of industry. This marked a change in the
very nature of liberalism, which previously _had been
associated with the very opposite notion, laissez-faire
and the freedom of the individual from control by the
state power. But as business grew bigger and coagu-
lated in powerful monopolistic combines, this horse-and-
buggy- liberalism had to go. The interests of the people
demanded protection from the depredations of big busi-
ness, and the liberals had to realize that the economic
oligarchy could be countered only by the organized power
of society as a whole. This was the socialist idea also—
but the socialist added that in the long run the state
could successfully control the economy in the interests
of the people only if it became a state freed from capi-
talist control, itself. But through the united struggles of
the labor movement as well as some great liberal allies,
the grosser abuses of monopoly were reined in and
curbed, though sometimes merely forced into subtler
forms. Victories were won.

But this relation between state regulation and pro-
wressive reform was characteristic of one era. Today,
more and more like its European similars, American
capitalism needs state controls, on itself and on the
people, for quite different reasons which we have already
indicated. Most prominently, it has a cataclysmic war to
prepare for. Its own life is at stake.

Today, it is far from frue that state regulation and
control are per se progressive. Today these tend to turn
more and more into the bureaucratization, militarization
and (eventually) totalitarianization of capitalism.

Yet—-partly still fighting yesterday’s battle, partly
disoriented themselves by the spectacle of “‘unrecon-
structed” elements of the capitalist class who shortsight-
edly fight “controls” in the name of a mythical “free
enterprise”—-liberals still tend to look upon the state-
interventionist features of the Fair Deal as being earn-
ests and tokens of its liberal heritage.

It is time to give the floor to an objection.

—*Is this, then, all that Fair-Dealism means to you?
Don't you grant at all, at least as an important com-
ponent of Fair-Dealism, the sincere desire of Fair Deal
liberals to win real reforms for the people—equitable
wrice control, health insurance, higher wages, abolition
of Jim Crow, etc.? Don’t you grant that by and large the
Fair Deal is pro-labor whereas the reactionaries are anti-
labor? In other words, don’t you grant that Fair Deal
liberals can be for the typical Fair Deal measures for
their own sake, and not merely as devices to preserve
capitalism?”

Of course, we grant that, unreservedly. If that were
not true, a discussion such as this, concerned as it is
with the supporters of the Fair Deal, would be entirely
pointless! For one very important thing we have not yet
mentioned is that there are all kinds of liberals and
various kinds of Fair Dealers. i

One cannot throw into the same bag, under the sam
lubel, Fair Dealer William O. Douglas, who blasts Fair

Dealer Truman’s witchhunt apparatus and laws, with
Fair Dealer Paul Douglas, who votes for concentration

Lo

camps 1n the McLarran Act. Une cannot lump the Fair
Dealers of the CIO leadership, who denounce Fair Dealer
Acheson on Franco, Tunisia and a number of other ques-
tions, with the Fair Dealers of the New Leader, who try
to make a policy of anti-Communism. One cannot even
lump Fair Deal Senator Kerr with Fair Dealer Mrs.
Roosevelt.

Individuals and groupings within the disparate Fair
Deal coalition lean in different directions. This will have
to suffice to leave the door wide open on the question,
since we cannot call the whole role.

But what we have described is the COMMON DENOMI-

"NATOR of the Fair Deal, that which gives It its political

physiognomy as a going concern as distinct from the over-
lapping term liberalism; and by the same token, that
which determines its nature AS A GOVERNMENTAL RE-
GIME IN 'THE SEATS OF POWER.

And since we have to distinguish, let us make a very
important distinction: the distinction between the Fair
Dealers who actually wield the state power and Faii
Dealers who consider themselves such because they sup-
port the former. There is a big difference.

The latter have the privilege of giving freer rein to
their genuinely liberal sentiments. The former have the
responsibility of steering the course of the world’s most
powerful imperialism within the framework of a capital-
ist war economy.

Fair Dealer No. 1, President Truman, is by no means
much (if any) beyond the common denominator; but let
us put the connection between Fair-Dealism and govern-
ment responsibility in its most favorable light:

Any government which sets out to “make capitalism
work” (Fair Deal style or any other) runs up against
the overwhelming fact that, in this system based on the
private ownership of the economy and its operation for
profit, it is the capitalist owners of the productive ma-
chinery who, when the chips are down, determine whether
to produce or not and who hold the commanding heights
of power over the economic life of the country.

Any government which, in advance, draws the line ot
encroaching on this fortress of their power clso announces
in advance that on any vital issue it must and will re-
treat. Retreat means that it must confine itself to the
policies, the weapons, which are compatible with the basic
capitalist interests of the country.

But the overweening social needs remain, and they
must still be solved somehow or other. If the progressive
means are denied to you, the reactionary ones must be
used, with whatever reluctance and heartburning. The
retreat is made only more palatable to discomfited liber-
als in that it is “their” administration which is leading
it; it only ties their hands and gags their mouths.

Inflation must be fought, if the society itself is to
survive; if the means of fighting it which will put the
burden on the rich are denied to you, then you have to
use those means which put a disproportionate burden on
the lesser privileged. You want, perhaps, wage controls
and price controls; but if price controls are torn to
tatters, partly in Congress and partly in the everyday
operation of business, would it not be worse for the
economy “as a whole” if wages are also allowed to “run
wild”? You want to stop Stalinism, and you want a
democratic foreign policy to stop it; but if this is barred
by the commanding heights, is it not the next best thing
to use all available means to do so—i.e., an undemocratic
foreign policy, an imperialist policy, an atom-bomb dip-
lomacy?

Here we come to the Great Divide, on each side of
which the waters of liberalism run into different seas.

On the one side are the liberals and Fair Dealers
(with or without quotation marks as desired), “prac-
tical” realists all, who follow the Truman-institutional-
governmental-official Fair Deal down the line.

) 911 the other side are the liberals, Fair Dcal well-
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‘'WISAEFS WIth Whatéver degree ol enthusiasm, who aze.
‘willing to take their stand on this simple minimum:

If the Property Interests (capitalism, or whatever one
wishes to sall it) stand in the way of the needs of ihe
people, and Insofar as it does, we do not reireat. We
dare to Infringe on the sacred rights of property to whei=
ever needful extent. We dare to exercise the power of
democracy to break the resistance of the privileged-cluss
obstructionists. If the monopolists will not play, put "thels"
plants and factories to work without them. That meens
nationalleation (mot a fake or temporary "'selzure”™ fo
stall a strike.) We dare to carry through a progrom eof
economic prégress and a democratic foreign policy regtrd-
less of the vdsted Interests of capital.

The liberal who stops short of socialismt presumably
believes this is possible within the framework of capital-
ist property relations—some kind of reformed capitalism.
perhaps.‘ We will argue this some other week. All we pro-

LIBERAL CAPITALISM

~Ppose To begIh With, to the Fair Deal liberal who claims

that he means business, is: Follow this course throhgh
wherever it may lead—and do not apologize for, white-
wash, or keep silent about those in power who do in faet
shuffle their deal in accordance with the rules of the
capitalist game, handing out the marked cards to those
who are ordained to get royal flushes and to those who
have to be content with busts. _
For our part, this must mean a socialist democraey,
a5 it must mean the organization and mobilization of the
working class from below against their capitalist rulers.
If that is for tomorrow, then for today it must mean the
organization of the labor (and liberal) forces in their
own independent political party dedicated to s genuine
Fair Deal, not Truman’s. To any liberal who  thinks this
is a “dogmatic” opinion, we confidently propose: Fight
and speak out along these lines, and we will ke the satme

~variaty of “Fair Dealers” also.: i

GORDON HASKELL

L
FROM THE FAIR DEAL
TO THE ERA OF McCARTHYISM

1952

Every spokesman and follower of the Fair
Deal says and believes that one of its chief claims
to the support of the American people and- ene
of its moat important objeetives is its defense of,
and efforts to extend, democratic rights. This ig
alse one of the central aims of democratic social-
ism. What, then, separates and distinguishes the
socialists, and specifically the Independent So-
cialist League, from the liberal Fair Dealers
when it comes to the question of democratic
rights?

It would be wrong to question the personal
sincerity of the Fair Dealers when they say that
they are for democratic rights. The important
fact to bear in mind, however, is that this is just
one of their objectives, and it is not the one which’
has top priority.

Whenever it comes in conflict with their de-
termination to mobilize America and the rest of the wérld :
for the military struggle against Stalinism, democratic
rights must take a back scat. And In the domestic struggle -
against the Stalinist party and its fremnt organizations, the
Fair Peal adminkstration has shown thet it has no-ree con-
fidence In its abflity to defeat the Stalinists by democratic
means.

True, it is goaded and pushed by the most reactionary

forces in our society to take frequent measures about
which many Fair Dealers themselves feel uneasy. Bat
the natura) tendencieg of the developing Permanent War
Economy arg so'"bupgaucratic and anti-democratic in
general that it is often difficult to tell at which point the
Fair Dealers are yielding to pressure, and at which. they
qye;:wsms'mﬂmmméWWM"amW
rights.

'When:the Smith Act, which makes the vdvocacy of
political ideas 8 crime in itself, was passe uring the
oosevelt administration, it was condemned by the whale

labor movement and most liberal organizations. It was
first applied, however, not to the Stalirists but to the
leaders of the teamsters’ union in Minneapolis and of
Ahe Socialist Workers Party. The real reason for its
spplication at that particular time was not that these

"W threatened overthrow.{’ the governmant; but "
= ot U M i yebeatnsie

i ﬂ'wx‘r"‘ s i " 4 -
S”thm%the ‘side 'of thé national head of the union, Dgn
Wobin, who was and’is a loyal Democraic héenchman.

The  man direcHy responsible for e presecation -and
eventual conviction of eighteen leaders of this politisal
arganization - and unlon was Attorney Genéral Francls
Biddle, who is the present national chairman of Americans
for Democratic Action. Although he now says that he too
thinks the- Smith Aet is bad ‘legislation, Biddbe and-his fore
mer boss, Roosevelt, were more concerned with the smooth
operation of the war economy and of the Democratic

Party than with the democratic rights which- are - cle
subverted by this law. o




vpom the Fair Deal to the Fra of MeCarthyism

Sermador MeCarthy has become a symbol of (he most
reaclionary attack on etvil fiberties in the cotuntry, He
vepresents and ix supported by te elemends in Ameriea
who have always conght to push us towird a police state
as rapidly as possible: the American Legion, the Ku Klux
Klan, the llearst press. and the militantly veactionary
businessmen of the National Assoeiation of Manufac-
turers and such organizations as the Committee for Con-
stitutional Government.

The Fair Dealers oppose McCarthy and the whole
pack of dirty tricks which are known as “MeCarthyism.”
And well they might! For McCarthy has threatened
thelr administration with his irresponsible wholesale ac-
cusations that it is infiltrated from top to bottom by a
horde of “Communists.” He and his supporters have an
utter disregard for facts when they make their “charges.”
The truth of the matter is that to them the Fair Deal
itself is not much different from some form of “social-
ism” or “communism.”

Of course, socialists join with the Fair Dealers in fight-
ing McCarthyism as the most virulent and extreme menace
to our civil liberties. But we cannot escape the fact that
the Foir Deal administration’s actions in this field have
contributed mightily o create the general political atmos-
phere which makes it possible for McCarthyism to flourish.

In 1948 Truman issued an executive order which was
supposed to serve only one purpose: to eliminate “sub-
versives” from government emp{oyment. The order di-

rected the attorney general to draw up a list of “sub-
versive” organizations. Then all government workers
were to be screened by the FBI for the purpose of de-
termining whether they had belonged to or been “sympa-
thetically associated” with any of the organizations on
the attorney general’s list. Every worker on whom the
FBI gets “derogatory information” is investigated in-
tensively, and the information thus gathered is given to
a “loyalty board” in the department for which he works.

Space is lacking to discuss at this point whether or
not an American citizen has the right to work for the
government if he favors a different social system. The
faet is that not one of the organizations placed on the
“subversive list” was informed that it was going to be
included, no hearings were held, and from 1948 to the
present it has been impossible to get a statement from
the attorney general as to why any organization is on the
list, and what it should or can do to get off it.

When a government worker is called up before a
“loyalty board” he has no opportunity to question the
FBI agents or their informants on the “facts’ they have
given the board against him. He need not have done any-
thing illegal to be fired from his job and blacklisted for
all gevernment work. “Guilt by association” is the most
common rule of “evidence” on which these boards act.

Although this Fair Deal presidential order was sup-
posed to relate solely to government employment, the
“subversive list” was published far and wide and has
become the most common basis on which men and women
are fired from jobs in both, public and private employ-
ment all over the country. Even labor unions have pub-
lished it in their papers as a basis for expelling members
o1 removing officers. Organizations listed have found it
increasingly difficult to hire halls for meetings, and many
individuals have become fearful of contributing money
to such organizations, or even of subscribing to their
publications.

There can be no question about it. The government's
“loyalty™ progrom has been a major contribution to the
attack on demacratic rights in the country. The wide-scale
snooping of the FBI which is made necessary by this pro-
gram has served to intimidate large numbers of people.

ki

A whole otmosphere has been created in which McCarthy-
ism finds it easy to thrive.

There has also been a general attack on academic free-
&%n in the country, and the Fair Dealers have played n
far Trom noble role in it. Although abstractly they agrec
that demoecratic education requires freedom for teachers
and students, they have so little confidence in the ability
of people to judge things for themselves when they have
access to all arguments and facts about an issue, that
niost of them have plumped for the idea that Stalinists
must be prevented from holding teaching jobs, regardless
of other qualifications.

It is true that Stalinist teachers are quite likely to
try to influence their students to their own way of think-
ing. The same holds true for liberals and reactionaries.
But a belief in democratic education is hased on the idex
that if students have access to all points of view, the{
are put in a position to think and judge for themselves.
Further, experience hus shown that the moment we per-
mit political opinions to be a basis for firing teachers, an
atmosphere of fear and intimidation begins to blanket the
schools in which only the bravest daré express unpopular
or dissident ideas.

What is the basic reason for the Fair Deal’s failure in
the whole realm of democratic rights? How is it that
after twenty years of administrations all of which have
pronounced themselves in favor of the fullest civil libey-
ties and equal rights for all citizens, our civil liberties
are under a more concerted and dangerous attack than
they have been since the early ’20s, and full equality

remains a goal for the distant future?

The basic 1cason is that the Fair Deal stands not
only for democracy. Its chief function is to prop up and
maintain the economic system of capitalism. True, its
preferred method of doing this at home is through lih-
eral reforms. But on a world secale, it is engaged in a
defensive struggle in which it seeks to save a collapsing
capitalist system from the militant assault of Stalinism,

This struggle has to be fundamentally defensive, be-
cause capitalism has nothing further to offer the pcoples
of the rest of the world. Brutal, barbaric, totalitarian
Stalinism can still attract millions o its banner because its
ideology is anti-capitalist. It is for this reason that Stal-
inism can ride the wave of the Asian revolt against im-
perialism and feudal reaction, while the United States
seeks to prop up the hated reactionary regimes.

To say that capitalism is socially on the defensive
on a world scale does not mean that at some point the
vast economic power and resources of the United States
are not capable of going over to a military offensive. In
fact, American strategy in the cold war is based on the
idea that a sufficient degree of military power is capable
of tipping the political scales in favor of capitalism.
This idea, combined with the need of American capital-
ism to find some outlet for its expansive force, makes the
Permanent War Economy the specific form which capi-
talism takes in our time.

But the permanent war economy is incompatible with
democracy. That is, its tendency is toward greater rather
than less restrictions in all spheres of life; toward more
government controls; toward less freedom for the labor
movement; toward more regimentation in education.
Theré is simply no escaping this tendency, ar}d all the
lib&t;a_l-speeches in the world will not change it.

Beyond that, although the Fair Dealers claim t.o hgve”
great confidence in the innate superiority of capntn]wm
over Stalinism, their fear of Stalinism as a social force
in the United States itself belies their claim. They know
that Stalinism ix a social movement which feeds on the
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I UBIIELINR, i1junLicen, ard CONUAUING SOdINL THINUT o8 DY
capitalinm. They are not themselves capable of attack

these failures at their roots, for to do so would be te ﬂtr

u!qk the banis of the system which they defend.
Increasingly they tend to accapt the “easy way" of A.;

feotin snn-Lm .. the way af pelice meoguces. Jigt
I’(‘sg s;an, e/“"r ?F;mms’lﬂﬁw—‘f“ the @WEIW
to socialists, liberals aid other’ c‘rﬂicl ot oppoeit #

capitalism, and as time goes o, evew 15 the mote I
wing of the Fair Dealers themselves, In fact, they have' &
way of undermining the whole structure of democregy’
which/4he Fair Déalers are suppesed to defend.

There is a basic contradiction between democratie

CIVIL LIBERTIES

tights and the Permanent War Economy, between de.
moeracy and ‘the defense of a world system w}nch has
ontllvod itself. .

Demooratic seeialists are not subject to this contrme
distion. Fhey arc not bound hy the mecessity of dofemde
i st | prabam off  peeausalty nid ceopiotbation -vitibth
% éollafpﬁng all over the world. Por them. thHere i ne
cenfliet bétweeh the means of demoeracy, and their goal¥
which is to establith.-a fully democratic seciety. In faet,
they are utterly convinced that the socialist society whish
they seek to establish can only be achieved by the stnm-

. gle for the most thpmughgomg democnoy

GORDON HASKELL

THE CRISIS OF DEMOCRACY
IN TODAY'S WORLD

1953

“The fight for democracy and the fight for
soctalism are msepa/rable There can be no,
lasting and genuine democracy without
soeiciism and there can be no socmhsm
mthtmt democracy.”

—{from The ISL Program in Brief.

Arthis ﬂcgo  in history K Is handly necessary fo domon-
strate’ ﬁvnhﬂolsilp between prosperity, high emple
.and democracy In Its capitalist form. Only +he.blin
Wun previncial can belleve that Mussolini qﬂ
Hiler were the product of a specific ltalian or German
Dt'i'mtg for democratic rule. They were, rather, the

living histericel demonstration of the Marxist view that
lunthe tage of sapitalist economic collapse demacrecy will
ke sscupped UNLESS o sociel force arises which is cape-
(> dmo-ln the crisis by exfeading demecracy laté
the seeacmic relatiens ef seciety. .

N made its bid to overcome the crisis of Euro-
pean cspitalism by placing the whole continent in the
grip. of German totalitarian rule. The disease which
geve yise to Hitlerism has been suppressed for a ﬁme,
but it remains as deadly as ever. .

Poday, it is’ Stalinism rather than Hitlerism which

"looms -as the chief threat to democracy in the world.
At -any rate, that is the picture whlch is. painted for us
by the ideologmts of capitalism.

"t Stullaism Is 2o more the product ef the bralas oad
wills of -« fow
sociot:Burke which rises to solve the crisis of werld capl-
tellsm by Suteliterion meens in the absence of an offey:

men Hhem was Noxism. M, toe, Is &

"World réflie 1n thé mhilitary strength and Imperialist

ambitions of the Russian ruling class? Only . victims of
the Americar propaganda machine really hélie %it.
_ Pyt the question thus: if capitalisi m “Burd
Asia could provide i PIoSpEn
ment and a rising stﬁﬁiiard Ot % Hhe Jaases

would; Russian Stalinism really be a serivéw. iﬁ&t‘}o
the rest of the world?

Stalmism‘s threat grows because it seems to offer the
explpited and disillusioned masses everywhere an-alter-
native to an economic system which.is ip historic col-
lapse. It differs from Nazism chiefly in that fts solution
is to abolish capitalism’ and replace it with a planned
economy ruled by a new class of state bureaucrats, while
Nazism superimposed govemment controls on the old
capxtalist system, And it is precisely this antx-captt’ahst
feature which appeals to the masses, while the iron fist
of ‘the .néw rulers is concealed from view under & cloak
of smocratic and soclalist slogans.

.Fhus,- throughout the: werld, -the crisls of capitalism

hend in hand with the crisis of democracy. i
£ This fact has led both conscious capitalist propagans
amts and welkmeaning liberals to conclude that eapital-
ism 1s,g;§&nt1ai to democracy, Actudlly, it has become its
deadly ewms,

Even in America, with the feverish flush of an arma-
ment boom on its cheeks, democracy iz ailing. While the
direct representatxves of our mighty corpotations held
the government in their g‘np and guide the destinies of
the nation, the labor movement looks- ahead unellx.ly

Civit Hiberties are under a general, if insldiens eseautt
Thcrh.ﬂnscicnes.fkgmi imﬂhﬁmdm
rétreat from their proud tradition of independence afier
o feeble struggie. A forihright and intrensigent m
of Elvil livorties In their full implication hm"ﬂ-

(&
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fashioned,” @ product of cultural or politicol lag. Under
our noses ¢ political police has grown up whose fuschion
i hardly questivnsd by onyone but the mest wnreces-
itrustaud uf ibovals, the sacinfists, and for thair awn ner-
row purpowwe. e Staliniets,

And over all hangs the dread of war, or the almnst
equal dread of another depression. Although the threat
of war is attributed solely to the existence of Stallfilsm,
and the danger of depression is denied by government
officials, professors by the dozen, and liberal ideologists

ro o inil Biberties Under the Witehhunt
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hy the score. it cannot be exorcized. Even with pros.
perity, democracy is in a precarious enough state bosh
nere and ghroad. But if it should collapse . . . we wouls
che Ve see Ve Gnids which, wouid e ofers by capita.-
pans gt et defenders on its arvival in that cvent.

It i on the b of this background that we sayv:
“There enn be no tasting and genuine demoeracy without
socialism.” Socralisng is the extension of democracy into
all gectars of social life,

 JULIUS FALK

6

THE THREAT TO CIVIL LIBERTIES
UNDER THE WITCHHUNT

OLITICAL democracy and capitalism were
Pnever synonymous. The rights:of the indi-

vidual for which early capitalism fought
were mainly rights for itself. The assumption
of the intelligence and rationality of man and
his inalienable right to act according to the
dictates of his own conscience was the basic
philosophy of the theorists of political liberal-
ism; but these concepts were never broadly
applied voluntarily by the bourgeoisie.

The democratic rights acquired by the mass
of pecple under capitalism had to be won from
the ruling class, frequently after years of bitter
struggle and sacrifice. ' '

The Marxist’s dispute with liberalism has
not been so much over its abstract democratic
values as over its confidence in the ability of
capitalist society to guarantee and safeguard
the rights of the individual. The inabilitv of a society
based on inereasing economic inequality to preserve, let
alone extend, individual liberties has proved to be not

“Muarxist cant” but the ugly reality of the bourgeois
world,

In America, the citadel of world capitalism, the fun-
damental values of political liberalism, freedom of
speech, press and conscience are becoming increasingly
weakened in real content,

America’s eeconomic titans have notoriously heen men
with social understanding of very modest proportions,
and its political leaders and statesmen significantly
lacking in political education. A quick glance at the
chief ¢xecutive, his advisors and Congress should suf-
fice: I is a paradox, indeced, that the most powerful
cupitalist nation in the world is led by a- bourgeoisic

which is more politicaily humbling, inept uand ¢rude than
its European counterparts. The peculiar wrrogance and
crudeness of this class bears a direct relationship to the
excesses of the post-war reaction. But it would be self-
deception to see this reaction as primarily due to the
sackward social psychology of the ruling class.

Within the American capitalist class. there are many
conflicting cross-currents; conflicts arise trom s(-ct_ional
differences, power interests, ideological antagonisms,
economic loyalties, etc. On the question of civil libertics
these differences are no less real. :

The mentality and approach of MeCarthy cannot be
identificd with the techniques of Truman. But important
as these differences are, they are not nearly as profound
and irreconcilable as they and their supporters would
lead one to believe. One of the great hoaxes of our
decadi is the manner in which the “liberal” wing ol'_
capitalism, the Fair Deal wing, with the assistance ol
what remains of the liberal press, has passed itsell off
as the defender of the best in American democratic tra-
ditions.

it is conveniently forgotten that it wos the Truman

administration which provided the soil in which the Me-
Carthys could breed. The loyalty oaths, the purges, the

. advice to individuals o keep a sharp eye on their neigh-

bor and report misdeeds, the Smith Act, etc., were. among
the dubions accomplishments of the New and Fair Deal
administrations. These sanctimonious unliberal “liberals”
of the Fair Deal are less extreme and less militant in their
witchhunts than the McCarthyites but they are no less
responsible for the ever-widening shadow which is now
obscuring hard-won democratic rights.

The Fair-Dealers are themselves somewhat frig-ht.-
ened-—and sometimes victimized—by the reaction which
they have sct in motion, but that is no reason to be-
lieve that if they remained in the Washington saddle
they cither could or would vestore the civil libertics
which they have been so instrumental in partially liqui-
dating. Not for all his forceful and pious campaign .
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promizes would a Stevenson administration effectively
cope with the instinctive reaction of the capitalist dlass
to the threat of Stalinism and the needs of its Pérma-

nené War Economy. Perhaps such an administration -

wouid have provided some setbacks for the now ram-
pant extremist McCarthyites, but it would have neither
the incentiwe nor the ability to stem the not-so-ereeping
tide of reaction in America.

The drive toward a permanent, enforced canformity
is the political reflex of a Permanent War Economy.
The American ruling class is a frightened class. It does
rot umderstand Stalinism; it cannot successfully com-
hat it politically. But it is practical enough to react to
Stalinism in a “practical” manner: through a purge
svstem, the organization of a vast governmental appara-
tus, enormous military apprapriations, subsidies and
profitable contract awards to priyate war industry.

., A by-product of this policy is a tenuous ard antificial
economic prosperity, but its essential. aim is military.
In thig vast political, economic and military prencqupa-
tion with defense, millions of workers, students ang in-
tellectusls are either directly or indirectly ’m\m}xed.
Scientific research has increasingly become a milifary’
affair, students are potential scientists and techpicians
working on government projects, and from the bulk of
the populution ave recruited the military forces alid the
workers in war industries. . '

io - on effart to make their positinn more secure ths

leading government buremucreds and the all-powerful
economic interests can only. regard non-conformism
among the population as a threat to the status quo. The
labor movement is looked upon with increasing suspician
and the Taft-Hartley Law Is an aHempt to ensure the
war economy against disruptive class strife.

The academic world bears watching, and McCaythy
and Velde compete for honors as to who can best in-
timidate the faculty and student body. Ex-radicals, no
matter how they humiliate themselves, cannot expiate
their youthful transgressions to the satisfaction of
loyalty boards and congressional committees. Artists
and intellectuals who may enjoy some popularity, have
both their artistic talents and private political altivities
reviewed by committees of Know-Nothings. A new and
more stringent loyalty program is devised by the
‘“liberal” Republican administration” which is greeted
with aecolades by McCarthy, Jenner, Taft and Velde.
FBI men assume the unofficinl role of politieal police.

These are a few of the political tactics of the war
economy. But these methods take on a momentum of
their ewn; the lifg of _the entire nation is affected.
Prejudices are revive®l and new ones created.

The most disturbing elements of the present con-
spiracy against civil liberties can be seen in those fac-
tors. which contrast with, rather than parallel, the re-
actipn which set in during and immedidtely following
the First World War. The reaction of the earlier period
wag in a real sense of an hysterical nature. Newspapers
were suppressed, non-comformists jailed en masse, po-
litical parties driven underground. The authorities in
their enthusiasm knew no bounds, they were not in-
hibited by-the constitutional rights of their victims or
other legel considerations. Patriotic organizations were
inspired to take it upon themseclves to raid political
offices, break strikes, beat and even murder individuals,
angd violently disperse peaceable pol...cal rallies, knpw-
ing full well that they enjoyed a form of government
immunity. :

The hysteria lasted for over five years but its life
span was limited and it served no useful economic or
political function for the bourgeoisie by the early 1920s.
The war was long over, the world revolutionary move-
ment was at an ebb, the American socialist movement
had shrunk to relatively small size, the labor mowvement

CIVIL LIBERTIES

‘was quiescent and the capitalist class felt confident and

economically seeure in its growing peacetime prosperity.
The h.yster!a, then, was in its degree an sberration of
American political life.

The current deive agerinst civil liberties is more omis
roys, not because it is more violent qr mere hystarical.
The viglence was graater in the earlier paciad- and: the
hysteria. more prorqunced. Today, homever, there Js. o
reason.fo beileve that our "vanishing civil liberties" will
ba-roturned by a swing of the pendulum. Basjcally, the
reoetion beday- is in 1o sense a political abgrration. It Is
slewiy being incorperated info the Americqn "“"Way of

Life"

The needs of the war economy, the dynamism of Stal-
inism;‘thé cold war are all reiated phenomena providixgg;
the stimulus for the current reaction, and none of thegg:
factors are of a transitory nature. Much of the lagal
basis for compulsory conformity has already heen es-
tablishéd by the three branches of governments; and
the pernicious doctrine of guilt by association, though
without any legal foundation, has been given the vir-
tual status of law through common usage.

. The passivity and resignation with which the current
reaetion is received is no less alarming than the reae-
tion*itself. During the Wilson and Harding administra-
tions the hysteria met with a solid wall of resistance
from socialists, liberais and the organized labor move-
ment, Today, this resistance is not to be found on any
comparable scales Even.if the Stalinists W’ere the only
victims of our thought control experts—which is not the
case—it would provide no justification for thg TaIIuTe
-of ltberals to defend their own principles. - }F:W

It would be unfair, perhaps, to abuse the liberal
wonld“t86 much for its “failure of nerve,” for it is
obviously more than that—it is failure of conviction.
The traditional values of liberalism are gradually being.
ahamdoned by their one-time exponents, :

The conflict between Russian_and American impesiaiism’
brings fo the fore the inherent contradiction in #e. pe-
litical phllosophy of men who are theorefically devotfed
to Woth freedom of thought ond '‘free enterprise Sut
freedom. of thought and capitalist free enterprise are
praving to be muftually exclusive freedoms. Foced with

-dilgméma and trembling bafere Stalinism, which they.
donot understand any better than their more coaserva-
tive brethiren, they are sacrificing their democratic prin-
ciples for the sake of the cold war.

The extent to which socialists must take up the'de-
fm’ae‘, of liberal values, and the degree to which tbey
have Been abandoned by liberals and sold out by ex-
radicals, is a telling reminder of the backward move-
ment: of political life in America. The labor organjza-
tions, ‘too, particularly their leaderships, must “accept
théTr portion of responsibility for the failure to stem
the réactionary tide. Labor has done little on an organ-
ized, integrated campaign level to combat MecCarthyism,
thohig it is victimized by it, and it remains “politically
tied® t Fuir Dealers whose administration initiated the
offensdve-against democracy. -

‘In. this sjtuation socialists have a dual responsibility:
they must demonstrate how the fight for the truly lib-
eral values. is inseparable from the fight against capi-
talism, for socialism; and, second, in a more concrete
manner they must emphasize the validity of democratic
values which are being called into question by liberals
and negated by politicians.

The virfual illagelization of the Communist Party is @
_case in paint. The liberal world has done little to protged
it. but has given. s teclt aud frequently: cufapeken epe
proval, while the mosi reactionary elements in Congiess
find “heavy" intellectuai support in the small men of the
Intellectual world, often former radicals. ’
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gocialist View: Democracy Is a Weapon

Their attempts to prove that the Communist Party
is not a party but merely a menacing “conspirvacy” con-
sists of dangerous half-truths. The Stalinist movement
in this country is, of course, a tool of Russian imperial-
ism, but its membership is voluntary, it is not coerced
in joining the party and it does so out of its belief in
its ideology and objectives. This membership is just as
entitled to its political life as Sidney Hook is entitled
to write specious rationalizations for the Smith Act:

1t must be undevstood that an established principle of
socialists iz the right of all people to erganize into
political parties of their own choosing, including parties
dedicated to the spreading of reactionary capitalist and
Stalinist ideas. o

Independent Socialists are for full. freedom for expres-
sion of OPINION, within the framework of the clear-and-
present-danger doctrine, and this has a meaning only
when it Is a question of opinion which we (or anyone
else) believe to be harmful, reactionary, false or what-
have-you. The genuine democrat is for this as' a freedom
for all, and not just as a "privilege” for himself, his
friends or for opinlons which are sufficiently close to his
$o be considered "tolerable.” This we view not only as a
quide fo civil liberties. under capitalism, but also as o
guide to civil liberties under the socialist democracy for
which we. fight. :

In the academic world socialists- must he no less
vigilant in defending the rights of students and faculty.
The drive against academic freedom is stifling intel-
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lectual life on the campus. The arguments for dismissing
Communist Party teachers as such are no more valid
than the arguments for suppressing the Communist
Party. ;

There can be only one consideration for determining
the rights of an individual to teach: his competence in
his field and in his teaching of his subjeet. Should a
Stalinist teacher of math decide to spend his semester
extolling the virtues of Russian science, then his com-
petence should be called into question. But by the same
token the bourgeois-minded professor who turns his
class into a tendentious tirade against radicalism is
subject to questioning on the grounds of incompetence
and not because of his political views. The same would
apply to the socialist or any other instructor. The same
applies to any Catholic teacher who indoctrinates with
the pope’s views on science and sdé¢iety.

These ottacks on the Communist Party and the Stalinist
teacher and student are used as a springboard for the
invagion of all liberties of all present and former non-’
comformists. Liberals may find this abhorrent and ex-
treme, particularly when they themselves are made to
prove their innocence of something-or-other before an
investigating committee, but they do not understand that
a capitalist nation preparing for a total war which is @
life-and-death struggle cannot brook real and potential
criticism and opposition, and in its drive to attain na-

tional conformity will exhibit no squeamishness over whom
it victimizes. ; )

HAL DRAPER

/
- THE SOCIALIST VIEW:

DEMOCRACY 1S A WEAPON

1950

Now “tis the spring, end weeds are shallov-rooted;
Suffer thewm now, and they'll o’crgrow the garden,
And choke the herbs foir want of husbandry.

—Henry VI (Part 2)
®

Fear is the hallmark of totalitarianism. Fedr

by the lack of any feudal tradition such as
existed in Europe, by the fact that the coun-
try itself arose out’of a mass rveolutiom;\ry
struggle. But these traditions are fast being
overgrown and choked.

The “typical American” is supposed to be
the shirt-sleeved commoner who is as ready:
to speak his mind to a plushbottom tycoon as
to his crony around the cracker barrel.
There's a good deal to that stereotype—but

is also the weapon of totalitarianism, even more
than its slave camps and executioners which
come in only as the last resort. Fear of being dif-
ferent from the official pattern, fear of standing
out from the ruck, fear of being suspected of thinking

dangerous thoughts, fear of being suspected of asseciating
with people who are suspected of thinking dangerous
thoughts. . . .

Such fear is growing like weeds in the United States
today. The roots of democratic feeling are deep in the
country; they have been nourished by our frontier past,

just try to keep it in mind when you read
of the “evidence” against “subversives” and
“gecurity risks” that is gathered by the FBI!
Was your aunt’s second cousin ¢ member of
an organization on the attorney general’s sub-
versive list? Did you sign a petition to put «
radical on the ballot in 19367

Fear! Not of being sent to a slave camp
or a prison—no sir, this is still America! .As
yet’ just fear of losing a job, fear of heing
avoided by you' friends, fear of bad publicity,
fear of losing clients . . .
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This was not storted by the Truman administration's
subversive list. After the First World War there was less
democracy in this country than before it. The Fair Deal
has infensified the trend in this post-war world. it has
done it in i#s own way-—not by possing repressive laws,
but by bureaucratic state administrotive decree operating
throwgh the Department of “Justice™ and its EBIL, throu
fs tayulty bedrds, through ks Army and lﬁw?l
gense qumshoes In the factories. i

-~ Oompared with whas it has done, Senator McCarthy's;
omhbibus charges are a mere comedy. McCarthy’s attacks
have .raised such a storm of indignation in liberal-labor
circles becanse they are directed against the Fair Deal
administration -— the same administration which has
shown the way to charges based on guilt-by-associatio
and punishment for dangerous thoughts. ‘

The capitalist government of the United States, in
the name of the “defense of democracy against commun-
ism,” is conducting the most insidious cold war against
civil liberties and democracy that we have ever seen here.

In the face of this cold war, the liberal spokesmen
and labor leaders have beat a full retreat. If there is
one thing that has distinguished liberalism at its best,
it has been its firmness in taking a determined stand in
defense of all forms of freedom for the expression of
ideas. Today its leaders (Americans for Democratic
Action, for instance) are distinguishing themselves by
keeping their mouths shut en what is happening here.

e+

1t is not that democracy is any less dear to their
hearts than beforc. They are in a quandary. In the first
place, this cold war against civil liberties is bemy con-
ducted by the “liberal” Fair Deal whereas they are used
to meeting such attacks from the reactionary right wing
of capitalism. In the second place, they are political sup-
porters of this Fair Deal administration, and-—one must
be “practical.” In the third place, something has to be
done to guard against Stalinist infiltration—they’re
agents of a foreign power, aren’t they? Besidds, some-
times it is necessary to fight an cnemy with his own
weapons . . .

This is the heart of the matter. The cold war against
the Russian totalitarianism is at the heart of the cold
war against democracy here. The fight against Stalinisn
is given as both the aim and the justification for giving
up the outer bastions of democratic rights in this
country. ; 4

Isn’t there something to this “practical” argument?
After all, we mustn’t be whole-hog perfectionists!

There is a great deal to it-——more than its liberal
practitioners realize! Behind it is the concept, the ad-
mission, that while democracy is a very good thing, it
cannot -effectively defend us against Stalinism. Democ-
racy can't get things done, said the fascist propagandists
—you need a Leader, Authority, Discipline, Gleichschalt-
ung, by which they meant a Dlctator. Are the destinies
of a state to be left in the hands of a fickle mob, torn by
opinions, swayed by demagogues, paralyzed by endless
discussions, weakened by dissension? When we need a
strong hand, we can’t afford the luxury of democratie
trappings . . .

With this we Independent Socialists violently disagree.
Democracy Is o weapon stronger than planes and tanks,
yes, stronger than the A.bomb. It is real democracy we
are talking about, complete democracy. not merely the
formal political democracy of capitalist parliamentarism—
the real democracy which comes only when the people
can reaily feel that they are defeading o country which
is all theits.

Today this country is “ours”—-the people’s—only in a
very limited sense. {ts factories and shops, in which we
«<pend the greater part of our waking hours, are not ours:
in them we are the subjects of an autocratic despot, the
boss, whose dictatorship is tempered only by the power
of the trade unions. He owns; he has the power to give
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SOCTALTSM AND DEMOCRACY
us the means to live or to depiive us of it; we have only
the choice of working foe him or -~tarving. We have no .
SAY (N Our econuinie hves, i

T the war the gnopie wine Toiy ey had to_she
a gun in arder to avel: congrest by a worse enémy' tl
their own capitalists. They id so, because they saw 6"

P : iy
third alternative, But what happens when people
and fight, not to avoid something worse, but because they
are fired by the fact that they are defending themselves
ond their own? We saw it in Ameriea in the Revolution-
ary War when a handful of strapgling colonies defeated
the greatest power of its day. We <aw it in révolutionary
Russia when a nation whose army had collapsed turned
back the interventionist troops of Europe and America,
inspired by the revolution they had just made and were
defending.

Democracy is a weapon not only beecause it inspires

gits defenders but because it disintegrates its enemy’s

forces. Americans look at the way the masses of East

Europe tolerate the despotism of Stalinism and evolve
theeries about “totalitarian man” and the desire for the
Father-Tyrant. There is a elearer resson nearer home.
These. masses were drawn to Stalinism by its anty
capitalist demagogy in the frst place hecause they have.
had their bellyful of the system thev have known ar\d"'
hated. They find out the truth about Stalinism too, soon
enough, under the latter's rule; they find out that it too
means oppression, poverty and class rule--but is that
enough te turn them back fived with enthusiasm for the
svstem they have hated for a much longer time? The
result iz confusion, even hope that Stalinism may reform
its worst features (as our own liberals hope this for
capitalism), passivity and retreat from political thought,
for those who do not have the guts to fizht when others
bow the head. =

The dynamite under the Stolinist system—whick is
shaken by its own contradictions, the most spectacular of
which is Titoism—could be touched off onily by the offering
of on alternctive to both exploitive systems which could
set the oppressed masses in motion. Capitalism cannot
do #his. I can do this even iess today thar yesterday, now
that it is adopting more and more the visage of its enemy
{which the apologists call “fighting the eaemy with his own
weapons”). As the capitslist West strips for actien By
shedding its demacratic “iuxuries,”” the hold of Stalinism
over its own peopie is reinforced. Further sacrifices are
thereupon demanded in the West. This is not a viclovs
circle. it is a spiral—down—down to the new barbarisin
threatened by the atomic war between the world rhnalsy

There is another admission hidden in the Fair Deal’s
cald war against liberty. It 1s the admiscion that the
capitalists and their povernment have ne confidence im
the attractive power of their own system ad their own
declining demwocraey. Consider the enormous confesgion
contained in the theory of “once a Communisty always &
Communist” which is in effect written into the law which
set up the Marshall Plan and which is the operating
principle 6T much of the government’s witchhunt (the
Hiain exceptions made in the latter are ex-CPers who are
obliging enough to spill their guts before the FBI or &
judge). A man who has even associated with Stalinists is
tagged a “Poor security risk”—he has opened himself to
taint by the enemy, and to be on the safe side we must
assume he is in fact tainted. :

What lack of confidence in the attractive power of
U. S. democracy! The men in Washington talk about
selling the glories of free-enterprise oapitalisms" to
Europe, but they cannot really even convince themselves.
An operation so extensive as the povernment purge and
FBI witchhuntecannst he based on the éxistence of one
or two men who are so misguided as to prefer hell to
heaven. It can be justified only on the basis of the
existence of the danger on a mass scale, -

This lack of confidence in the ability of the U. S,
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system to keep its own citizens’ loyalty is indeed justified,
but not because of the superiority of Stalinisr. It is the
crying evils of capitalism which give Stalinism its
victims. They cannot be eliminated . without climinating
capitalism. The capitalists naturally prefer i» eliminate
democeratie rights.

This is why democracy is a weapon but n: & a weapon
which the capitalist system can use against ihe Russian
enemy. The edge cuts its hand too. It is the weapon of
the democratic socialist alternative to both sistems. .

Under capitalism, real democracy was never possible,
not while the men of money also owned the press, the
radio, the meeting_ halls, and controlled the schools and
governments through their: ecorguai e g b B iy i
not simply a matter of wanting sonfething better than
the incomplete democracy of capitalist politics. It is a
question of the fate of the most elementary democratic
rights. These cannot be preserved except by going for-
ward and beyond them, to the full economic and political
democracy of a social system in“which the people own
their own livelihood for the first time.

For capitalism today, democratic processes are a
nuisance, an impediment, an obstacle to its needs. For
socialism, democracy is a necessity.

It i3 an economnic necessity, first of all, because it is
false to believe that a really planned economy can be
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blueprinted by ukase from above, by bureaucrats (no’

matter how smart or how much statistics are at their
disposal) whose plans and goals cannot be checked by
give-and-take from below. In totalitarian Russia, for
example, this cannot take place: a mistake is a state
crime, and a harassed factory manager cannot tell a gove
crnment minister that his plan is unrealizable, 2 mistake.
He must demonstrate that he can fulfill the Plan, even
if the machinery he produces breaks down. Initiative
from below is insubordination, responsibility is a danger,
decisions can be a life-and-death matter: it is better to
do what one is told. .

Democracy is a political necessity for socialism. Withe

o)

out it, the private capitalist owners may he eliminated,
but their place will be taken by a new ruling cluss, the
state bureaucrats who own the means of production he-
cause they own and control the state which is the only
legal owner.

Democracy is a cultural necessity for socialism. For :}he
end goal of socialism is not merely abundance, security,
peace and freedom. These, precious as they arc and great
goals of man that they are, are themselves only menns.io
an end. The end of socialism is not merely the remaking
of the social system and of the world—it is the remaking
of man himself. ) ]

Today and during all our yesterdays of cliizs society,
man has been an animal sharing with all other animals
one common need: the necessity of spending the zreat?st
portion of his days and thought and energy on th.o job
of filling his stomach so that he might be able to live .to
work another day. Man still works to eat and eats in
order to work in an endless chain. Directly and indirectly,
and not only during the hours of direct labor, we 'still
live on the animal level for all our refrigerators and
science and autos and television.

In 2 socialist world of plenty, man is at long last
freed of the dominance of economics, the tyranny of
economics. He will
for the first time be
free to develop the
full potentialities
and capacities of
the human individ-
ual, and see the full

flowering of man’s §
spirit. )

This is the only
goal worth fighting
for today. It is the
real freedom.

HAL DRAPER
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SOCIALISM AND DEMOCRACY:
WHAT TO LEARN FROM STALINISM

1953

doomed to repeat it. We Independent
: Socialists of today have only two advan-
tages ayer the great socialist leaders and think-
ers of the past: we stand on their shoulders,
and we have lived longer. In our generation
the colossal event which has tested all socialists’ ideas
---shattering some and affecting all—has -been the rise
of a completely new social phenomenon, Stalinism.

WHOEVER cannot learn from history is

What our Independent Socialist movement has learn-
ed from the risc of Stalinism would take much more
than this page to present. We select only five of the
most important lessons here. They are basic to “our
kind of socialism,” that is, to a genuinely socialist
readaptation of Marxist policy for our era-—not a
“revisionism,” not a mere “reaffirmation,” not a parrot-
ing of biblical formulas, but a readaptation such- as
Marxism itself demands if its spirit is to be ohserved.
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" Most of the real lessons to be Vléarr\ne&r'xhturalliﬁciué:'
ter around the question of socialisnt and democracy.
But the first is prior to it. o 7

t1) There Is a REACTIONARY soclal alternative to the
system -of capitalism ln the world today.

To the socialist generations before us, anti-capitalism
and the fight for socialism meant the same thing, or at
least were part of the same process. Anything which
struck a blow against capitalism was a blow for social-
ism, in its consequences. For socialism was the next
social system scheduled by history, and, whatever pulled
the capitalist order down, socialism would replace” it
because there was nothing. else. it

This 'is ‘not true in the modern world. There never
was, indeed, any principle of Marxism which* predes-
tined that decrepit social orders could be succegsleg only
by progressive heirs. There were only pseudd-Marxist
formuias whith made-a principle of history out _of the
pattern: of capitalism’s own development out of its
foudal predecessor. The world has known societies
whiak cxypblad into retrogressive. throwbacks of civili-
zatien itgelf. Which is the pattern that is “scheduled”
by history will be decided not by moods of either des-
pair or blind faith in some mechanical schema, but it
will be decided only by the struggle in society itself.

This struggle for the world is not the duel deseribed
in the Communist Manifesto of a century ago—bour-
geoisie. versus proletariat, It is a three-cornered battle
for power, in which both basic classes of the capitalist
system face a new contender, the ruling class of the new
type of exploiting system which we prefer to call,“bu-~
reaucratic collectivism” but which is better known as
simply Stalinism.

This friangle of forces is not a mere freak of history.
1t -is the outcome of two facts: the old systém of world
capitailsm Iis indeed crumbling and disintegrating, as
was foretold, but the only class which can bring a pew
world of progress and pleaty to birth, the working class
which Incubated under capitalism, has not yet redched
out Tor Hs birthright. But the forces which inexorably
puli the oid system apart cannot wait for the working
ctoss to cateh up with its tasks: as the socialist prole-
tariat hangs back, while the old social order disselves
here opd there, weakens there and here, fo that extent
the ‘maw social ferce of Stalinist bureaucratic-stotism
steps in to take over. Out of the most reactionary ele-
ments of the decaying werld, an even more hideous ersefx.
exploifer grows. Stalinism Is the punishment visited upen
the workers for as yet failing to overthrow caplitallsm
themseives. :

Stalinism steps in, not to hold cspitalism together,
for it grows where that can no longer be done, but to
hold so®lety together in the only way exploiters know
how in a wotld that is falling apart -at the seamz—by
brute foxce and tyranny. It seeks power by appealdig
to ihe- anti-capitalist aspirations and needs of the
masses; It gains in power where the people know that
they can no longer stand the old system’ of exploitation
which they know on their own backs and in their-own
hellies; gnd where they are not presented with a pro-
gressive alternative that challenges both the old and
the new masters.

With regard to the fight for democracy, what is the
importande of understanding that there s a reactionary
alternative to capitalism in the modern world? What
is the importance of understanding that anti-capitaMsm
is not enough? .

If, to previous spcialist .generations, the' socialism
that' was to replace capitalism would also naturally_ be
demoeratie, to us the socialism that replafes the old
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system mn#t be demoeratic—or it i§- not sbeialism, ag
we shall gee in Lesson 2. If to them democrecy waa the:
expectgd and desired companion of soeialism, to us it is
a condition for soctalism. : ‘
* In-no other ero than this does the fight for demecrecy.
rise %o such o pianacie of importance for the ferses of
progress. No other movement in the histery of the werld
i» so driven to plate #he democratic goal s0 clese %o
everything it strives for. T
But -also, more than it has ever been, this driving
heed foi ‘demoeracy is. directed- against both systems of
“domination, capitalist and Stalinist. el - .

Today, in the capitalist-Stalinist struggle, not only
_the latter but also the capitalist powers turn increas-
ingly toward bureaucratization and militarization to
save themselves against the threatening rival. There-is
no ‘other fight, except the fight for socialist democracy,
yvh}ch S0 unites the sirviggle against both 8yatems,
_Which so'sums up the tasks of progress.

S I S
) (4 7] Natlonalizatlon of Industry Is not equivalent to
‘y‘h"‘m- .o i

Stalinism presents us with a society in which aH. the
means of productionand distribution are“:‘“national-
lZEd,"" or bettér, “statified,” and which is yet. the anti-
the;«ns of socialism. This is the aspect of Stalinistn
Whl'ch has been the source of its ability to spread con-
fusion, bewilderment and disorientation in the ‘rdxihil*
of the socialists themselves, )

}.3‘u,§ this Stalinist-nationalized economy is not‘;
gociatized aconomy, it is not the property of the people,
The“question we have learned to ask is simply this?
Y;Zi,‘lthe state owns everything, but who “owna” the
stute? . ’ ‘ -

It is a question which only has to be asked to cut
through to the heart of the nature of St{aiinisn_ﬁ. The
working class is not by its nature, and mever ‘ean be,
an owning class like previous ruling classes. It can
“take over” the economy ‘only in one way: collectively,
through its own institutions. It can exercise economio
“power ‘only through its political power. The expression
of this proletarian poliical power can be-given in two
« wbrds:- workers’ democracy, :

Stalinism has fused the economic and political power .
by the very fact that the political organ, the state, is
also the economic owner. It has fused this power in the
hands of those who hold this power, those who exerclse
the totalitarian control over this state: the new ruli$g
bureaucracy, which becomes the new ruling class.” 'TE?,‘*

The victorious working class also will fuse ih\:‘q{i-
nomic and political power in lts own hands, by exercising
_ I#3 own control over its own state. But the working pee-
“ple, as the great majority of the population, can sentrol
fu. state only in one way—thitwe~ Wy democratic In-
sHiutions.! ) : : Bt
Nationalization of the economy under a state which
is the “property” of a new minority class :2 overlords
is Stalinism. Sooialization of the economy under o state
which 18 the democratic expression of the majority of
the people is socielism.

The socialist revolution in Russia was made by over-
t}_xrowmg the bourgeoisie. The Stalinist counter-revolu-
tion had to be made by destroying the workers’ demac-
racy.

‘Sta.linism Hself cannot be understood without under-
§tandmg the new lessons of the relation between social-
ism.and democrscy. o

- (3) Demecrac§ is an ECONOMIC esseatial for soctel-
ism, not merely o detirudle "moral voive.”
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. Let us make plain immediately that we agree entirely

with the view that democracy is to be desired and de-
fended because it is a vital moral value for humanity.
But if that were its claim for the allegiance of the peo-
ple, the case for it would go hard. People who are
hungry, people who are ill-housed and ill-clothed, are
difficult to interest in moral values, much as this fact
disgusts professors of ethics with the “stupidity” of
the human race, especially after a good meal.

The socialist striving for democracy has a move solid
base than that, It is Stalinism more than anything else
that has made that clear to us.

For the Stalinist economy’s mortal contradiction is
not the same as that of capitalism. It is a different sys-
tem. It is immune to the specific capitalist form of
crisis, as were the pre-capitalist systems, A erisis asso-
ciated with “overproduction,” a crisis of glut in the
midst of poverty and want, unemployment because of
an over-abundance of goods, such as the U. S. saw in
the '30s, is unthinkable for it. In replacing capitalism,
it has truly abolished the capitalist source of crisis amd
the capitalist type of crisis, as the Stalinists boast. But
like every exploiting society it does so only in order to
develop its own specific forms of crisis.

The crisis of the Stalinist economy is chronic. In
eliminating capitalism it has also eliminated that which
regulates and orders the capitalist system: the market
and its laws. In the unplanned and economically an-
archic system of capitalism, it is this “blind” behind-
the-scenes regulator of the economy which keeps it
working, which acts as its impersonal “planner.”

There is only one thing which can replace the operc-
tion of the market In a.system of sjate-owned economy:
conscious planning. Without a system of planning which
can keep together the jigsqw-pumle of the modern #re-
‘mendously complex society, there can be only chaos.

The Stalinist state has an economic plan. Like every-
thing else in this totalitarian structure, it is a plan
devised, imposed and enforced from above, bureau-
cratically. But no bureaucratic commission can itself
plan such a labyrinth of social processes. Such a plan
must be constantly checked from below, corrected from
below; it must depend on initiative and responsibility
below;-it must be self-correcting through the give-and-
take of democratic planning hetween the lower and
upper echelons on every level.

This is what is impossible under Stalinism. This is
the basice reason for the fantastic botches, snarls, snags,
wastes, and snafus which are angrily denounced in
every issue of the Stalinist press. Under the system of
totalitarian terror, no factory manager can afford to
take responsibility for decisions, when mistakes are
evidences of “sabotage.” No continuity can exist when
personnel vanish® and appear regularly in accordance
with the chronic purge which is the very mode of life
of Stalinism. ;

The fatal contradiction of Stalinist economy is the
basic contradiction between planning and totalitariaaism.
1t must plan and it cannot plan. Like the contradictions
of capitalism, this galloping disease which eats away ot
its vitals is not guaranteed to be fatal in any given num-
ber of years. The regime continually fights against the
disease of bureaucratism—by more bureaucratic con-
trols. it still keeps up vast production by fantastic ex-
penditures of human labor power, enslaved or virtually
enslaved, It loots and robs its dependent satellites more
brutally than most capitalisms, as far as it can.

For a planned economy, demeocracy is an economic
necessity, That means: democracy is not merely a po-
litical good but an economic necessity for socialism.

We have only one doubt about those ideologists whe
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tout the virtues of democracy on moral grounds. We
have seen too many men who, sincerely convinced as
they may be about their moral ideals, are willing to cast
them aside when faced with an inextricable dilemmua.
When mere “moral ideals” clash, or seem to clash, with
economic and socipl reality, it is not usually the reality
which comes off second best. For us socialists, democ-
racy is not a valuable adjunct to, or dressing on, the
society for which we fight: it is an integral elemeghy of
its economic system, as profit-making and cut-throat
rivalry is an integral element of capitalism, ‘

{4) Under Stalinism, the fight for democracy IS the
fight for soclalism. . L

The victory of Stalinism over a people does not mean
the end of the socialist struggle. It means only it re-
appearance in a new form.

Every evidence shows that in the Stalinist-dominated
states, the mass of working people do not yearn to re-
turn to the old system of capitalism, much as they hate
their new bureaucratic exploiters. Rather, the very
demagogy of the Stalinists, which speaks of the plants
and factories as “the property of the pcople,” leads them
to demand that this demagogy be made reality.

What the masses of the peoples of the USSR aspire to
is the democratization of the  re-
gime, their democratic contrcl over
the state - which - owns - everything.
And in such a state, this aspiration
to democratic control of the econ-
omy IS—exactly equals—is identical
with—the aspiration for socialism.
The fight for socialism cannot be
downed, by Stalinism or any other
reaction. It can be abolished only by
the blowing up of civilization. The
nature of Stalinism is such that,
: for the first time in the history
of the world, the fight for democracy is not mevely
“bound up with” or “a part of” the fight for socizlism:
the fight for démocracy is the fight for socialism, wher-
ever Stalinism holds sway.

{$) Democracy means a social program or it means
nothiny. ) '

The advances made by Stalinism in the madern
world should be a staggering portent for those phileso-
phers who think that ideals have a power of their own,
just as virtue is its own reward. Here we see the ozt
dynamically appealing movement in the world which is
algso the most totalitarian and tyramnous force in the
world. Yet masscs flock to its banners!

“Cannot the American democratic ideal be made just

" as dynamie, just as appealing?” anxiously ask the most
sincere ideologists of capitalism, including its liberals.
“How can_ this murderous system be so attractive?”
They make myths about its propaganda machine, its
“brain-washing techniques.”

The truth is that Stalinism's appeal is that of a social
program—anti-capitalism—while American capitalism
flutters the rags of its democracy in vain because it can
give it no meaningful social content. The fizht for de-
mocracy is a power, but only if it englohes a social goal.

For us socialists the fizht for democracy is no ub-
straction, divorced from the real struggele of classes
and interests. The concrete fight for democracy today
is a fight for a new social order, it is a fight against
both capitalism and Stalinism, it is a banner on which
is written: “The socialist alternative to capitalism, the
democratic alternative to Stalinigm.” '
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DEMOCRACY AND REVOLUTION:
THE MARXIST APPROACH

»$ THE modern secialist movement a “conspiracy”? Does so;;i.a,h,st

: yevdlition imply the aim of conquest of power by a small mmonity

~ of skifled insurrectionists who would geize the advantage in’ seme
kind. of ca'xsxs and impose Some improvised junta?

This is in effect the picture which the government \mtchhunbers

paint of Marzist socialism, in the course of their crusade against the
Stalinists, though the latter have long.ago .abandoned hoth socialisin,

and Marxism.

This p:cturé is a complete falsehoed.

Revolutionary socialists are dis-
tinguished from reformist social-
democrats not because they “advo-
eate foree and wiolence,”
fhey do not, -but because they see
the solution of the soeial crisis in
the fundamental reorganization of
woejety and not in the false and
won-existent “evelutionary flow of
eapitalism into socialism.”

This sibject is not a new one for the
socialist movement. It is as old ‘as the
-mavement itsglf. The scientific socialism
of Marx and Engels consists not only in
their critical examination of the economic
nature of capitalism and the forecast of
its inevitable decay, decline and disinfe-
grption (which is taking place before our
eyes in the capitalist world today), but
in ‘the necessity of a fundamenta] reor-
ganigdation ‘of society upon a democratxc
wodialist' basis, L

The revolutmnary program of Marx
znd Engels, while it had a world basis
and orientation, could be applied in cotm
try after country omnly on the basis of
the specific national conditions, traditions,
and conhsciopsness of the masses.

In its formative years, the Marxian so~
clulist srgunirations were ouwtstonding in'
the struggle for demucracy. The European

-womblinent was in the throes of revolution-
oty wpheaval. Capituibm hud sncrooched

ton the feedol order and had become eco-
womitulty dominent; yet n--one couniry
wfter another, absolutist-feudal political
cemlitions rémained. The free ond unfeh
4grod development of caplialism was im-
possible without the destruction of these
absolutist-feudal remains and the capital-
tvn of the 18th ‘and 19th century was a
vevelulionary ferce. it sought.the vieleat

which.

'juh-udun of ‘@il barriers h\mhdlsf

;development. -

_ Mmrx and Eagels did not invent t;hmw

bourgeois revolutions and movements.
They feund -them. at hand. But they did
urge the. wotkaxg classes to participate
in them and whens. necessary. to force a
reluctant and cowardly bourgeoisie to
carry to a conclusxon the revolutionary
struggle in it rown ‘capitalist interewts.
To Marx and l"}ng»els the vxctmy of the
new capitalism over the old regime was
Indispensable to the victory of socialism,
siee sovialism was an impossibility un-

35’ and until society had developed
a.long modern hnes, with mass produc-
tion based on an immense industrial sys:
‘tem capable of producmg goods in vast
quantities and raising the world standard

Ef existence beyond all dreams.

All ofgthis was impossible without, the
rise. and’ extension of democracy, which
would permit the free interplay of class
forees and the contest of ideas. Marx and
Engels were aware that capitalism need-
ol ‘this kind of democracy, if only at the
deginning, in order to develop its: par-
ticufar society, Therefore the struggle
for democracy was at the forefront of
the 3ociatist struggle in the 19th century.

The revolutionary socialist criticism of
‘bourgedis demoacracy is not that it is”

“democratic, but that it is not democratic

‘eWough, that the class nature of capitalism,
wand most particularly capitalism in degen-

!nhen'wiﬂi s extraslegal movements of
semi-faseist ™ and ‘fascist totalltarianism,
<endungers ‘democracy. The revolutionary
sociolist warns that under capitalism, de- ’
‘mocracy is coasidered o luxury, or a
prwitege handed down by the domimant
_economic ruliny class, o be infringed ufon
‘oF abiiafed ‘Whenever the society finds




itself in difficulty or endangered by its
inhabitants. ] ‘
The revolutionary socialist warns that
capitalism “permits” or “allows” democ-
racy only so long as it does not endanger
the class privileges of the bourgeoisie.
Thus, democracy under capitalism, its ex-
tension or abrogation, its intensity or
diminution, is depend®nt not upon some-
thing inherent in the nature of capital-
ism, but upon the prosperity or crisis
of the given capitalist state, the power of
its working classes, or its labor wfove-
ment, and the strength ef its democratit
traditi‘or_n's. SRR ;
Where democratic traditions are weak,
where the labor movement is ineffectual,
where the ecoriomic diffieulties are op-
pressive and the people restive, the ruling
class seeks to maintath its rule by con-
stitutional violations and police powers.
It was always thus, that under capital-
ism, those who violate constitutional prin-
ciples and practice, democracy and demo-
cratic process, are first and above all the
bourgeoisie, its state and its judiciary.

That is the lesson of mada;ri_hist;ry.ﬁ

It was true of Europe of the. past 75
years; it was and is true in the United
States.

In: this country, even the riffe of 2
trade-union movement, Jet alohe~the so-
cialist movement, was accompanied by
the unrestricted violence of American
- capitalism, assisted by the federal goy-
ernment, the police arm of the several
states, the judiciary, and mercenary puri-
‘vate armies and thugs. The partial de-
feat of all these forces came finally dur-
ing the crisis of the ’30s, but only be-
cause of the rise of a powerful indus-
trial labor movement, the fear of the
revolutionary consequences of the poverty
and suffering during the economic crisis,
and the unremitting democratic struggle
of the labor movement and American
socialism. d

Modern scientific socialism game into
being in struggle against utopian so-
cialism and the petty-bourgeois social-
ism of the Blanquists, who thought the
new and free society could be established
by a coup d’etat of a small group of un-
derstanding men, who would then intro-
duce socialism from above. These believed
the socialist movement had to be a secret,
conspiratorial movement. Other social
rebels believed individual terrorism could
alone bring about the end of an evil so-
cial order.

Against these advocates of a mew so-

ciety, Marx and Engels not oply monh_qlgq_
all their great ideas but thelr supporters
and organizations. They pointed out for
the first time that the socialist moveMent
could net be a clandestine, conspiratorial
movement, becuuse i Sepemiél-oi' M in-
tervenflon and participafion of the great
masses in the struggle for socialism. Tt
had to be a free, conscious movement. I#s
ideas had to be expressed openly in the

Democracy and Revolution: The Marxist Approach

wide arena of social struggle and to be
pitted against the ideas of the bourgeolisie

in a contest over-support of the people as
o whole and the working class In particu-

lar,

Marx and Engels put the struggle for
democracy in the forefront of their ban-
ner, not because they saw it as a mere
tactic in the struggle against the bour-
geoisie, but because democracy is the.es-
.gence . of socialism, because socialism

means the fullest development of democ,

racy, -and ' because without democracy,
there is no socialism. Tn addition, Marx
.and ‘Engels knew that you could not es-
tablish socialim ‘without the support of
the overwhelming majority of the people.
That is why revolutionary socialists
are not “advocates” of violence, and’ why
they say that where democratic process
is guaranteed, where the socialist move-
ment has the opportunity to function
freely and to-contest with the bourgeoisie
for .the support of the people, the advo-
cacy of fhe “violent overthrow of tl.le
governthent” is a vain and insane pursuit.
The Marxian socialist is not a terrorist,

a saboteur, a man with a penchant for
violenee. He is a man who seeks a truly
revolationary change in society, a funda-
mental reqrganization of society on a
socialist basis, which will bring an gnd
of econpmic exploitation and oppression,
to destructive comipétition which leads to
crises -and war ‘emd violence, which are

a ‘hallark of @mpitalism.

The right 4o social revolution is a social

inheritunce. it was not invented By social-
ists, Marxian or otherwise. The capifelist
bourgeoisie has employed-social revolution’
far more fhan any socialist movembnb,

Capitdlism came to power. in Engtitd;.

lution and war. Capitalism ceme fo the
United States theough one revolution. ei
a subseqdent civil war. And capitalifin ot

France, luly and’Germany through:yyve-

" ruled through the decades nod-asly by

democratic methods, but hy. Vielence
whenever and wherever necespary, by dic-
tatorship, political or militery, and by
force, open and concealed. - - '
The program of revolutionary socialists
is a varied one. The premises.of the so-
‘cialist struggle, as a demogratic mass
struggle for ‘socialism, hold true under
conditions of democracy. But from the
time of Marx and Engels onward, this
program has varied from country to
country, depending on national conditions.
Where absolutist conditions prevailed,
where military rule, semi-dictagprship or
dictatorship obtained, and now where to-
talitarianism is in power, no socialist—
and for that matter, no bourgeois demo-
crat—can or will guarantee that his
struggle will only confine itself to a demo-
cratic contest. It is obvious where such a
contest is impossible, where there is no
free speech, assembly, organization, no
right to parliamentary activity and fran-.
chise, every movement for freedom can
and must seek other avenues of struggle.

Where ancther set of conditieny.oblain,
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however, where there is the opportunity
for the free development of the move-
ment, where it is possibie to carry on the
socialist struggle under conditions of de-
‘mocracy, then the posifion of socialism is
fikewise clear: it utilizes these conditions
for & democrcﬂc struggle for sociafism.

In }ookmg back over the history of the
socialist movements, it is noteworthy
how Marx and Engels hailed every ad-
vance of democracy, no matter how small,
because it gave the socialist party an
opportunity to carry out its socialist
program of struggle in the open. Marx
and Engels were anything but afraid of
democracy. As Enygels wrote:

""We, the 'revofutionists,’ thrive better
by the use of constitutional means than
‘by unconstitutiowal -and revolutionary
methods. The perties of law and order, as

- they Yorm themselves, are belng destroyed

by ‘the consfitulional implements which
they themselves have fushioned."

" What Engéls was saying was merely

this: Tt is-better and easier for the so-

-cialist party to function openly dand. free-

ly. That where constitutional guaramtees
exist, and the objective conditionz are
favorable, the soclahst movement ean win
and defeat’ capltalxsm Both Marx and
Evigéls Tooked forward to conditions in
which the socialist movement could en-
gage 'in the painstaking “work of propa-
ganda and parliamentary actw:ty & :

Obvigasly, they did not seek parhamen‘

tary work as the beginning or end of the

socialist struggle, but only as one of its
means. They were neither professional

‘parligmentarians or cretins to whom the

parlinment was the end road of personal
suteess. But they understood that social-
ists “cam never expect to-secure a Iastmg'
victory unless beforehand they win over
to their side the great masses of the
W@p}é W i

But if they did not hesitate to state
their preference as to the kind of struggte
they ‘desired, neither did they hesitate to
warn the mdvement and the peopie
against the anti-democratic nature of
capitalism and #ts raling classes. d

SOCTALISM AND DEMOCRACY

Wzven M.«m\ and anelb spoke of the
trapsiticnal regime of the workers as a

“dy letatorship: of the proletariat™ ey

meant that in eontrast to the dictatorshi,
of a minerity, the hourgeoisie, the ¢

of ‘the socialist working elass would be
the rule of the majority. It did not mean,
as the bourgeois crities imply and as
Stalinisin practises, the rule by one ingi-
vidual, & clique or a new bureaucracy
and the am@gatxon of democracy. On the
contrary, in ’this phrase of Marx and
Ehgele—used a few times in their volu-
minous writings —it meant the broadest
ch?mom acv-known-to mankind.

When the Inde,:endent Socialist 1 Leap:ue
seeks the vécreation of a revolutionary
socialist movement in America, such a
socialist demoeracy is its goal. Directed
wjoward that goal, of course, are a whole
3evies oi- programmatic ideas which it
belleves can more easily dhd swiffly pro-
duce a m‘xss movement of socialism in
_Americs. In the forefront of its political

strategy i ite propaganda ‘h'”73:M§ﬁ“
for a !’IM%W patty; pre]

interests of afl the’ peple, socleity %m
whole, against the narrow in ; .
Awmerican capitalism. Such a party v&‘iﬁﬁi
not onty mark s tremendolis advance for

the people,but would signify an enormous
victory for democracy.

What Marxian socialism brought to the
people’s struggle, which before had been
distorted by conspiratorial and utopisn
notions, was the realization that a'revo-
lutionary transformation of the systeny
depended upon the struggle of the work<,
ing class itself—not of a sect, a self-
appointed leadership, an armed tabal or
top-level well-wishers and mesgiahs, Un~
til the eless moves forward, in the demo+
cratic ferment of its own development
there is no substitute. Even in vigtory,
the workers can take over the wealth of
socicty only as « class, that is, through
its own democratic institutions. It is pre-
cisely  revolutionary Marxism which
sweeps away all ideas- of replacing the
class action of the proletariat with the
putsch of a minority usurping its name
and auvthority, |
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SOCIALIST DEMOCRACY
IN A SOCIALIST SOCIETY

HE future of democracy in the world de-
. pends on this: Can mankind.learn to ex-
tend democracy into controt of economic
life?
That is the basic idea of soeialism.
Under. capitalist democracy; the people are

allowed: & say-so_in decigions of the government, while

the main: control over people’s lives is exercised not by
the government but by the econoemic autovrats who own
th. wéalth of the country and the main means of liveli-
hood. By the same token, these capitalist rulers of in.

dam‘y and wealth, who hold the commanding heights of
our socléty,. also have the power to -run the basic opera-
tions of the government itself and in:the long run de-
determine the direction of its important decisions.

Under capitalism, what is called democracy has a split
personslity. In the world today, when the system runs
inte enormous difficulties, the separated ‘compartmenty—
pohtical ‘democracy and economic autocracy—are at war
with each other. Those who hold the money power, and
the people who are its victims, go in opposite directions
to. solve the split. The people need more democratic con-
trol -over everything—and the economic masters want
mmore eontrol for themselves, over everything too. ?

Foz eltht hours a day (more or less) our people live
undor the economxc autocracy of the capitalist prxvate
owners, not under the “kind of democracy” which is
given by the right to vote different supporters of the
capitalist system into governmental. office.’

«Either our world will bring together these two “kinds
of demoeracy” or totalitarianism will abolish both, - In
the world ‘today, democracy is indivisible. ° *

We propose that the people take.-over, in “their own
name; the ownership and control of the wealth of their
country, its industry, its machmes, its mines and nills,
the economic machmery which is necesury for the peo-

pb_'L._

not guarantee dgmacy It will ‘do only
fmnke comyl‘eﬁe democracy - pocublc for tfxe

try thete has always been one way only by which the
people’s rights are secured This, therefore, we look en
a3 & foundation of socialist democracy.

This guarumtee is: the active participation by the
masses in political life, by their rank-and-file movement
#rom bélow. All capitalist democracy is geared to mini-
‘nplav this; fascism and Stalinism ore geared to abolish it

letely. The heart of socialist democracy is to raise

Hhis to a level impossible under today's society.
‘In p country like the U. S., the voting mass enter.
updn the stage of politics like “spear-bearers” in an

opera: during some scene in the third act, they come
on to listen te politicians’ promises and deliberately
demagogic platforms, and then to cast their votes for
candidates chosen by political machines which are not
wnder their control but which are the creatures of the
moneybags, in a society where politics is a big business
likeé everything elge. Then for the rest of the time they
become objects agam not subjects; passive applauders,
hissers or tomato- throwers from the gallery, not actors
on the stage.

The fascist and Stalinist “solution” is to eﬁ"ectwely
abolish even the right to vote. The Stalinists in par-
tieplar, whose ideology in general is a tortured carica-
tafe of the idea of socialism, pour scorn on “voting
democracy,” “formal democracy 4 "cap1tahst democ-
racy “parliamentary democracy,” ete. in order only to
justify their suppression of all democratic rights. They
seek to discredit capitalist democracy beécause of its ele-
ments of democracy, not because its democratic forms
are limited and negated by private-profit control of -the
seetors of life that its democracy doesn't touch.

Joednlism goes in the precisely opposute dxrectlon
; g& heart is an idea which distinguishes it not only
“Btalinism and fascism but also from the capxtahst
demts——yes, even from the capitalist liberals.
M these tendencies, in their own ways, are afraid
of the sif-mobilized action of the masses when they get
going. They are afroid when the people take thair fate
dnto their own hands, rear up and take the stage hem-
seives, get info motion from below.
. The totalitarian reacts with the whip and the club.
The liberal “deplores,” cautions, restrains, tries to
argue them into relying on leadérs above, promises
“something will be done” if only they the people ¢ease
to make scenes and bebave rambunctiously, advises them
‘not to “antagonize” the powers that: be by such scandal-
ous eonduct; out of the depths of his timid wisdom,

applauds, their demonstration, perhaps, only to an-
nounce - that now they must retire from the scene to
¥et their Fate be settled by preperly®®constituted au-
thorxﬁy,"

The ’ﬂnéervatwe democrat has’ both methods in his
arsenak leaning on the liberal if tHings get tough
enough, and on the whip-wielders when he can get
away with it.

The socialist sees the only secure foundation for
democratic contrgl in such active self-movement-of the
people when they come on the stage as actors them-
selves.

“Active democracy”—+this is the guarantee. The people
will sever gain back their world by merely "rolylnq" on
well-inteationed leaders—not even if those leaders are
welldatentioned socialist demecrats—mnot oven if those
leaders are Independent Socialists like ourselves, or like
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;—v;” better than ourselves. They will never be handed
tholr just deserts frem above; they must take back their

That is what, Gene Debs meant when he said that we
do not come, before the people as a Moses to lead them
a promised land; for if we can lead them anywhere,
s0 can their disguised enemies. We propcse & funda-
mentally different kind of leadership, based upon an
instilled eonsciousness that they must depend only on
the real, arganized, wielded power of their own rank-
and-file crtanlntions, which will seek out their own
lemders in the course of movement and struggle.

This is the ‘link between the fight for socialism and
the organization of a victorious socialist democracy.

Political organization from below institutionuiized, to
bring the mysses into a constant, close, active role of
p‘ﬂlﬂpaﬂﬂl in ‘politics—this is the key thought of ¥ke
socialis? approwech o
the workeis’ goveras
ment of the asxt
stage in huwen bis-
fory. _

We approach this
idea with no belief
that it is either
necessary or desir-
able to prepare &

blueprint for forms
/\ { of government, insti-
T # | tutions whieh will

) “guarantne deroc-

racy. It is with good .

reason that most socialists have steered clear of such
blueprints. In general, the blueprints that have been
suggested. (like the utopian setup in Edward Bellamy’s

Baokward) are tinged with the. outlook of all-

wise loaders who will “eram. the actlon of the people
“intp, & wd.

One thing which is characteristic of capitalist demoe-

racies—and -which is a reflection of the “split” between
peolitical forps of democracy, on the one hand, and
the. capitalist fact of economic dictatorship, on the
other—is the typical “division of labor” in the society
bettveen the professional politicians and others. Just as
the political democratic forms are for only one sector
of life under capitalism, so it is conceived as negaing
.its. own “specialists.”

. In a society which is democratic through and through,
the idea of a specialist group of “professional poli-
ticians” is a contradiction. When Lenin wrote of the
alm “every cook a statesman,” what he meant was that
évery worker must have the opportunity of playing a
constant role in political life.

This. is why socialists’ thinking turns to the task of
basing democratic control on permanent rank-and-file
committees of the working people, as the basic political
units of active democracy.

- Mo gne "Invented" this idea. History has shown tha?
every Hime the masses of pegple get into motion from
below, spontaneously they tend fo form out of their
ranks precisely such revolutionary-committee forms of
soff-leadersyip. It happened in the American Revolution,
with its Committees of Correspondence; in the English
Cromwallian revolution with its committees of soldiers’
deputies; In the French Revolution, with its Jacobin clubs:
in the Russian Revolution, with Its "soviets'; in the 1918
German revolution that overthrew the kalser, with its
workers' councils. It is a suggestion (not @ blueprint)
for a socialist form of government which has been put
befere our thinking by the people themseives, and not
by aay seclafist theoreticions or system-framers.

SOCIALISM AND DEMOCRACY

it is an idea for a fundamentally dlfforont form nf
representative demoeracy a thousand times more demg-
cratic than the capitalistically-limited governments we
know today, even the best of them. i =

It would mean that the people vote for their ﬁn,
their policies, their hopes and demands not-merely at

atervals, as residents in an arbitrary areg, butin-eon-

stant associatlon in their places of work and sefivity—
“2s workers in a plant committee, as housewives or pro-
fessionals, with the right of immedute vesitll of ‘repte-
ntatives throﬁgh every section of the s#lup. -

We do not believe that an American soclalist deémoc-
raecy will look like any of the precedent attempts at such
rank-and-file democracy, in their particilar forms. It
is the underlying starting-point whieh is the same: how
to formulate governmental institutions of demoeracy

i terms of permanent stand-by control from below,
and not merely in terms of the formal right to vate.

It is possible that in this country a socialist democ-
racy may retain many or even all of the particular
forms of government institutions that now:serve .capi-
talism. It is pgsaible that these may be merely modified
in the direction of allowing greater mass participation,
along lines of thinking already pioneered by various
reformers—recall provisions, democratized . Supreme
Court setup, etc. We do not believe it useful for .agcial-
ists to fix a program or a blueprint on this paint; the
people will decide when they get into motion.’ Itihuoful
only te suggest lines of thinking whick point in- the
democratic direction we want to go.

" As a matter of fact, it is not in the field of govern-
mental forms that the main problem lies. It is a gues-
tion of fusing political democracy with ecompmig de-
mocrgey. Preoccupation merely with schemea of gov-
ernment forms, however ingenious, is an indieation
that the. problem is still seen exclusively in terms of
the old ‘political democracy. That, as a matter.of fact;
is one reason why the idea of rank-and-ile workers’
committees in the plants as the politioal unit already
combines the tasks of both political and econoutic de-
mocraty, for it tends to make the “worker” end the
“voter” one. But socialism does not think only in htms
of a central state which owns everything. .

Socialism is not equivalent to “‘mationalization.” # Is
hmplhbh to alf ideas of replacing privete owsership
of the commanding helghts of the economy wik: ml.
OWNERSHIP,

Ovwnership by ‘cooperatives is a form of social mor
ship as against capltahst ownership. mehip by
local communities ig a form of social ownership. Ownef-
ship by free collectives is a form of social ownership.
The. socialist is entirely open to consideration. of.. nons
state or non-national forms of social ownership in sec-
tors of economic life, within the framework of &' W
and rationally conducted economy. . e

" A “mixed economy” in this sense is old stn!! ivr social-
ists, though many liberals speak of it bdgy o if it
were a brand-new discovery of thei -.they
are not talkx::{, as. some of them do, of a*  doon-
omy” as merely some impossible comm m
capitalism and sacialism. . o e Ty Y

Bl

CUf it is trie, as some e prophets croak, e people’
caanot take over the ecomomy from its m «eﬁo:
without making totalitarianism inevitable, $hon: i iy ot
the idea of socialism which falls before the argement, [t
is: the very pouiblllfy of democracy wikhds uM lﬁo
question.

If a state “owns everything,” they say, then it be-
comes “all-powerful,” and, as the parrob-phrase goes
nowadays, “absolute power corrupts. .
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" What these people are really doubting is the. capacity
of the masses of people to exercise effective democratie
cdntro} over their government. It is because they despair
of this, ‘and nothing else, that they think up schemes
for itbthizing political power so that no one can get too
mdth‘of it at a- time. It is because they have lost all
. faith in the democratic capacity of the people that they
vei teviﬂ’ hopes in the doomed systém of clpitaliam,
of, i¥'they cannot bring themsélves to do‘thh, ng up

gchemies for decentralized utopias. °

But such schemes do not meet the real problem i in the

world Society will be planned, and it remains to decide

—by .whom? By rulers over the poeple, new or old, or by_

the. working people themselves?

Without exception, every orgument that * soelcllsn In-
oviably {eotls fo greater cemtralization of -power, and

m to_totalitarionism™ regordiess of the ‘ine’
with:

senticni of sogloliats, Is en argument-of despa

demosiucy. and not merely a reason fer objecting feo
soclalizm. It these prophets are right, i demeocratic. con-
trol from below Is impossible, udemhﬂrmw
- stive Yhom or the pecpie of the world. .

But they are
wrong. That the peo-
ple can win out will
be proved naqt only

by debate and theo

agy ries but, iw

I analysis? by the
struggle for democ-
racy * itself. Those
who abandon the
struggle are already
helping to decide it
in “the ne'gatlve, to
bear out their creaks,
of doom. ‘Those who
fight to push the
frontiers of democratxc control further and deeper, not
as a rearguard of the past but as a vanguard of a

' new world, will find thcmulvea fighting for a socialist

gociety.

MAX SHACHTMAN

THE STALINIST
 BUREAUCRATIC

1954
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SOCIAL SYSTEM:
COLLECTIVISM

It is impossible to discuss any important po-"

litical problem of our time, let alone take a part
in resolving it, withotut a clear understanding
of what Stalinism really signifies.

Itis just as impossible to get siich an under-
standing from the writings and speeches of
capitalists, their statesmen, politicians, hang-
ers-on, apologists, or any other beneficiaries of
their rule. They are quite capable of describing
the notorious vices of Stalinism. Its true social
significance, however, escapes them, and so also
therefore does the simple secret of combating
it effectively.

For the very first task to perform is to ascer-
tain the relations between éapitalism and Stal-
inism, and that is precisely what they are pre-
.vented from doing by their own social interests
and prejudices.

You can write it down as an iron law of politics to-
day: Whoever does not know what are the real relation-
ships between the social system of capitalism and the
social systemi of Stalinism, may be ever so intelligent
in fields like physics or art or investment banking or
" , t-in the most-important-field of yolitics to-
day he is an ignoramus,

And. whoever knows something about these relation-
sHips, but refuses to make them the rock foundation
on which to base and build his political ideas and ac-
tions, may be ever so fine a family man, so tender a
péet, so graceful a writer and so eloquent #n orator,
but in this field of politics " hé is either a convinced
niuddlehead, a“‘phrase—d&vunken emotionalist or a plain
demagogue.

" The first thing to grasp about Sfullnlsm is that world

capltalism is ot the end of jts rope. It shows all the
¢lassical IIT‘“ of decay anl d‘d#ﬂ&vg%:ﬂ'lou in dddition to

ibou s signs which are i#s own distinctive contri-
bution. i

With the hugest productive machine eyer imagined
for the creation of social wealth, it has nevertheless
instilled in the entire population over which it holds
sway a profound and amply warranted sense of inse-
curity. Everybody realizes that whatever economic
prosperity there is, or seems to be, is based upon the
unparalleled economic destruction produced by the wars
of today or by the organized economic waste of the
periods of war preparations. The very preparation for
war requires that a crushing economic burden be kept
upon the shoulders of society, above all on those shoul-
ders least able to carry the burden. Yet practically
everybody realizes that if world capitalism were to dis-
arm. on Monday (assuming the possibility of such a
utopia), or even to reduce its armaments drastically,

it would be done for on Tuesday.

/‘
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An even worse showing is made by capitalism in the
actual wars themselves. When it was going through its
rising phase, wars had a distinctly positive meaning
for ‘capitalism. Now, its wars are economically point-
less, politically pointless; they do not solve a single
important problem and they cannot solve any.

- The Second World War showed that ten times more
clearly than did the First World War. The war in
Korea only underscored the same point. The war of
French imperialism in Indochina is the latest under-
scoring of tMe point. Capitalism, in general and in its
nationhal-state form, cannot have any encouraging per-
spective ih war; and yet it cannot avoid preparing for
them and precipitating them. :
The growth and expansion which younger capitulisiu
experienced in the rise of its imperialist power has not
only come to an end but is actually going through a
reversed process. A hundred years ago and even fifty
yvears ago, world capitalism was adding tremendous new
natural resources and vast hordes of new slaves to its
domain in the conquest of countries in the so-called
colonial world. It battened and fattened on these grisly
conquests. The tide is running the other way now.

The old imperialist world of capitalism is shrinking
and it will never again be expanded—never. One part
of it has fallen under the dominlon of Stalinism. Ancther
part of it has won its way to political independence and
the end =t Jty cofonial status, The remaining part is in
a state of permianent warfare against the old imperialist

powers whigh drains them heovily without the old com-
pensations g fenlal rule. The copitalist worid has
shrunk deed talkd* s prospects have shrunk even

more. T ]

All this is réflected both'in the thinking of the capi-
talist clags mnd that of the working classes. In the
former, there.is a pronouriced amd even catastrophic
decline of the old self-corifidence. In the United States,
one political ‘or intellectual leader after another now
repeats, ag if it were an incontestable truth, that they
face a “fight for survival”; and not a soul has yet been
found to reject that ominous formula.

ﬂmﬁnihgvmerr fight for survival; dangerously dis-
eased #nd weakened men fight for survival; imminently
bankyupt firms fight for survival., So it is with social
systems. The phrase is the panic-gtricken, desperate
outcry of a social order on the brink of disaster, and
it is not by chance that it is so widely and unquestion-
ingly accepted.

And if that is the unwittingly revealed state of mind
of the ruling classes of the United States, where capi-
talism still has some appearance of strength and good
health, it requires no great effort to judge the state of
mind of the ruling classes in the older, frankly decrepit
countries of capitalism which could not exist for five
minutes without the financial and military upshoring
provided by Washington. :

in the working classes, there is a correspooding and
much more conscious loss of confidence in capitalism and
capitalist impericlism. With the exception of the United
States, there is not a single popular movement anywhere
in the world that proclaims Ilts allegiance fo capifalism
or imperialism. The most that capitalism in general—
aond I#s last bastion, the United States, in particuiar—can
expect from the masses nowadays is not support but
irritated tolerance, as a lesser evil compared with the
otherwise universal anger, disillusionment, bitterness,
hostility and open warfare directed against it on every
continent of the globe. .

To say that capitalism is at the end of its, rope is
only another way of saying that it is more and more
incapable of solving the important problems of society,
especially as these problems reach the stage of acute
crisis. It is well to emphasize here: when we speek of

STAL LIS AND BUREAUCRATIC COLLECILIVLSM

capitalism selving  a social problem it should be self-
evident that we mean solving the problem on a capital-
18tic basis. Capitalism ‘was never able to solve a social
problem ¢n any other. basis. But the point.is that. where
it was able to solve.such problems on that hagigs dithe
past, it is.less -and less capable of ‘solving \58ven
on that basis today. 3
It is precisely such a'decay of capitalism’that was
not only foreseen by the founders of modern socialism
but was ‘regarded by them as the p¥f {68 and the
eve of the socinlist rebrganization of ‘#e by the
working-class ' movement. They did not and could not
foretell all the Torms and manifestations. of this inevit-
able digintegration of capitalism, and they did not try
to; but they did indicate the main linés. along which it
would develop, ahd in doing so they amply forewarned
atid forearmed us, ‘
The first. great world-wide crisig of capitalismn, broke
. out toward the end of the First World War. ',{'hq;m?!‘?fez
_throughout Europe rebelled against the futile imperial-
st slaughter and their fists hammered at evéry wall of
European capitalism. The wall fell only in Russig;:an
only in Russia did the socialist working cls
‘power and start to-lay the foundations of a wew, ra-
tional, brothétly social order. In the rest,of Eutope
the walls of capitalism held, mainly due to the sturd¥
anﬂ criminal sgpport which the besieged ruling elasses
received from the conservative Social-Democratic Party
leaderghips, They saved capitalism; they' prevented the
-working class from carrying out its'great revelutibnary
mission in good tite. In addition, the vigtorious Rus-
sian Revolution was allowed to suffocste.to desth for
lack® of"the oxygen of the revolution in|the advanced
West‘qi:p ;_counfr‘ies which was indispensable to its life

_fmd growth.

i The: effect whlgh the victorious litting of fhe ravols-
Henary'sigge In the, Wast had upon the Kussign.Revolation,
in Jooming i} fo isolation and therefore fo death, wai

ot the  one which was qensrally ekpacied. And jt.Js right
here g} we. gre able fo take a second big’step toward
an_unders undlsn’:f of 'Sfa?l"nfim.

It was assuimed by everybody—not only by the Bol-
sheviks-of those days but by all their critics and enemies
—that if the socialist Soviet regime were to fall (for
one reason or another), it would be replaced by a capi-
talist regime. Whether it would be a democratic capi-
talism or-a despotic-militarist capitalism was widely
argued; but that only a capitalist regime would suc-
ceed to a fallen Soviet regime was agreed upon by
evervbodv

Everybody turned out to be wrong. The sccialist Soviet
state wos uadermined and destroyed, rqot ‘and bramch;
but it was not replaced by capitalism. Wit had hap-
pened? ‘ :

That which was assumed by everybody implied—
took for granted without more penetrating thought—
the existence of a viable capitalist class inside Russia
which could replace the Russian working class at the
head of the nation and which could proceed to a solu-
tion of the nation’s problems on a capitalist basis; or

it implied, at Teast, the existence ©of a capitalist class
outside of Russia strong enough, single-willed enough
and otherwise sufficiently able, to take the place of
the Russian proletariat. The assumption was an ab-
straction; in real life it proved false and disorienting.

It turned out that inside of Russia there simply was
no capitalist class in existence and outside of Russia a
Russian capitalist class existed only as a joke. It
turned out that inside of Russia there were only capi-
talist middle-class elements in town and country, strong
enough to exact concessions from the Soviet state,
strong enough to harass and threaten it, strong enough
to be of tremendous help in finally destroying it, but
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by ne means strong enough to take power in the coun-

try. ’
Outside of Russia, it turned out that the foreign
capitalist classes, which had at one time unsuccessfully
tried by force and arms and corruption to overturn the
young Soviet government, could never thereafter man-
age to getr together enough unity of.purpose among
themselves, unity of military effort, and freedom from
working-class and liberal opposition and restraints #
their own countries, to try to impose their own capital-
ist rule over Russia. (In fact, as we saw in 1941, even
when' Hitlerite Germany made such an attempt, not
against @ Soviet regime but against a Stalinist regime
in Russia, the rest of the capitalist world not only did
not come to his aid but helped decisively, as a Russian
ally, to fight him off. And as we see today, even with
its powerful financial lash, the United States is unable
to overcome the mutual antagonisms in the capitalist
world to the point where it can be-effectively united
against the Stalinists.)

fﬁe\dcplfcllsf solution to the social problems of Russia
was thereby rendered practically impossible, despite the
theory which assumed its inevitability.

With that, the sector of world society known as Rus-
sia stood before an apparently insoluble dilemma.

The united efforts of the world proletariat would
have been more than enough to solve the social prob-
lems of Russia on a socialist basis; indeed, the united
efforts of the praletariat of a few advanced countries
of Europe would' have sufficed for that; Lenin used to
go so far as to say, compactly, that “Russia plus Ger-
many equals socialism.” But since Germany and West-
ern Europe in general were prevented from becoming
the industrially-advanced “plug,” the Russian prole-
tariat was left to its own. resources. And they were not
enough to provide a socialist solution.

The result was at first a sort of chaotic stagmation
in Rusgia. Capitalism could not be restored; but
neéither could socialism be. established. By stagnation

we mean -the. condition: where Russja codld not go for-
ward to sodixiidni nor yét backward t eapitalism. By
chaos we mean the consequent dissatisfaction,: resent:
ment, uncertainty,- helplessness of all the’ tradétional
classes, the repeated but unavailing efforts of each to
.impé4e its historic program upon the bther.

Shich a situation is uniendurable to society, especially
in modern times when the simplest gspects of life ghe
80 intricately and extensively depéndent upon the most
cofnplex aspects, .and all of them are jnescapably ard
often decisively influenced by state policy. When a so-
cial crisis develops, it must be resolved by radiesl means,
in qne senge or another, by one social force or ahother.

And where such a social force does not exiit; sotiely
deesnot long brook the vacuum: it brings inte belng the

r::wl force that is capable of ending the social crisis in

i

" way. . -
e so‘c}zl Jorce that brought the crisis of the Rus-
sian Revolution to ah erd (even though, in the very
course of. doing so, it sowed the seeds of another crisis
of a different type) was the new Stalinist bureaucracy
which has ruled Russia for about a quarter of a century.

If the crisis in Russia had to be summed up in a
single word, the best one that could probably be found
would be: modernization. Russia could not be modern-
ized on a capitalist pasis and in a capitalist way for
the good and simple reason that there was no capitalist
class in existence to do that job. The reason why it
could not be modernized in a socialist way and on a
socialist basis has already been indicated—the enforced
isolation of the revolution.

Russla was modernized nevertheless, and built Into the
second power in the world today, without going baek to
capitalism or going ahead fo socialism. The new Stalinist

‘bureaucracy developed into a new ruling class and the
social regime it established became a new society of
class exploitation and oppression.

Out of what has the new ruling class come? Out of
remnants and segments of older classes: bureaucrats
who had risen out of the working class or out of the
peasantry without rising (or being able to rise) into
the capitalist class; technical and professional person-
nel whose privileged position is imperiled by a revolu-
tionary and therefore equalitarian working class but
which at the same time cannot be assured by the eapi-
talist class or its contemporary property relations. They
constitute a distinctive ruling class in every important
sense of the term, =

They have a common mode of life that distinguishes
them frgn the working classes; they. constitute a basic
element in the Stalinist mode;, vf;’,prg&gq?’gn,‘; that is,
the"jr_..pr_gafnizé and maintairthe process of pxoduction;
they ‘determine, as Marx would put it, the conditions of
prqduq;ion; they are,yas a distinctive social grouping,
the first and the principal’ beneficiaries of the proceps .
of prodiction since their social position enables them to
determine the distribution of the surplus product with
far fewer restraints than the ruling class suffers under
capitalism; they are the exclusive owners of the full
mac@erv of the state, which exists solely for the pur-
pos€’éfs preserving their monopolistic social power; and
since the gtate, under Stalinism, owns all the means of
prodagtion and distribution, the Stalinist ruling class,
by ‘#i¥tue of its exclusive possession of this state power,
enjoys awgeneral and super-con¢entrated social power
ovér the population such as no ruling class has ever
known in’ the last thousand years. .

. S&éial’ist‘s,'_have‘é.lways‘thoﬁgf}'_t‘ in terms of the work-
ing ¢lass establishing its own stats power in-order. to
céntrilize -all the main means of production and éx-
change Into -its hands. They still think'so and rightly.
But" they think of this centralization not for ‘the sake
of éextfalization, this nationalization not for the sake
of nattorialization, but because it puts into the hands
of the new democratic regime the vast and mighty eco-
nomic -instrument which is indispensable to carrying
out the task of fusing political democracy with ‘eco-
nomic democracy into the new concept of social democ-
racy. The performance of that task is the next great
step in mankind’s progress to emancipation. ’

But,_ where all the ecSnomic power is centralized In
the hands of the state, and the state is monopolized by
a ‘desgio¥ic, self-perpetudting minority, it therewith ac-
quii-qg'qn unprecedented power of oppression and ex- .
plo[}% on. This new ruler has no private property in the
sense . of the capitalist, the feudal lord or the slave-
‘owner, His '"private property” exists In a new form-—
the state. He owns it collectively, along with the other
prjvﬂ@ged members of his social grouping. But betause

it places in his hands all the economic as well as the
'po&

ical power in the country, at one and the same time,
and, because he is forced to direct this power against
the masses, against their interésts, and against their as-
pirafions——otherwise his privileges would not. last a
minute—we have, not socldlism and not even a "sociulist
type” of state, but, as we call it, totalitarign or bureau-
cratic collectivism, a regime of moderh barbarism, mod-
ern slavery, permanent police ferror and super-exploita-
tion, ‘the ‘regime of the permanent denial of all demp-
cratic rights and Institutions to the masses, a regime™in
which all political and economic rights dare openly ‘and
exglusivély in the hands of the ruling class, which is the
distinetive hallmark of Stalinism. -

This new social force reduced a great nation—and
moyq 4han one nation—to slavery; its destruction and
waste of productive forces, of the precious creative
forces, of society, have been.colossal and not one whit
less than capitalism in its ‘worst abominations; it rep-
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resents a social order which is in a state of permanefit_

crisis; and, as the most relentless, conscious, consistent,
thor oughgomg represser, of the working class and’ m
lutionary movements, it const‘ltptes ‘the mightiest “gnd
most effective forces for reaction in the world today.

All tliis is true and true twice over. But it should not
blind us to the fact that Stalinism rose to solve a social
crisis, in its own way, which other existing social forces
could not or would not solve in the way that is approprx-
ate to them.

This basic interpretation of its character is cor-
roborated by the development of Stalinism outside of
Russia. The eause was the isolation of the Russian
Revolution; the effect was the victory of Stalinism. But
cffect in turn becomes a cause, and this has certainly.
been the case with Stalinism.

Its victory has weakened world capitalism; but at
the same time it has brogght such demoralization and
disorientation and paralysis' into the working-class
movement all over the world as to weaken and under-
mine its socialist struggle against capitalism

The power of Stalinism has consequently been ax-
tended beyond anything that anyone may have dreamed
twenty-five years ago. And wherever this has happenéd

“the tell-tale relationship between capitalism and Stal
ism has been revealed again and underlined again:

Most revealing and emphatic in recent times has
been the development in China. .

There are now all sorts of confuslomsi's, romaniicists
and even theoreticians who argue that the cwusq Stol-
inists are not really Stalinists, that they really did ¢arry
out a sort of socialist and democratic revolution, and that
in any case they are developing away from "fyplccl
Stalinism” and toward genuine socialism. The truth is
that the Chinese Stalinlsts are; if anything, the most
chemically pure example of the basic social type, and
not at all a welcome deviation from it.

qu, Chou and Co. did not even pretend to be a pro- ‘

letar ‘ign- socialist party, as Stalin & Co. did. Mao’s
movement did not even arise out of the industrial—that
is, the proletarian—centers of China. The working class
never played any role, either in Mao’s party or in
Mao’s military exploits against Chiang Kai-shek’s re-
gime. While the Stalinists were making their successful
march southward to complete victory over China, there
was not-a single industrial center where the working
clags rose in revolution to “supplement” Mao’s triumph.

The Chmese Stalinists-—unlike the Russian or, leb us
say, the Czech Stalinists—at no time really baged
selves on working-class organizatlofis, and the ade
unions” they now have are as worthy of that name as
are the speed-up maehines that go by that name in
Russia or the late Hitlerite Labor Front. The Stalinists
won their: dommatmn of China without the working
class of thatcountry; against:that working. ‘olasg and
behind its .back. A fine “socialist” revoluhonf A:“ﬁne
socialism that will lead to!

As for the other point of the confusxomsts, who are
little more than independent apcligists for Stalinism,
they forget that if the Russiar Stalinist bureaucraey
roge as the police-oppressor of thi nalion because of the
economie backwardness of the country (as they say,
and rightly), how can they expect the Chinese Stalinist
bureaucracy to develop as anytliing but a trebly-brutal
police-oppressor of a nation that suffers from twenty
times the economic backwardness of Russia?

Let us ' leave that aside sow, for the 1mpoxtant mat-
ter here is that the Stah{usts (nd triumph in China and,
thereby opened up a new page of cardinal lmpﬂrtance
in world politics, :

A proletarlan soc1ahst movement did not exist in
China, except in the form cf iiny, uninfluential groups
(whose existence the Stalinists have been cutting down
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‘with the dame anumal savagery displayed 'by the GPU’)
whieh were not in a position to provide a democratic
and socfalist solution to the problems of ‘China.

The bourgeoisie? ' Both .the Chinese and the’ interna-
tional ‘bourgéolsie proved incapable of solving the Chi-
nese problems on a capitalist or imperialist basis. “They
supported the arch-corrupt, arch- impotent regime of
Chiang Kai-shek. What other vegime was thére for them
to support or even to encourage? (People who refuse
to learn‘that cap1tall$m and capitalist imperialism are

in - their death agony are still looking for arother
alternative to Chiang whom the Chinese or at least
the Amerléan‘ ‘bourgeoisie can support. They will for
suxe wear themselves to death without finding one.)

The. Sfalinisks’ triumphed in China ‘nat because the
Russian army intervened to put them in power, and not
because Chiang was ''betrayed” by Roosevelt, Truman,
Acheson, Marshall or anyone else, but because they filled
the vacWki@=pregtat by the inability of capHalism to
solve ¢he i ed: crisis in China and the absence of
a worki #lésn movﬁmenf armed with a soclcllsf pro-
gram for :olvln' the “crisis.

It shoulcf’ be ‘clearer now why the profeselonal sup-
poyters of capltallsm are incapable of analyzing ahd
understanding Stalinism. Such an understanding im-
plies a thoroughgoing indictment of capitalism which
is ‘unacceptable to.ihose who are wedded economically
or’intellectuslly to this' moribund social order.-

Such an understanding implies that the ﬁght against
Stalinism is not a fight against socialism in anv sense
of the word, since Stalinism is one of the ¢raelest puna
ishmenty” tm egald .be visited"upon a people that has
failed to figh. for socialism.

Such gn understandmg implies that phecisely because
Stalinism_ has expanded its poweér over the world the
fight against it must be redoubled; but that the fight
against it cannut be conducted in alliance” with—let

alone in support of-—the’very capitalist order whose
decay produces ity .

it lmpﬂbs #hat the fight against Stalinism can be eWec-
tive cnﬂ' ‘consonant with the interests of progressing
mcﬁﬂld’ ‘only If 1t Is ot the same timé a fight ugcln'l'
capitalism.

It is only in this sense that both the durability’ and
the ‘nature of Stalinism will eventually receive its final
determination. And in this sense—it is the only funda-
mental one—the race is not between capitalism and
Stalinism, as seems so overwhelmingly to be the case
at the moment. If it i3 understood that Stalinism has
risen because of the failure of socialism to replace
the dymg capltahst order, the real race is for the
society’ that is to succeed capitalism: the fall into a
new barbamsm which Stalinism stands for, or the rise

but evld,,‘w! te those who always seek 'I'o probe beucﬂl
the surfuce of events, the idee of indepcndence  from

capitalism-as well as from Stalinism 224 of struggle
against koth, asserts iiself among ii= iniling masses,
those hatural bearers of democracy ud socialism.’

To make this idea the conscic. -, directly-expressed
and (khberately—aoted-unon prosyam of the massex.
the only worthwhile tzsk of cociuism and the adviaou
sectisn of the labe: movemeni today.
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IST PARTIES

."What kind of organization and movement is
the Communist Party?

“We know that in the countries where Stalin-
ism is in power, it is the “state party,” the
ruling institution of the regime, the instrument
through which the bureaucracy holds together
the reins of totalitarian power. But what is the
Communist Party in countries where capitalism
still rules and it is in opposition? .

The CP, particularly in the latter countries
is widely looked on as a “working-class party,”
even by many anti-Stalinists, even though they
may attack it as a workers’ party with a wrong,
_or excessively “leftist,” or suicidal policy. There have

been ‘yadical movements that have even viewed it as
a fundamentally reformist, pro-capitalist party, be-

cause of the various services that it has performed in.

governments were allied with Russia.
..An owe_view, both of these opposite opinions are not

certain periods for capitalist governments when these

only. wide of the mark but miss the essence of the dis--

HineWvely new character of the Stalinist movement.

It is true that the CPs have, in the ecurse ‘of their

‘function: 98 auxiliary agencies of the Russian foreign
“offigs,: done their all to support capitalist regimes where
_this' service has jibed with conjunctural interests of
Moscow. But class instinct, plus experience has taught
every bgurgeois that the support of the Stalinist par-
ties can be hired but not bought outright. The Stalinist

parties in the capitalist countries are for lease, but not -

for sale. ! . e

- So long &8 a given capitalist regime is the ally. of
Russia, the Stalinists.are leased for:service to that
Tegime, They then appear to ‘sct-aacitehcpatriots. They
vie with the bourgeois parties in natienslism and chau-
vinism. They catch up with and outstrip the reaction-

ary lbor leaders in urging workers to aceept the most ‘

otierous conditions. of labor with docility. In general,
‘they acted in that abominable manner which distin-
guished them from ordinary scoundrels in the U. S.
and Britain during the period of the “Grand Alliance”
in World War II.

But this lend-leased servant is uarsiiable In fwo re-
spects from the standpoint of the bowrgeoisie. In the
first place, in the very course of pretending to serve,
he Infitrates and uwadermines the Institutions of the
bourgeolsie. Aad in the second place, the ferms of the

lease are net under the control of the bourgeoisie and .

can be altered or destroyed unilaterally by the Russian
state, thet is, by the real employers and owner of the
Stelinist parties. , :

" To the révolutionary socialist, the triumph of Stal-
inism means primarily and above all the crushing of
;the working class, the crushing of all proletarian and
revotutionary movements, the triumph of a new totali-

tarian despotism. To us, gccordingly, every increase in
the stremgth of the Stalinists in the working-class
movement - means_ another ‘step toward that triumph-
which is a catastrophe for the movementf. ‘
The_ standpoint of the bourgeois. is necessarily dif- .
ferent. The triumph of Stalinism means primarily and.
above all the crushing of the bourgeoisie and all its
social ‘power. That is his standpoint! That i§ why he
can and does, with genuine concern and sincerity, re-
gdrd Stalinism as the “game thing,” at bottom, as
Bolshevism, as the proletarian revolution, as socialism.
From his standpoint, it makes no difference whatsoever
whether he is expropriated by the authentic socialist
revolution in Russia under Bolshevik leadership, which
brought the working class to.power-—or he is expropri--
ated by the reactionary -Sfalinist bureaucracy in Po-
land, Rumania ‘and Czechoslovakia which has brought
‘the working class into a totalitarian vrisan. :
To: the working clags, thére is all the difference in
theworld between thg two; to the bourgeoisie, thére
is' noneé. That is why the bourgeoisie expresses a deep
andzhonest class feeling when it characterites Stalin-
- ism as “left” in substantially the same way that it once
‘characterized the Bolshewik Revolution and its parti-
‘sans. From its class' stamdpoint, the. designation, is
understandable, it makes gpod- dense. Likewise .under-
standable is the political attitude which: corresponds
to this designation. g = Fo
" - But thet designatien (and what Is far more important,
the "polificeal . attitude that corresponds to it) does not
meke good sense from the class standpoint of the pro-
Adeturiat, Jt is totally false from the stendpoiat of the
Kalit for s inimediate und 1ts historical intéresis—the
fight for socialism. In this fight, Sfafinism fs wo -less The
enemy of the working class fhan tapitollsm and Hhe bour-
~ geolsle,, R
- - The Stalinists very cleverly exploit the aftacks made
upon them by thé bourgeoisie to enlist the support .of
those workers and revolutionists who, while opposed
in genel:a} to Stalinism, are not less hostile toward the
bqpngpoxsle. But it is an absurdity, where it is not
suicidal, to react to every bourgeois attack or-criticism
of the Stalinists by rallying. dutomatically to their sup-
port. Trotsky Wwrites somewhere that any imbecile could
begome a rgvolution’ary genius if proletarian ‘policy re-
quired nothing more than lesrning what the bourgeoisie
wants or does, and then simply doing the opposite. This
very well applies, in-the matter of the policy to follow
toward Stalinism, to more than one anti-bourgeois im-
becile (just as it applies, in the matter of the policy
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te follow toward the bourgeoisie, to more than one

anti-Stalinist imbecile).
The first task, then, of all mxhtants in the prole-

tarian movement.who understand the end of combdtting:

Stalinism, is to rid themselves of all traces of the con-
ception that Stalinism, in some way, in some degree,
represents a ‘“left wing.” It is not a proletarian or
socialist conception, despite the respectable (and fatal)
status it enjoys in the proletarian and socialist move-
ment. It is a bourgeois” conception, well-suited to the
bourgeoisie, its standpoint and its interests, but utterly
disorienting the working class.

We will not have advanced far enough, bewever, if,
in abandoning the motion that Stalinism is in any sense
an authentic part of the left wing & the working class,
we adopt the notion that it belongs In the right wing.

The right wing of the labor movement, classiesally
and contemporaneously, is its conservative wing, its re-
formist wing. It is that section of the working-class
movement that stands closest to bourgeois democracy,
that practises economic and politi¢al eollaboration with
the bourgeoisie, that confines itself to  modest (ifcreass
ingly modest) reforms of capitalism. That being the
fundamental feature of -the right wing, it should be

clear that Stalinism is fundaementally different from’

any of the reformist currents and bureaucracies we
know of in the Jabor movement.

None of the old demgnatmns— right,” “left,” “cent-
" rist”—applies to Stalinism. Stalinism is a phenomenon
sui generis, unique and without precedent in the work-.
ing class. The fact that it is supported by tens of thou-
sands of workers who are passionately devotgd to the
cauge of socialism, who are ready to fight for it to their”
dying breath, is besides the point entirely. This fact
iz of importanée only with regard to the forms of the

agitation -and propaganda work to be conducted among

them. It does not decide the character of Btallnism it-’

self. That is determined by the real program and the
real leadership of the Stalinist movement, and not by
the sentiments of those it dupes.’

‘What, then, is Stalinism? Our formula is not very
compact, but it will have to stand until a more elegant
one can be found: ;

Stalinism is a reactionary, totahtarmn, a.nt;—bour—
geois and: a'ntt-proletanan current IN the labor move-
ment but not OF the labor movement. It is the unfore-
seen but nonetheless real product of that advanced stage
of the.decay of capitalism in which the socialist pro-
letariat itself has as yet failed to carry out the recon-
struction of society on rational foundations. It is the
social punishment inflicted on the bourgeoisie ‘for living
beyond its historical time and on the proletariat for
not living up to its historical task. It is the new bar-
barism which the great Marxist teachers saw as the
only possible alternative to socialism.

Stalinism is a current IN but not OF the working class
and its movement, we repeat. The importance of the dis-
tinction Is for-reaching. It demands emphasis not in spiie
of the prejudices and degmas about Stalinism that exist
In the revolutionary movement, but precisely because
they exist. it underlines the unbridgability of the guif
between Stalinism end ALL sections of the iabor meve-
ment. And by "ALL sections” is simply meant, withowt
diplomacy or equivocation, all of them—{trom Tbo left
wing to the right wing. -

Stalinism is not a working-class movement with s
wrong, or even very bad, policy. It is alien to the work-
ing-class movement. Fundamentally (and that means:
apart from the subjective intentions or hopes- of so
many Stalimst dupes) it represents the interests of a
different 'class—the bureaucratic ruling class of the
Russian Empire.

[ ]
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. The Communist Parties first came into being as a
quite different type of movement, in the upsurge ol
revolutionary struggle that followed the -end of the
First World War, especially under. the impact of ‘the
Russian - Revolution. In its early revolutionary years,
the Communist -International was the sole wllying
center for all the workers ‘who wished to have dope
with the timid, compromising and anti-revelutionary
role of the “pink” social-democrats, who had discredited
themselves. by chauvinist support to their warrmg
jmperialist governments.

-But in‘step with the Stalinist counter-revolution in
Russxa, ‘which desireyed the conquests of the revolution,
se also there-took place a gutting of the Communist
“Parties which transformed them into agencies of the
“Russian counter-revolution.

-The Communist Parties became, not left-socialist par-
ties représenting the interests of the working class in
their countries, but totalitarianized tools of the reaction-
aAry iochi class climbing to power in Russia..

széir ‘policies uniformly became erratic, subject to
ﬁplé oscillation between apparently contradictory posi-
"{idhs; But they were not at all inexplicable. Each turn in
pc}n:y was dictated by the momentary needs of the Stal-
‘inist regime in Moscow, above all’ by the needs of its
foreign policy.

Nowhere was this made clearer than in Germany,
where the Communist Party’s hands were. tied by its

Stahmst polic¥ in ‘the face of the extermination of the
orgamzed working ‘class by Hitlerism.

In the years before Hitler’s seizure of power in 1933,
the Stalinist regime feared its diplomatic isolation.in
world politics. It witnessed a growing rapprochement,
among the capitalist powers that had been at war in
1914 18 and it dreaded an attempt by them to settle their
mutual antagonisms at the expense of Russia.

a1 assigned to the docile Stalinized Communist Parties
‘of every cowatry the tqsk of manipuiating the working-
chass, pushing it into blind-alley struggles, net 1o achieve
the genuine aims of the proletariat but merely to disrupt
those of the capitalist enemies of Russia.

__This was the notorious “Third Period” of Stahmsm

Its oﬁiclal 1deology divided all the world of politics
into two simple camps: the Communists, on the one
side, and fascists on the other. Whoever and whatever
opposed the CP was “fascist”: social-fascists, left-so-
cigl-fascists, trade-union fascists, Hitler-fascists, demo-

cratie-fascists. 1t was the duty of the Communist Par-
ties uncompromisingly to lead the masses against every .
variety of ‘“fascism” in this final period of struggle
for the inevitable dverthrow'of capitalism and defeat
of -capitalist war,

Bet all its rudical verbioge was ¢ pomkcl hgcdc
‘u’mﬂnq its real alms.

]ncGermany, conservative bourgeois regimes alter-
nated in power, with the support or tolerance of the
Social-Democratic Party, the maJorlty party of the
German working-class. With the crisis of 1929, the
Nazi party began to grow in mass proportions. The
stronger it grew, feeding upon the hopelessness and
misery of the German middle classes, the more the So-
cmlaDemocra,cy clung to its moderate bourgeois allies
a8 sthe “Jeaser. evil.” And the more Social-Democracy
took responsibility for the regime, the stronger grew
the Naz &party, capltahzmg upon the resentmerit of the
non-prolefgrian masses agamst the main party of the
working ¢lass.

The Gommunist Party increased in strength but far
more slowly than the Nazis, whose vote increased by
the millions and whose electoral representation rose to
ﬁ!’St rank until normal parliamentary life became utter-
ly impossible and unstable governments died like a sue~
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cession of May Hies. The Nazis, whose program called”

openly fox the setting up of a totalitarian state and
the gxterminatian .of all workers’ orgauizations, were

Oi}fﬁgg breshold of power, power which they succeeded -

in ‘grasping in 1933.

The danger imperatively called for a unified program
of -defenise of the existence of the laber movement, and
for the preparatiod of serious struggle for the defense
of -degsocracy. But the Communist Party viewed the

scene-with political equanimity. i

The Social-Democrats were fascists, their efficial line
told them. In fact, they were weorse #them the Nz,
just @s-a concealed enemy Is worse than an open ofe.
The CP.cenvinced its supporiers that the socialists were
‘the main enemy and conscled them wilth the thought that
a Mifler victory would destroy Secici-Democracy and thus
wipe. et the main. barrier to “proletevian’” victory. I
repudiafed and rejected the road of united-front struggle
‘with #he socialist party against fuscism. .

This was madness from the standpoint of the work-
ing class but totally comprehensible from the Stalinist
view. - ‘ .

Social-Democracy, Hke all reformist socialist parties
of ite day, hoped and prayed that eapitalism would get
back on its feet. Economic recovery would cut the
ground from under Nazism and restore the conditions
of ~normal day-to-day eking-out of gradual improve-
ments whose sum total some day might be socialism.
But German economic recovery, they estimated along
with moderate. bourgeois parties, was possible only if
the victorious powers of World War I would grant
prostrated Germany a far-reaching program of eco-
nomic and political concessions. They hoped to reach
just such an agreement with the Western powers.

But it was just such an alliance which the Stalinists
were eager to disrupt. Social-Democracy had to. be'
destroyed. Better a Hitler who might turn against the
West. When he came to power, the CP prepared.no ve-
sistance. After Hitler's victory, Stalin gingerly prof-
-erred the hand of agreement but Hitler then rebuffed if.
- The “Third Period,” of course, was duly executed in
the United States too. The CP excoriated the New-
Deal, “fascism” of Roosevelt, which was eternally pre-
paring fer war against Russia. It denounced the AFL
as company-owned-fascism and organized its own tiny
“revoluﬁdna'ry” unions to earry on the uncompromising
struggle against 57 varieties of American “fascism.”

But this was all dumped in 1935,

By that time, France, first among the Western pow-
ers, was becoming alarmed by the growing power of
resyrgent German imperialism, and Russia sought to
reach an understanding with it. The Franco-Soviet pact
of mu Al military assistance against German attack
was signed and Stalin announced that he “understood
and approved” France’s need for rearmaiment. No Com-
munist Party required any less subtle hint.

The period of People’s Front was fabricated. The
“social-fascists” of yesterday were now transformed
into-great guardians of peace and democracy. The world
was divided now into the camp of Peace-loving Powers
allied with Russia, plus Peacelovers who favored sych
an alliance, and Nazi warmongers who opposged it.

Communist Partids which yesterdsy voted with scorn
against any ond all military budgets of “imperialism"
now demanded .with fanatical xecl that everyene grant
military credity'to the Peace-lovers. The answer to world :
problems was the "collective security™ of ail Peace-lov-
ing Powers (allied with Russia, of course} aqainst Ger-
maay. And inside every nation, Communists were fo join
in & "People’s Front” with those whom they had de-
nosnced as fascists the day before.

In the United States Roosevelt, yesterday a fasc{st,
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bedame the great leader of the Popular Front, and now
his" eritics became “fascists,” Yesterday, all for the
“rvolution”; now, as in France and Spain in 19367,
Vehere socislist workers rose, in mass demonstrations
‘of gven civil War, the Communist Parties were zealous
gibuppressing them. :

The soveialist revolution must not be allowed to inter-
feres with the “People’s Front” of agreement with capi-
talists (even with fascists if possible) nor to irritate
the Western capitalist allies of Russia. And the Peo-
ple’s Front for “democracy” was so popular that thou-
sands of Sualinist-infivenced liberals overlooked the
Moscow -Trials which entrenched totalitarianism in
. Ruséia. .

But the world of Peace-lovers, kind democrets ond
well-intentioned onfi-foscists was shocked by the next
‘furn of Stalinlst pelicy. 1f was the announcement of the
Hitler Sterlin Pact.

. Faced by a now-powerful Germany, rearming and
menacing, France and England tried to stave off at-

tack by appeasement. At Munich, Geecheslovakis was
turped over to German imperialism. For the Stalinists,
thig marked the end of collective security and Peeple’s
Frofit. If the Western,allies intended to make a deal
with Hitler, Stalin would beat them to it.

In 1939, while CPs everywhere were still lyricizing
the People’s Front against fascism, Russia and Ger-
meany reached an agreement for the partition of Poland

between them. Molotov, for the Stalinists, explained
that now, “fascism is a matter of taste.” The Stalinist
Parties all fell in line. -

it matiered not that they had just been oppealing for’
¢ worid-wide. front of democratic powers against Ger-
meny. Russia and Germany were now friends; the war
against Germany was denounced as on imperialist war
for the benefit of capilaiists; England and Frante were
excerigted o5 warmongers for rejecting Mitler's- early
peace moncuvers thet accompanied his shottering mii-
tary victories. Months before, the workers had been in-
structed fo resirain themselves lest they antagonize the
bourgeols friends of Russia, but mow was the Hime for
“militaad’” strikes ond demonstrations under the watch-
word of “Down with the imperialist war!™

" But not for long. In 1941, Germany invaded Russia.

The Stalinists abruptly found themselves in the camp
of the warmongers. Warmongers? Not at all. It was -
time for a new turn.

Miraculcusly, the war of the Allied powers became
transformed from a reactionary imperialist adventure
into a great people’s war for liberation at precisely
that second when the armies of Hitler Germany crossed
into Russian territory. Everything else soon followed.

The CPs became the most chawvinist of efl fake patri-
ofs. They demanded that ali unions pledge not to strike
for-any reason i any time. They éclled‘ for the restora-
Hen of piccework in industries ‘where 1¢ had byen chol.
ished’ only after years of wnion struggle. They - expeiled
workers from unions under thelr contrel for nof working
fast enough. ’

They dencunced the “March on Waghington” move-
ment for Negro rights as a disruption ef national unity.
They advised colonial peoples, subjects of Russia’s
allies, to abandon their struggle for national indepen-
dence, And thus they persisted until the war came to
an end.

With the defeat of Germany and Japan, the former
allies parceled out contrél 6f the world among them-
selves, bul their mutual antegenisms were irreconcil-
able. The cold war hetween the former allies bagun.
Who ig i slmninate the wordd, espitalism or Baaliniam?
That was the issue that dévided them and whick could



38

not be- brillged. To& mas, Staknist p-rtrq "
werﬂmdﬂntr«newline'@o the mew needs ol ipkstan
palicy, - L

Not ene tura in Communiat Ieﬂy,dk:y c-igax-
plained as an attempt te carry out e pre-werking-aless
pregram. Every turn, on the other hand, hus been clewrly
motivated by one wichanging objectivé: te serve .the
newds of the reactionury ruling cless thet holds povnr n
Reuesle.

The world Commumst__ Parties have funcﬁoned as
agents of Russian foreign policy because they are the
movements of the class that holds power in Russia. But
they are not simply agents of Russian Stalinism.’

Communist Party leaders and bureaucrats in each
country pursue the Russian line not merely because
they are eager to strengthen Russian Stalinism, By
advancing the interests of the ruling class which has
its seat in the Kremlin, they hope to further their own
pretensions to becoming a ruling class in the Stalinist
image.

The Stalinist social system is no longer confined to
Russia. Within the Stalinist empire and within the
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Stalinist world, native CP groups strive to further their
own aspirations along Stalinist lines, to rule and ex-
ploit the masses of their own nation with the same
methods and with the same social system as proved so
effective in Russia. These impulses towatd national-
Stalinism are irrepressible.

In Yugoslavia, the national Communist Party was
driven to break with Russia and declare its indepen-
dence of- Russian Stalinism while maintajning its own
;dictawrial regime, basically totalitarian and Stalinist
in the most scientific sense of the term. In the East
European satellites, where such dreams of independence
have never been crowned with success, they can be kept
in check by the Russian masters only by intermittent
purges within the Stalinist movement itself, mixed with
concessions.

Stalinism is ¢ world-wide movement to overthrow the
capitalist system by replacing it with a mew social sys-
tem of exploitetion, replaclnq the old raling capitallst
class with a new totulitarian bureascracy. Socieitsm and
Stalinism are mertal enemies.

HAL DRAPER
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AND THE COLD WAR CRISIS

"There is a paradox———only ah apparent one—

m the development of Stahmst inmiperialism.

‘Stalinism arose out of the counter-revolu-
tionzin.Russia under the slogan of building “so-
cmhsm in one country” as against the perspec-
tive .of “world revolution” represented by the
Bolshevik left wing under Trotsky. An historic
internal struggle took place within the party

under these different banners, in which, as

everybody knows, the ‘Stalinist wing won out.
To the Stalinists, the theory of “socialism in
one country” which they put forward meant:
Let’s keep our eyes fixed on our problems at
home; let’s not worry about extending our in-
fluence or winning support abroad; that is a
will o’ the wisp; we want only to build our eco-
nomic and social strength within our own bor-
ders and to hell with conditions outside of it.
And (as Stalin put it later) : We don’t want an
inch of anyone else’s territory but let the capi-
talist countries keep their snout out of owr
Soviet garden. ., ..

The fierce drive of Stahmst expan.slomsm
that blossomed especially after .the Second
World War seemed like a sharp reversal of this
home-bound ideology. To many of the latter-day
“Russnsn experts” (the numbers of whom also

bléssoilied after the war) this.new policy sedth-

ed: like the adoptjon by Stalin of the T
“world revolutiohary” perspective.

‘For were they ‘not militantly pressing. thelr .power
béyond the)r own bord‘ers’ Weren't they deing what
Trotsky hud ‘démanded. orily in' theéir' own way and so
muéh more effectively? So it was said not only by the
“authoritative” bourgeois commentators ‘but even by
the disoriented “official- Trotskylsts” of the Fourth In-
ternatioridl, who have drifted in the direction of pro-
Stalinism,

lui the new pos*-wur Stalinist lmperlcllsf cxponslanum
was not ‘a break with, but a logical developmenf and
continuation out of, the theory of “socialism in orne
country'; and by the same token it was still the anti-
thesis of a working-class revolutionary policy.

For that famous dispute of the Stalin-Trotsky strug-
gle was never really based on the mostly-academic
question of whether it was actually possible to “build
socialism” within the borders of a single country (and
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.of iipbria _
. e’ impériklisi baked on’ the ancient sis

a - packwerd one at that). This was mainly the ideo-~
logical form that the clash took between the social
fovces of the counter-revolution and the movement
whichistood for: the liberating ideas of the 1917 revo-
! Béhil\é it was a tendency much easier to undersiand:
it . repretimted the turn-away of Stalinism from inter:
‘nativddism to a Russian national-chawvinist outlook.
Russia-First, they said, and the usefulness of the Com-
munisk Parties and pro-Soviet sympathizers abroad was
to be gatiged by, the extent to .which their activities
dontnibuted to sirengthening Russia; for since this Rus-
sia -was ‘“socialist,” strengthening Russia meant
strengthening this “socialism.” Thus the interests of the
warlds-workers were to be subordinated to the national
" interests.of the “one colintry” where socialism was be-
. ing “built.”

1% 4s this conception which is the fundamental link be-
tween, $ha early Stalinism of the coumter-révolution and’
the Stalinitt Imperiglism of the present ddy. We have
seon IN WNe course of our generafion twa reloted truths
exemplified: that 1h trying to build something called”
"spelallim’  .on - the ruins of workers' democracy and all
duigbiirecy; the. Stalinists in actuality buift o new systém
of exploitation which is the enemy of socialiswii and in
tryldgrfa-bitld *'socialism” on @ nationai-chauvinis¥ basls,
they likewise built a new exploitive system which foday
hos pilsthe feetures of a virulent imperiatism. '

- Imgta internal aspects, the erushing of democracy in
o:;gg;...,to%btt’lild, “secialism in one country” led fe a
precéss of bureaucratization whigh has flowered. ih to-

DA TH e xtermal " sepang: fopens

gvini,st ideolggy ofwthe Stalinists led to. imperial-
¥, 0pew this Wisttiobary regime was strong endtigh to

aangiisself as a competitor for world power,

—fﬁxmpr@%ﬁi,bWt here which has to
o) 5 »" ] ﬁ )

be cleardd~tpalettany peopld. Fow till Miwoppressive
and-exploitive ¢lass soctety- which developed‘in -Stalinist
Russia'is not based on a capitalist form of exploitatiofy;
a8 aMother.part of this issue explains, Well theh, isn'
it true that modern imperialism is an outgrowth of the
drives of gapitalism? Wasn’t it Lenin who defined im-
perialism as a stage of capitalism? Isn’t cne of the

fundamental drives of modern imperialism, for example,

tl;c need of c¢apitalist economies to export their surplus
capital;, and where do you see this as an economic basis
‘of what we call; Russian imperialism?

If it were not for the widespread character of this
“Jeduction” from a formal acquaintance with Marxist
writings on imperialism, it would not even be worth-
while Jhentioning. For it is a useless play on words.
Fét“pﬁop’le"vvﬁo need quotations, the same Lenin who
spoke of imperialism as a stage of capitalism also time
_and’again réferred (like all other educated people) to
the imperialism of the pre-capitalist sociéties, ‘the Ro-
m;g'ﬁ énipire for jnstance. Capitalism is not the only
sotid} Nystém which has given birth o its peculiar form

‘ifnperialism; on the' contrary, $here was stich a thing
ave:stites, as
well ag the type of imperialism which developed tthder
feudalism. Lenin was analyzing the specific imperialism
of the then-dommndnt socidl system, capitalism, and
laying bare how it generated its own need to mobilize
the nation-state for the conquest and dominatien and
exploitation of peoples abroad.

‘The-imperialism of Stalinist Russia is not the capi-
talist imperialism whith Lenin brilliantly analyzed in a
famaus .work; but that is simply saying that Stalinist
Russia-is not capitalist, and that we already know,

-But’ In many cuse's. when objection is made to even
using the term "imperialism’ in connection with Stallnism
(hy; Frite-Stacaberg, for example, and others), there Is
mpre; thon wardvjiggling or ignorance 'bebibd W, There Iy

‘the “national-
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Ta gelidicat idea involved which suggests to them thefr
otherwise-sterile play on words. They are often willlidy
to sprak of Russion “expansionism,” but “imperiailsm” aa.
The. Houghs. that is often behind this fise distluction.is
the j(«fi}oym@: Mozcow _mqy;"ldqu,be following an ot

. pansionish-acventurist policy, deplorably, and this is @

bid #hlng: but this policy, which is being followad by thi
g8 da the Kremlin Is simply. @ POLICY of bad or gulss
talien men, aad is not rootad in the "'Seviet” seclal;sys
fem;. 3% is aov. nherent in fhe economy, which nust he
consléurad “pregrosslve™ ,ﬁ%?ﬂ“.lf',l's:,ﬂof gqg!}g ¥ It
is_shhply & nisre-or-less gge ‘,ﬁ’ },Teigrescepce“qf Yhe
systes, or u vary tempdrafy and dispensable stage of If,
q"xr i‘?@ Gurtnitens esulf of Stalln the man's personul predi-
ecticing, #5c. 't is only under capitallsm.thad Impstiaifsm
is YUOTER in the social system as such: undbr.SHoRt
it I8 ‘semething that wiser rulers will dispense’ with, us-
pecimﬁfﬁx‘?cigm.@ﬁsm ceases fo threaten the country.’. . .
This notion of 'such an important difference between
capita]ist imperialism on. the one hand and of Russian
imperialism on the other is s notaple stock-in-trade of

© Stelineids the world over, but not ‘anly of Stalinoids!

All of the poewerful “nevtralist” currents of Europe and
Asig.— centi-Btalinist eleménty incliided — are shot
through with it, inciuding even the Bevanites of Eng-
land. It represents a very dangerous illusion about
Stalinism even among many'¢f its would-be opponents,
who succumb to its lies. ’

Well then, how is Stalinist imperialism rooted in its
exploitive social system?

First ‘of &li, there is an important though simple
generalization t¢ be made about the connection between
imperialism and a socialhsystem, any social system. It
is true, as we said, that eagh class society (ancient
slavery, feudalism, capitalism)’ has had ity specific
drives to imperialism’; but there is obviously sornethifig
commqnﬂto all of these imperialisms stoo, with regatd
to societal origin. & '

That which is common to the root of all imperialism,
in spite of vast differences in the Social system, is this:
The rulit@r class is driven by inexprable necessity to
foreign conquest, exploitation and-lootigg in’vhe form
or another in order to make up.foy the inevitable de-
ficlencies of its social sysigm itself, rent:thgough. as
that sysiem is by its gangrenous contradietions; the ex-
pleiters of $he societ ",a‘i'grpusl' d, ﬁn‘thiéfdiregt'qggazi;
matiseot Ly aad deschlior ther vatap bepaile 3t
thef¥ thabiiity to creats: 2" harmpnious’ ecdhomy’ capnBle
of satisfiying the needs of the people and, most espe-
cially, capable of solving the fatal diseases which arise
out of the system of exploitation itself. ¥or every class
society generates its own self-poisons, which,. as they
accumulate, threaten to bring down the whole econonit®”
structure, unless a transfusion of fresh blood is ob-
tained; and it is in the cards that a ruling class will be
impelled to seek this mew supply of economic blood in
the squeezing of wider and wider circles of people,
first inside its own borders (where the process is”pet-

haps easiest or the victims at least more accessible)
and then outside.

Now, designedly this presents very generally the ecos
nomic root of imperialism in &fl class societies which
have becw known, but: it is enough«to raise the basic
question about the roots.of Séalinisd imperialism.

Only these cun see Stalinist- imperialism as merely o
regretiable crcresconce, ww_js net inherent In the
system, whick 15 YinkE6ted, WiéTalso ide Th the Statiwat
system itseif the basis for (at léast an eventual) harwionl-
ous and progressive development of the forces d’"prf'-
duction‘au social relations; that Is, who see no inherswé
deficiencies ané coatradicfions which imperiaiism has fo
compensaiz jor; tha? is, who fook on the Stalinist sysfom
o3 béing genulnaly on tlie road to soclalism Tn somo Peal -
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“sonser That Ts, Tn shorf, who Fegard the Stelinist syyidm '
as ‘gensinuly sogldlist in nature, even If st P ovkid
whth defects. , - ‘

This view of Stalinist imperialism as u dispensshle
policy of bad men in the Kremlin is tied up with’ s biEste*
ilgsion about the whole nature of the Stalinist: ecohe
omy: .Since the economy is state-owned and pionmed,.
there are no.Hmits to its possible increase in pradiee~,
tive loval; . . . Since it is not 7ent.by the contradiotiond™

'
BN Ak

of capstalism which Karl Marx expounded in Capitaly. .

there fe mo inherent bar to the attainment of auch: v
level of wealth that plenty-for-all becomes posaible abi
last. . . . Since here is a society, whatever its othep:
distastefwl features, which is not held back from .eco«
nomic adyance by [capitalist-type] crises, it is possible.
for ineveasing productiveness to lead to the abolition of
the. bureaucratio dictatorship which was necessary, for-
o time in order to attain this wonderful aim; the bse..
reaucratic distortions of this “socialism” will be able-to
digsappear, elc. . . . Such is the illusion.

It is bound up with the rosy view that this Stalinist
regime will be-—indeed, must’ be—reférmed’ from above,
demjg;itma fgom ‘above, %f ohly‘t;:!'pl‘e;s'eht_ guleTis*“aPe )
not Kept scafed to ‘death by outside' opponents. This is
the buispfor the pro-Stalinism - of Q?Pr:afip Kk‘e'rr%gﬁ%‘
Deutscher, on the theoretical zide, and of anti-Stalinistg
like Aneurin Bevan, on. the-less-than-theorekical, pide.,

This whole structure very lirgely depends on' the
overwhelming demonstration that-thiz Stalinist system
is not beset by the countradictions. that bedeyil cupifal- -
ism—and sure enough that is true, just as capitalism’
is not being strangled by the’ poisons which put the
Roman Empire to death. The dontradictions of Stalin-
ism are of its own kind. g -

At hottom what the Stallnist illusion Iignores Is the
fundamental conttadlction peculier to a completely stafle
fied ‘esciiiny under the rile of an uncontrolled %qr'qicy'-'
cra¥fe’ me¥fur cldst the contradiction. betweén (1) the
-biql':{b.. Néed of the econgmy 4 Be PLANNED, singe in
=g‘:. Nod éconamy auly the: Plan cus perforsi the role
In ‘Yoo 'm'o?;whkhrg-u-r copifalism ls fhe fupctije of
the market Wil market’ refdtions: and’ (1) "Hhe’ imposale
blilty of werkably ‘

y Widing & moderh cemplek’
frol the fop down under-cosdifighi of Barvehcrad
tofalitaridnhm, : S

It is this contradiction between Planning and Totali-
tarianism-whith: is the most basic factor in 'making?for-
chiaos ‘and anarchy in the Russisn economy, endrnious
inhorent ' wastes and inefficiencies,” Which are in part’
compenaated for by the gigantic expenditure of humian
labor in the elave camps as well as in the merciléssly
driven factories—and which was also in part compen-
sated for by the wholesale looting of the congiiered ter-
Pitories of East Europe after the war, a looting which
still goes on in forms of exploitation subtler than open
rapine. . N B
" This opens a much broader subject than the limited
topic of this article.* but enough has been said to indi-
cate the line of analysis which we propose for ox_le’s

. thinking on this matter. When one asks the guestion,
“What are the roots of imperialism in the Stalinist so-
cial system?” one is really asking the question: “What.

*For a valuable insight into the “mechanics” of
'the countradiction between planning and totalitarian-
ism in the Stalinist world, see “The Contradiction 6f
Stalinist ‘Planned’, Economy: A Case Study’” in
LABOR ACTION for June 1, 1953. (The case is that of
Czechoslovakia.) For descriptive material bedring on
the same subject, see Zavalani’s book How Streng‘ls .
%M7 and the article on Russian business manpge- -

nt.in Fortyme for: February J0k8..

STALINISM AND BUREAUCRATIC COLLECTIVISM

“are the inherent confradictions of Stalinist bureaucratic
collectivism which lead to its downfall?”

In a more immediate way, then, the motive drives of
Stalinist imperialism stem from the need of this fiercely
explvitive system, which drives its own workers like
odttle, to plug the gaping holes in its economic and
spcial grmor, ' L
- Qf course, certain drives it shares with its rival im-
perialisms on tfhe capitalist  side: the, impulsion .to

.corner raw materials, especially raw materials for war
’})gduspry ; the usual imperialist need to grab “buffer”
Ignds and military-strategic points of vantage ; the need’
fo grab térritories if only to prevent others from grab-.
_ﬁmg_ﬁ‘)g@‘ﬁrst', to use against oneself. All theseic&pg
hto, ‘p?ay once an imperialist tug-of-war is under ‘way,
and’in tyr they intensify and sharpen the struggle.

. One'pther drive is held in common in a sense: the
.Ru‘Ssiﬁ.ﬂ_ rulers’ inherent inability to indefinitely con-
ﬁpug %0 live in coexistence with a system where, in any
Way at all, a free labor movement exists just across
& border. This fs a permanent political danger to- them.
It cannot go on foreyer. As long as free Iabor exists in
the world, there is a dynamite fuse extending from the
o_uts_ide to inside the Iron Curtain. But an analogous
rieed -eXists also for the capitalist world: to get rid of
this rival upstart system, which, in its éwn way, is a
l}}{ini threat to capitalism; which shows g whole social
world Yving without capitalism—comtrary to the pro-
“¥eéssors ‘who have conclusively proved time and again
_that capitalism is so rooted in human nature'that even
fthg;prg}i"e‘anderthal ape-ancestors of man lived under
eapitalism. . .. ' ‘

- But.of she drives more particular to the Stalinist sys-
towm spif, the basic.one Is the need to.exploit more and
more_labar on  on ever-widening scale, The #seds of this
system have.’driven its ruling. class  into, methods .and.
forms. of explejition of the workers of home which gre
‘matched In bruflity ond viokence by few pages In the

history. aven of capitolism; and this some ravening aged
drives. i} o the gxpipitation of peoples abrodd. Just as
within jtg. own state, the rpliag burecucracy sucks Its
cluss pijvileges..end. revenue out of the -surplus labor
whjch . axtracts fro..'fis slaves and semi-slaves, so diso
It needs. more hupan leborers to milk; the more werkers
-gentroligd, the more the surplus labor extracted, and the
greater. the, weglth avaliabie -poth for the ruling class

and for the sjote-girdiag-for-war.

“Moreover, precisely because it is not a capitalist-
type exploiting system, it has available a method of
foreign, exploitation which is excluded for capitalist
imperialism: direct looting of goods and products, This
phenomencn took place on a very large scale for a
whole period in all the lands overrun by the Ryssian
army after the, Second World War: whole factories
and their maghinery were dismantled and moved hodily
to Russia, etc, This would not make economic sense for
the capitalist economies of the West, .the U. S. for ex-
‘lmpie;;‘ii\ZHGSe"_éh}'e;yiq.,, problem under normal eircum-
'stances*fs ‘a surplus of production which . gluts the
market if not disposable through the purchasing power
of the masses. The.chronic problem of capitalism ig not
how to get production up, but what ta do with the prod-
ucts if 4t gets too high up!—and Stalinist bureaucratic -
callestivism . guffers from no such embarrassment.
Therefore, its capacity for direect looting and robbery
of preductiori wholesale. ) ‘

Thirdly, it is worth mentioning also that, in a social
system which dispenses bureaucratic privileges as the
reward. for its ruling class and aspirants thereto, im-
perialism creates a wider base for bureaucratic posts,
an extension of the numerical basis of the “atoms” of
the ruling class through the bureaucratie st¥uctures in
far-flung stations of an empire. '



And so this Stalinist world confronts its rival in the
world, capitalism, not merely as a contender in an im-
pecialist struggle but as a contender in a struggle of
rival systems over which, if either, shall exploit the earth.

This is a distinctive feature of the present-day war
crisis and its cold war which is decisively new, as com-
pared with the First and Second World Wars which
were fought primarily between imperialist rivals with-
in the capitalist camp. An analogous situation has not
obtained since the days long ago when the armies of
Napoleon, .born out of the Great French (bourgeois)
Revolution swept over Europe in combat with a feudal
continent. But two great differences exist today as
‘against that historic conjuncture:

(1) In those days one of the camps objectively rep-
resénted the interests  of a new and rising class, the
ponrgeoisie, which’ was then prdgressive, standing for
‘thé néeds of society as a whole to throw off ‘the shyckles
of mevddom in favor of the social system which was
destined to raise the productive forces to the level re-
quu'ed for further progress, for the development of the

ical forces that could finally provide plenty
'foy, all and lay. the economic groundwork for the class-
Jesy pocialist society.

., This has sow been done. The economic prerequisites for
sociallem exist.

- Modern industry has reached the point where it is
entirely feasible to put an end to all systems based on
enforced scarcity, where man can produce an abundance
of goods if industry is run for use and not for profit.
The Stalinist tyranny %s not a progressive alternative
to the moribund system of capitalism, but a neo-bar-
baric relapse which feeds on the decay of capitalism as
long as the working class has not unleashed its-own
forces to abolisk it in favor-of a real workers’ democ-
racy.

.¢2) In those days when the rising hourgeoisie stood
arrayed against the old order, there was not yet any
“other social class fully developed which offered a force

for effective gocial leadership as against the two locked -

in conflict. Today the working class offers the social
alternative, the. third corner of the triangle of forces
that the picture presents. It has the need and the power

to build its own world, and it faces only intensified"

oppression and misery from the continuation of either
the Stalinist or capitalist orders.

I this struggle of the two wor blocs today, we so-

clolists qre -ememles of both camps of exploiters and
Imperielists. That is the basic fact about our "Third
Camp" policy. :

In a previous special pamphlet-issue on Socialism and
War, we have analyzed in some detail the bases of our
opposition to capitalist war and its policies today. But
our gpposition to capitalism does not drive us into sup-
port of the monstrous alternative represented by Stal-
inist totalitarianism or into illusions about it. That way
lies no exit, no hope, no livable future.

" Stalinism must be crushed! But it is an integral part of
our indictment of capitalism that this CANNOT be done
by the capitalist world in any progressive way or with
any progressive consequences. The Western bloc can pos-
sibly defeat the Russian power in a military Armageddon,
it lndeed victory and defeat will retain any meaning in
World War il even for the imperialists, but this can be
done only at the expense of the downslide of a militar-
ized, burecucratized capitalism itself toward the same
type of tyranny of which Moscow represents the acme
today.

'This degenerate capitalism of our world today is the
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very ground on which Stalinism feeds. gf §ta1inism is
a dynamic force in much of the world, it is beca?,sef
and only insofar as—it can take advantage of the justi-
fied ‘hatred which millioned masses feel for the system
which has exploited them so long, and which they re-
fuse to support against 'a demagogic Sta:linist appeal
which at least seems to offer something different.
As long as, and in proportion that, the enemies of
Stalinism base themselves on support of the capitalist
_alternative, Stalinism is bound to grow strong and
stronger. o _ _
Wherever Sialinism can pose as priwarily the ememy
of ‘¢apitalisr (which I -5 4ouR; ﬁm?bw.. inteprests),
‘\cn‘{fﬂ%’f‘hs‘ an equal and even moi¢ deadly enemy of fhe

- g’ class and fhe masgés who aspire to. frapdom,
¥ cah ride the revoltlonary snergled’ thaf caplializgn’s
crimes have unieashed Tn the"World. This is ‘the “secret"
of its strength and it dyhainic wppeal. ° .

.This is why it still can count on the active or apa-
thetic support of nillions in France and Italy .and
othey West European countries; on millions among the
colonial masses of Asia; on strategic points of support
in U. 8. imperialism’s backyard, Latin America; This
is why the Western capitalist statesmen are at the-end
of their rope in Indochina, where they are fighting in
the name of French colonialism against a Stalinist-
controlled Vietminh which is able to clothe itself in the
garb-of a national-liberation movement. This is why

. Borea was a trap for thousands of American dead.

- Beihg anti-capitalist in yeality, in the sense- that it
a;tsuidsvfor a riwal system -of oppression and explaita-
ton;-Stalinism can-liope to and seek to use a disoriented
working class wherever it finds ane, as its bastering-
ram against the old system. Where the U. S. can.find
only the most discredited of reactionaries and tyrants
to be its semi-reliable allies—a butcher like Chiang Kai-
shek or Syngman Rhee, fascists like Hitler's friend
Franco or the neo-Nazis who flood the administration
of its pet German, Chancellor Adenauer—the Stalinists
are not tied to the old discredited classes and cliques in
the countries of the Near or Far East, or in Europe.
They can stage the act of offering a fundamental social
transformation to throw out the landlords who oppress
the peasant masses, whereas the U. S., bound by its
capitalist status-quo ideology, cannot even find a dema-
gogic word to say.

No one who stands for, or who is suspected of standing
for, the retention of mastery by the capitalist imperial-
ism—even if he apologetically explains that he supports
the capitalist bloc only because It is a “lesser evil"—can
hope to stem the expansionist dynamic of Stalinism.

That is why we look to the gathering of the forces
of the “Third Camp”—those who wish to fight in the
name of an independent struggle against both camps of
exploiters—as the only road to defeat both war and
Stalinism, both the old and the new imperialism.

But that works the other way too. Wherever it is
Stelinism that has established itself as the master,
where it has already overthrown capitalism and had
time to show its own hand, its own cloven foot, there
the revolt against the bureaucratic-collectivist despot-
ism grows fast. But the masses who turn against Stal-
_inist power in disillusionment do not want to go back;
they want to go forward. The most dramatic proof of
this was given in the great June 1953 revolt of the East
German workers, in their heroic first assault against
the Eastern conqueror. No pro-West or pro-U. 8. or
even pro-Adenauer slogans appeared among them; that
on the one hand; and on the other, the representatives
of the Western camp in Berlin showed themselves as

leery of the aroused workers in revolt as the Stalinist
masters. - !
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* Within the Stalinist emplre, “where it has consolidamd ‘

itself, disaffection grows. Only a primitive stage was
represented by “Titoism,” where a satellite regime
turned national-Stalinist—that is, rebelled against Mos-
cow domination as foreign oppression while retaining
the forms =nd social content of the same system, to-
talitarian. bureaucratic eollectivism, “Titoism™ in:vari-
‘'ous; forms shook the Russian empire, and we naturally
‘cheer it on to do 80; but it is net this nationalist - (anti-
Moscow) form of-the same system which represents’ the
future for us.

The next uhgc of the revolt within the Stalinist em-
pire Ts aujured by fthe masses’ aspiration for" freedom
egainst their new Bureaucratic - ‘inagndtes ‘whe Wave ‘re-
placed the capltalists o rnlcrs. fhe revolt prdigdnd by
the Edif German rising.’

It is the revolt of the workers in the name of a demo-
cratic government which will overthrow the Stalinist’
horror.” Revolt for democracy under Stalinism-~what

does it mean? In'a completely statified society, whére .

the means of production are already in the hands of
the state (while the state is in the hands of a tyran-

nical bureaucratlc class), the road to genuine socialism
lies in wmmng the state power for the democratic rule,
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‘of the people. In this kind of society, democracy is not
merely a polmcal form (as it is under capitalism ‘at
the best) ; it is the sole instrument wherehy -the work-
‘ers ‘can really build their own society, and convert the
statified economy from the preserve of a pﬁvileged
~tlass to. the foundations of sovialism. Democracy:is a

revolutionary goal. : "

..Cap.\t,ahsm cannot unleash the revolutionary energies
of - theipeople behind the Iron Curtain any more than
it ean do-so with the colonial masses of Asia, That will
take & struggle which offers an anti-capitalist altepria-
tive to- these people who have had their bellyful of
both the old system and the new tyranny, and:this is
a st}fugtle which can blow the Stalinist power up.from
w1t in

" 'This is the “secret weapon” which can defeat Stalin-
iam wﬁwut m the world into a world glevphiter
te a bitter o' the gmtervgi&ry £
ism. e

. This Is ﬁ- pelitical weapon which the ﬂclmpfg fear.
lf .cak.ba swang into oction only by a consisbent. and
featless demacratic foreign policy which has brokes  With
the; Ihm W by tcplhlist class jptcm “gnd
wllinncds, ¢
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REFORM OR REVOLUTION
IN THE RUSSIAN EMPIRE?

A tetalitarian or despotu: gqmety is one in the midst of a d‘egg
sasted rocial crisis. Totalitarianisriris needed when it is 1mpe;a;bh,

‘rule with théedhzent of the people. -

. While

the

che Mo need for repression?
- But“t#%ule in this manner is ex-

“tremaly’.¢fpensive in the :3oclal
_sense. Itaegeasitates a tremendous
-bureaucaatic apparatus which iz at
Dest & d!‘ﬁﬂ? upon the economy; it
i3 an exgeusive way to run the af-
fairs o Maciety and in the.case of
Sklmism,@hith also runs the economy,
it has. M te. involve fantasnc waste
and. i

Whi t&alxt&namsm grew.up on
the b&ﬂ;,oi & .decaying capitalism, the
Stalinigt.. bpwemcy grew out of the
dsgeneratign. of the Russian revolution.
-1t 'wag .the manifestation of the degener-
-afion. a3 as one of the contributing
causes of degeneration. Given the

sueh a regime presentska picture of monolithic umty, beneath
ﬂ are the severest-conflicts and suppressed class struggles Or

isolation of the Russian Revolution aftex
‘the failwed:of the socialiet revolutions in
; sadvanced industrial na-
e Europe, and the social

Russia itself after the long
years of the. qw:l war, the stage was set
'for the vietoxy of the Stalinist bureauc-
Tacy -ynder thalogm of “building social-
ism i pna My.

But to i jalize Russia, giverthe
parrow econcmic base which waslfgh
heritage g# the Russian working class,
would have been difficult on a capitalist
basis. To attempt to do it in_this Bussia
on a socialist basis was impossible. Once
ithe hothouse .rate of industrialization
was decided upon, it was inevitablg that
extreme measures of repression.. were
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needed in order to sgueegp the surplus
production out of the working class and
the peasantry and to put # ‘into building
industry.

The frenzied attempt h industrialize
meant suppression of the livieg stondards
of the Russian people. And te:suppress the
economi¢c well-being of the’pueple ‘meant

thot the Stalinist bureaucraey has to sup-
press their right fo protest of 'I'o advocate
a different policy.

The political consequences of this pol-
icy are well documented and acknowl-
edged. They were verified By the highest
authority: in Khrushchev’s ¥#évelations at
the 20th Party Congress. Russia is a to-
talitarian society based®™on collective
property” where all' dembbratic rights
have been suppressed. “I% was governed
by the methods of an oriental ‘despotism
rather than of a modern -giwitited "so-
ciety,” mow admit the edxtord"’h&’ w mag-
azine Mmﬂ}ly Revigw,

' If ﬂie couse of the ‘Difeducracy' s rule is

o be found in the economic backwardness
and general scarcity, and exsterbafed by
the drive to accumuiate the means of pro-
duction, then what héippens once the Rus-
sion economy rises to o higker level?
What is the secial "justification'” of the
bureaucracy once there is the basis for a
more equitabie or equalitarian distribution
of the stilscarce, although more plentiful,
consumption goods?

* Now .that Russia has passed through -

the first stages of industrialization, to
the point where it is the second most
owerful industrial nation, should not
he bureaucratic privileges and social
differences which grew out of the less
mdqstnalized society now prove to be
superflucus and even a barrier to fur-
ther economic advancement?
Comsidering the existence of the Stal-
“inist bureameracy in this way, a whole
gchool of thought has arisen, best typified
by Isaac Dentscher, which proclaims that
«de-Stalinization has become a social
necessity.” But they also maintain more
than this: they maintain that the bu-
teaucracy itself recognizes the conflict

between the cld Stalinist method of rule’

_and the actual and potential needs of the

Russian economy, and that the bureau-
racy, itaelf is capable of “an astonishing-
ly .intense reformis{ initiative” and of
, abolishing the Stalinist political super-
structure. This means introducing social-
-ist democracy if it is to have any mean-
ing at all.

It is not a question whether the socio-
logical generalizations about the relotion-
ship af.industrielization and. social prog-
ress are true.. For the most.part they are,
but gne. does mot automatically fellow
from. Fhe ather.

At issue is the dynamic of the unrest
and . “reforms.” Those, like Deutscher,
who‘gre for “reform from above” see the
dynamic in the bureaucracy: Khrush-
chev. understands the contradiction im

talinism and he is trying to dismantle

e Staglinist system itself. But the ac-
tions of the Stalinist bureaucracy in re-

ality, are the. reactions to the pressures
from below, from the B, ssw gnd satel-
lite peoples and. even tanks of
the lower sections of the bureaucracy
Khrushehev is reacting to the rising dis-
content — Xast Berlin, Vorkuta, Tiflis,
Pozuan. Hungary and the student _wArest

in Russia itself—in an attempt to head

it off by a series of “reforms,” while at
the same time preserving the Stalmxst
totalitarian system.

The question is not whether the Stalin-
ist bureaucracy can curb some of the ex-
cesses of Stalin’s despotie rule, for there
is no theoretical or practical reason why
it cannot, and to a certain extent it has
done so. It is not even a question of
whether a ruling class, even a totali-
tarian one, can give up some of its privi-

leges in order to preserve the bases of its

own rule. Nov is it terely a question of
whether certain “reforms” can be intro-
duced. The Titoist bureaucracy in Yugo-
slavia has gone a long way toward dem-
onstrating that many “reforms’” can be
introduced. ‘

At issue is whether the Stalinist ruling
buracucracy, whether or not It is desig-
nated a ruling class, can dismagtie its own
rule and intreduce democracy in the real
sense of free speech, free press, the right
to form pelitical organizations of the peo-
ple’s own chosing such as palitical parhes
ond free trade unions.

If genuine democracy is not achieved,
or at least a significant.and real start
made toward achieving it, then there can
be no question but that the essentials of
the old system -remain. Here again the
Tito example is instructive since almost
everyone agrees that there are indeed
differerices between the Yugoslav and
Russian regimes.

In Yugoslavia there were no bloody
and extensive purge trials such as the
Moscow trials of the 1930s,” no bloody
forced collectivization of agriculture, no
increasingly draconic labor laws, no
slave-labor camps on the scale of the
Russian camps. And yet the social system
of the two countries is the same—bureau-
cratic collectivism—and the political re-
gimes are totalitarian.

A few years ago in radical and ‘social-
ist cnclns it was fashionable to’point to
the “liberalization” and “reforrhs” of the
Tite, :regime as Tito took”steps or made
gestuYes toward removing or modifying
many of the most objectionable features
of the regime in the course of the life-
and-death struggle with Russia. It was
an attempt to win mass support as
against Moscow’s pressure and to stabi-
lize "the bureaucracy’s rule. But on the
decisive and all-impertant criterion of
political democracy—the right to politi-
cal. dissent-—no concessions were made.

No oppositional political parties could
be formed and no oppositional voice was
permitted in the party and the bureauc-
racy continues to rule supreme. If there
was any question of this, then the arrest
and imprisonment of Milovan Djilas for
merely writing an article (which did not
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even appear in Yugoslavia but only in a
foreign magazine) should have settled it.

This thew is the limit of “reforms™ or
“liberalization” under a Stalinist regime:
nething wijll be permitted which challenges
the political, .and therefore social, rule of
the totalitarian bureaucracy.

By Stalinism is meant a social system,
and not merely particular characteristics
and “aberrations” embodied by Stalin as
an individual. Khrushchev, in his now fa-
mous speech, pointed to all the particular
excesses: of - Stalin’s. personal. dictatorial
rule, even -over the bureaugracy..itself,
which.the bureancracy as a -whole found

_to be a.deterrent to its rule and- to. the

personal security of - the. bureauerats
themselves. Titoism is the living exam-
ple that many of the excessés can be
eliminated - without changing the nature
of the social system. '

The specific characteristic of this bu-
reaucracy as differentiated from the fas-
cist bureaucracy is that its rule is based
on state (nationalized) property. In a
society where the means of production
are. nationalized, that group which has
political power (which “owns” the state)
hasssocial power, and this determines the
social relations. Under Stalinism, . this
group is the bureaucracy and not the
working class. Its social power, the
means whereby it continues to occupy its
position of privilege and power, rests up-
on its monopoly of political power. Any-
thing which shifta political power from
the hands of the bureaucracy to the peo-
ple, i.€., introduces democracy, under-
mines the social power and existence of
the bureaucracy as the ruling group.

‘ Democracy is a life-and-death issue for -

the Stalinist bureaucracy. The iron law of
this bureaucracy is that its rule depends
on the ubsence of democracy. Therefore
any real democratic reform does not mean
merely a political change but invejves so-
cio-economic changes; so that the estab-
tlishment of political demogracy in Russia,

far from being merely o desirable but dis- .

pensable embellishment to "socialism,” ac-
tually meons a basic shift in social power
from the hureaucracy to the working class
—that is, o social revolution.

If those who speak freely about “demo-
cratization” and “reforms” in Russia do
not understand this fundamental fact, ‘it
is not lost on the Stalinist bureaucracy.
Within several weeks after the 20th Con-
gress, the Russian press began to de-
nounce the “rotten elements” whe were
going outside of the bounds of construc-
tive criticism. An editorial in Pravde on

“July 6 attempted to put the lid down on

the discussion which followed the down-
grading of Stalin: “As for our coantry,
the Communist Party has been and will
be, the only master of the minds, \and
thoughts, the spokesman, leader and or-
ganizer of the people in their entire
struggle for communism.”

Another voice which spoke out in sup-
port of the Deutscherite theory of “re-
form from above” was the Monthly Re-
view. Rut the Sweezyites, who are firm
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ideologieal Stalinists and never pretend-
ed to believe in the basic need for democ-
racy under socialisp, caution their read-
ers not to go overboard:

“...at this stage of the game we would
be wrong to expect more from de-Stalini-
zation than the abolition or rectification
of methods which were most obviously in
conflict with the present needs and atti-
tudes of the Soviet people. We may. éx-
pect an end of arbitrary pelice rule, hut
certainly not an end of the secret pol&cg.
We may expect an end to the fragwswp,
but not an end to the conception offio-
litical crime. We may expeéct an end to
the deliberate falsification of history, but
not an end fo the party-line interpreta-
tign of history. The Stalin oult is dead,
_ Bi¥t not the Benin cult. Above all, there

is no ground for expectimy an abandon-
ment of the one-party state or any abdi-
cation bf its monopoly of leadership by
the Communist Party. , . . All this may
sound disappointing to people who have
been reading the news out of Moscow as
indicating the beginning of a sweeping
democratization.. But the truth is that
there have never been any solid grounds
for such extravagant expectations. The
Soviet dictatorship is cleaning house, not
abolishing. itself.” (Italics added.)
. If there is no solid ground for believ-
ing that even the beginning of a sweep-
ing democratization is taking plate, then
what happens to the entire Deutscher
theory with which Monthly Review ex-
presses such complete agreement? For
their part they see democratization oe-
curring as a “slow process” during which
time the “Soviet public will rise far
above the highest capitalist level in both
knowledge and culture, and when that
time comes genuine socialist democraey
will become not only possible but inevit-
able.” -

What is seen here is the combination
of a reformist ideology with pro-Stalin-
ism. Isaac Deutscher expresses this re-
formist. conception . of social . change:
“Only when the gap in the political con-
_seiousness- of the Soviet masses and .of
~the Soviet. intelligentsia has. been .elimi-
-nated. can de-Stalini%iom be brought.te
‘that ultimate. conclusion to.which Stalin’s
epigones can hardly carry it.”

The factor holding back the expression
-of démocracy is not the murderous.hand
of the Stalinist bureaueracy but the lack
of. knowledge, culture and political con-
-scipusness on the part of the people. The
‘bureaucracy is merely the caretaker.of
the “socialist” social system until. the
people are mature enough (in the bu-
reaucracy’s and its apologists’ opinion)
‘to assume control of their own destiny.

- The question whether it is possible f»

have “reform’ from above handed -dowms

by the bureaucracy, or whether it is nee-
essary to have “'revolution” from below,
is not one that need be considered merely
in the abstract, This. question has a long
history in the ¥éelalist movement for, in
general, It divided those who kelleved thet
soclalism could be handed down te the
working class by a series of legislative



reforms without the active participation
of the working class—that is, without @
working-class political party winning pow-
er—from ‘those who believed that social-
Ism could be achieved only through
thoroughgoing  transformation carried
through by the working class ifself.after @
hasic change in class power.

The difference is not between those
who want to go fast as against those whe
want to go slow. In the last analysis it
became a difference in the goal, although
it was not secen at the time.

The dispute was not decided in advance
and in the abstract. The vertification
came in the course of action. During the
First World War the test was the sup-
port of one’s own ruling class in.the
slaughter.
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The test of reform or revolution in re-
spect to Stalinism also can only be de-
cided in practice. And here the test is the
Hungarian Revolution. Pro-Stalinists
have therefore proceeded to slander the
fight of the Hungarian people for free-
dom, and decried it as going “too far.”

) The Hungarian people ere demand-
ing the complete democratization of  the
Stalinist regime, something which the
Deutscherite “reformers” are also for
presumably. But in practice the .“reforni
from above” advocates are not for the
same goal — the thorough demo ratiza-
tion of the regime. For' events showed

that this goal demanded revolutionary
means.

MAX MARTIN
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INVINCIBILITY

The Hungarian Revolution, temporarily de-
feated by Russian military force, has nonethe-
less already accomplished outstanding wonders
and recorded magnificent victories, and that by
virtue of its oceurrence alone.

1t has dealt shattering blows to Stalinist bar-
barism as a world system, erecting a mighty barrier to
Russian and international Stalinist aspirations to glo-
bal domination.

It has produced important ideological repercussions,
indeed a veritable revolution in the realm of - ideas,
which has begun to reflect itself materially among all
social classes and forces, and which in the future will
do #o on an even vaster scale. o
. Fwst and foremost, the struggle of the Hungarian
people for democracy and socialism has virtually de-
atroyed the myth of Russian and totalitarian invinci-
bility.

' The significance of this result can best ba.comprahend-
ad by confrasting the eppearence of Stalinism today with
the picture it presented some ten years ggp. -

Russia was completing its construction of a new em-
pire in Eastern Europe then, doing so at a time when
the-old. empires were going under. A Russian grab for
al[’of Europe seemed possible and, in the eyes of some,
) H -~ Mass. Communist Parties grew in Western Eu-
rope; the hold of Stalinist ideology on millions of work-

seemed secure. Likewise, the complete triumph of
gal}nism over the Asian masses appeared’a distinct

possibility. :

_ Capitalism on a world scale showed itself to be on
the decline and the working-class struggle for soctalist
demagragy  seemed impotent, while Stalinism grew in
power and influence. : T

-In these .circumstgnees, glogm .ahout the future of
dgmoeracy amd socialism was widespread. . SgaRnism
appeared to be stable and permanent. Many people came
©w getﬁegé that buBary, beld, ‘4984" in stoug SR du-
manity. Ty S

+But B workers of Csepel, the students of Audapest
University, the intellectuals of the Petofi Circle, the while
opproesed Hungarian nation, has risen to put an end fe

. The poisonous myth of Stalinist invincibility has duv-
ing‘the past period wreaked havoc in the socialist and
labor movements, causing many to desert the struggle
for sacialism. The mass socialist and labor parties of
Weatema'Europe have lined themselves ‘?Q behind capi-
talist imperialism, in good part, on the® basis of the
rafigtle that only NATO and the H-bomb could pre-
ventgithe- triumph of the Stalinist danger to humanity.
In: ? country, the unions support Washington’s bi-
pa#tidan reactionary foreign policy and do not ceunter-
PORE:&b:it the alternative of a genuinely democratic
andupiogressive international program.

* But now,.since Hudgary, an independent working-
clowig Hnw: bevomes possible.

Behind the pessimist myth. lay this thought: The peo-
pie-Weing under Stalinism: ean do'noething to liberate
thomyeslvos; totalitarianism is internally indestructible.
Under ity brutal sway no opposition can manifest itself
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and nmo organization for its overthorw can take place.
Abdove all, the waorking-class fight for socialist emanci-
pation 48 precluded. Moreover, the Stalinist monolith
has a dynamism whose onslaught cannot be resisteq by
the peoples not yet its captives. Only the military might
of the West can prevent the enslavement of the world,
and it alone retains the possibility of promising even-
tual Mberation for the peoples already under the heel of
Stalintsm. -

One intellectual expression of these moods was to be
found in Hannah Arendt’s theories of totalitarianism.
Im Aréndt’s view, the rise of totalitarianism puts an
ond to the divisions of society into antagonistic social
clfisges with their clashing social interesta. The motor
forces’ for social change and development present in
non-totalitarian society disappear, as the class struc-
ture of society is replaced by an atomized, structureless,
declassed, irrationally manipulated mass of people. This
mags, the theory runs, is composed of innumerable fraz-
ments incapable of social cohesion and therefore com-
pletely unable to revolt. )

- For Arendt, modern totalitarianism has outmoded
the .clatsical Marxist analysis of social and p_ol_iticgl
stgnetar:. One’s economic position or one’s relationship
{e others in the process of production loses most-or all
relevance to-one’s role in society. Thus there can-bg.no

ommélr inderest based on class position, nor anywveon-
soiousness of that common interest, leading to solidarity
and cohesion, nor can there be ratiomal political goalz
as t - oup ackiogn. Society is composed of a
ruli:; ‘m’ a;‘é.earn amogphous anais. of. indiv:iduals; the

has is either in a-state .of - mystigue-dominated .eon-
%Mbﬂ
After Hungary, 1t 18 hard to remember that Arendt’s

The Originsg of Totalitarianism was much admired some

five years ago; that her fheories were regarded as the

latest word in sociologigal sagacity, much superior<to
the outdated class analysis of Marxism still retained-by

a few “socialist dreamers.” N :

For the Hungarian Revolution, like the October Days
in Poland, conformed not to the disceveries of Arpndt
but precisely to the Maerxian and socialist anelysis of

Stalinism.

On October 21 and 22 student groups met in Buda-

pest and adopted a political program expressing their
demands on the regime: not mobs of isolated individu-
als, but cohesive assemblages of persons belonging to a
social group, and conscious of their common needs.

They called for an end to restrictions on their intel-
lectual and atademic life, and simultaneously -developed
a program in the interests of the entire nation, in keep-
ing with their status as students and intellectuals:
withdrawal of Russian troops, for free elections, for
thé right to’strike, for revision of the workers’ produc-
tion norms, for revision of compulsory collective farm
collectiohs, etr. .

They orgzanized demonstrations for the next day,
sending delezations to the factories to achieve unity
with the werkers. The workers of Csepel went on the
offeragive; they proceeded to the army barracks, came to
an agreement with the soldiers, and obtained arms from
them. -

Everywhere there was disciplined cohesive action;
organization sprang up; programs were formulated iu
terms of vlags interest and expressed the rational po-
litical goals of the different classes and groups and of
the nation as a whole. .

The very institutions created by the totalitarian so-
ciety and regime, which, according to the dim view of
those who regard Stalinism as the “wave of the future,”
will more or less eternally manipulate the ‘irrational
mass,”” became the arenas in which the revelution was
organized end prepared fer—including the ruling Com-
munist Party Hself. It was proved.that behind the toleli-
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tarian fagade, beneath the monolithic veneer, social ¢on-
flict and glass struggle go on, expressing themselves ‘in
whatever structures and organizations exist. .

- Morsoyer, once the revolution was successful—agwit
was during the tragieally few days from Oetaber. 28 to
November ¢4 in Hungary—social and political life flow-
ered again. Class, social growp, party, factiom: all of
the old divisions and organizations in society, whose
elimination totalitarianism was.g ».to haye ac-
complished long ago, régppeared, vigoroge and Mburidh-
ing. The pld Social-Democratic Party wasareorgdnized;
likewise the peasant parties, and many others. Mass
meetings were held, newspapers founded, debate and
discussion took place. . T

Social and political life reassured itself, proving that
it had existed all the time; obscured by the totalitarian
structure of the state and society perhaps, but existing
nevertheless; for the totalitarian Stalinist society is a
class society—different from other class societies, of
course, from capitalism for example—but sharing with
other class.societies that which is common to all ex-
ploitive, class-based systems of social production and
organization.

One thing which is common is the crucial fact that

- the conditions of existence for the masses in an ex-

ploitive, disharmonious, class-ridden society cause the
oppressed to struggle against those very conditions of
existenge, and create the means whereby such struggle
can_occur. And .in our day the inevitable tendency of
such gtruggle is toward the creation of that harmoni-
ous society in which all clasges, class distinctions, class
division and the exploitation of man by man will dis-
appear: socialism.

But it the Hungarian Revolution has struck shatter-
ing blows at the myth of totalitarian invineibility and
confirmed the Marxist analysis of Stalinism as a class
society in general, it has also demonstrated once again
the socialist view of the key role of the working class
in the sfruggle against all oppression and as the bearer
of the socialist emancipation of society. The Hungarian
workers have made clear that they, and they alone, can
lead all of the oppressed in the fight to establish soeial-
ist democracy, and that it"is in reality possible for them
to do so.

The socialist assessment of the role of the workers.

it must be borne in mind, bases itself not on some “re-
ligious worship” of workers, nor on the idea that work-
ing people as individuals contain some inherent superior
virtues lacked by others, as both ignorant and malicious
critics of Marxism “explain,” but on the objective facts
of working-class life: .
. In modera soclety, whether capitalist or buresucradic-
collechivist, they are. the chief victims. of class. oppres-
sion. . The circumstances: in whick they -live force them-to
combat this oppression. They constitute a basic urban
class in societies where cjties are the centers of social
and pelitical life and power; the very process of .capi-
talist or bureaucratic-collectivist production ofganizes
them in the factories, producing social cohesien and soii-
derity among them. As a result of the madera production
process huge masses of workers can be mobitized quickly;
their role in production enables them to peralyze society
at will, and also to take command of soci ¢ will.:ln
the advanged: indactvingized ‘nettons: wikch: . the
world-they represent the clear and overw viglor-
ity of the populatisa; and finally, the realizetion of #helr
aspirefions does not require the establishment of a new
ruling slass and a mew tyranny, but on the contrary, is
directed toward the abolition of all class oppression and
ail tyraany.

The students of Budapest who began the Hungarian
Revolution knew this, as their action in reaching out
for contact and unity with the working: people, - the
young workers in particular, conclusively showed. As
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a resilt of thHe Systémiatic selection imposed by the. re-
gimedtself, the students were overwhelmingly working-
class .in parentage, themselves. They reslized — with
what exact; degree of theoretical clarity it is not of
course possible to know-—that while they might formu-
late the.revolution’s program and might even initiate
the actual uprising, the working men and women would
have to provide the bulk of the combat forces, and act
as the main organizer and leader of the struggle.

Their expectations were not dxsappomted the re-
sponse of :the workers proved them and-thre theories of
scientific socialism right.

- In Poland the workers, armed and .in possession of
the factembes, won Gomulka his vietory, administered a
defeat .to the Natolin pro-Russian faction of the Com-
munist Party, and convinced the Russians.not to inter-
vene. In ary, the working masses, érganized in
their anizations, the newly formed. Workers
CoulmlS. agounted for the bulk of the actual military
Straggle: in “the . streets, in the October 2428 period
which was- ended by the withdrawal of Ruseian troops
from Budapest and the capitulation of Nagy to the
revolution, and also during the week #lowing the
November 4 reintervention of the Russian army,

ers.in Budapest declared a general strike, a‘d were fol-
lowed in this by the workers in all other industrial
centers of the country. Their strike actién pnra}yaaa alt
social life in the country, proved that the Kadar regime
cold not lagt for a single moment without the preésence
of Russian tanks, and, before, the second Russian-at-
. tack, made the revolutxon master of Hungary. And even
after the Russians had reimposed their military rule in
the middle of November, the workers continuegd'the gen-
eral strike for weeks and weeks, in g tremendous dis-
piay of heroism, solidarity and determimgtion to fight
l@lf:t the anti-working-class dictatorship which Stal-
infdm is. .
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#; in all_révolutions In' medetn ¥imes, the wgriors ahe-
afiéd councils as tielr organs of ciraggle during ¥he revo-
fabion. In "Red" Cser)ﬂ. nedr Buthepast; in Misholc, -heart
of the mining region of ’orsod' in Debreczen, Szeged,
Gyor, Magyarovar; in every indusiria) center of Hungary,
Workers Councils were organized. These bodies, under ’he
democratic coniol of the wérkers: & ‘rooted In
the -sites of working-class life—the points o’ prod«eﬂbﬁ
—tt became the leader's of milltary struggle and of
social iWe in ecoparation with the vHher orgdulm revo-
ntionary’ forcas.

They .organized the demonstrations agamst the. re-
gime and fought against the Russian troops in the early
part of the revolution and led the resistance.to the

. reunppsn;lon of Russian military rule later on. They, to

gether with the representatives. of the st.udents, sol-
dier and new political parties, maintained ‘order in the
cxtWS, and carried out all necessary soeial functions.

They. arranged for contact with the peasantry.and
the feeding of the city populations, They. organized and
cnnducted preduction. in.the faetories on the days and
ini the places where the decision was to work, and pre-
vented-it, where and when the decision was to strike. In

_so_doing, they demonstrated.the socialist view:that the
workers,,u and they alone, are the class essential for the
produotlon of the necessities of life, and :that the “serv-
ices” of ‘ruling classes can be dispensed with.

Both in deed and in word—the latter in the form of
the_countless manifestos, proclamations and programs
adopted and published or broadcast by the various
Workers Councils, Revolutionary Committees, etc.—
they explicitly announced their intention of seeifig to
it that these class organs of the working people niot only
organized the revolution against Stalinism but remain-
ed on afterwards, both as instruments of workers’ con-
trol in the factories and as organs of working-class
leadership in the democratic rulé by the people which
would result from the revolution.

The Humanan Revolution proved that sociahst free-
dom, not 1984, is the wave of the future.

HAL DRAPER
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IN EAST EUROPE

In Hungary the fight was clearly, in the eyes
of the. werld; a . strugile -between the united
Hungarian people in revolution versus the Stal-
inist totalitarian power resting on Russian
tanks. But in Poland the nature of the contend-
ing forces and the question of who is on which.
gide have been far more obscured in the com-
mon view.

In and right after October 1956 the popular accept-
ance was that the Polsh revolution was headed by
Wiladisiaw Gomulka, whose democratie bona-fides were
naturally guaranteed by the fact that he had suffered
in. jail from Stalin's hangmen for his “Titoist” devia-
tions.  Unlike the rash Hungarians, however, the pru-
dent Poles led by the wise-Gomulka knew how to get
around the threat of Russiaw tanks-and butchery. Go-
mulka «did .net try to fight: the Russiens head-on, thus
giving them an excuse to unleash.their massacre; no,
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he was too smart. Restraining the toe adventurist eles™
mwents among the pqople, he extraeted eoncegsions from
the, Ruasigns but. did nas-push them toa hard; freedom
was going to be gained gradually, piece by piece, with
the Russians having to yield step by step because at no
point was the wily Gomulka going to give them a han-
dle for armed intervention. The Poles were going to get
by skillful tactics what the Hungarians had failed to get
by farce. This was the “Gomulka way” to win libera-
tion while avoiding a blood-bath.

By the spring of 1957, if not befere, it is already clear
thatsomething has gone wrong with this clever “Go-
mulka way.” o e

The Gomulka regime is no? advamcing freedom, not.
even: millimeter by milimeder;-bu¥ rather reprassing the
revolutionary demscrdiic elements mene and mere boldly
ond openly” 2 e R s )

Press liBerties are being removed rapidly, and the
jntellectual life of the country is moving in the dixec-
tion of restotalitarianization. The turbulent youth and
students, who played such an important part in”the
October upheaval, are being put back in- the straight-
jacket. of a state-controlled youth organization.

The revolutionary democratic left is being denounced
as “revisionist” and dangerous, if not outright restora-
tiomiat and reactionary. -Stalinist leaders are being
brought forward instead of scrapped (like Deputy Pre-
mier Zenon Nowak) or reimposed (like the former
trade-union bureaucrat Klosiewicz, who once more gets
a statejob). Left-wing editors of the party and popular
press have been arbitrarily fired, like Matwin of Try-
buna Ludu or Korotynski of Zycie Warszawy. The
Workers Council system, which was a prime hope of the
proletarian socialist supporters of the revolution in the
factories, is prevented from expanding and from becom-
ing & new organizer of the workers’ social power at the
point of production. Gomulka is making his peace not
only with the Polish Stalinists but also with the Rus-
sian rulers, most dramatically indicated by his approval
of the hated Kadar regime in Hm}g‘ary.

The revelutionary democrotic lef§ wing.is beginning to
talk gbout “cold Kadarizetion.” It hegins fo lesk as if the .
"Gopulka way" is the way fo put down a revelwtion.
withewt Russion tanks, rather than a clever weay te. meke
@ revolution without sacrifice. :

But this too, while true, does not adeguately sum-
marize the nature of the Gomulka experience.

A basic problem of the revolution in East Europe is
ihe interrelation between the two revolutions that com-
pose it: the national revolution against Russian domi-
nation; and the social revolution against the Stalinist
bureaucracy, including the native Stalinist bureau-
eracy.

The Hungarian Revolution was both; this fact- gave

it an'undivided dynamism.
. The fact that one could be separated from the other
had first been shown in practice by the Tito-Moscow
break in 1948. “Titoism” was and is nationai-Stalinism.:
the aspiration for national independenee from Russian
rule on tHe part of, and under the controt of, native
rulere on the-basis of the ‘same social system (bureau-
cratie collectivism) and the same political regime (to-
talitarianism) as exists in Russia itself. The sateMite
fuehrers of Egst Europe are branch agents of the
Kremlin; Tito went into business for himself. -~

But for the masses;, national freedom from Rudgian
rule was ardently desired not only because the geople
detestéd Russian bosseg alone; K g%ntedj\to“eét rid
of all tyrants; it was clear £ - Rusgian “tyrants
had to be throwd off first; this in Tself was worth™
eheering. This raises the question of.disposing .of native:

STALINISM AND BUREAUCRATIC COLLECTIVISM

despots too, but does not take care of it. It is enough
that it raises it. ;

That is why the national revolution tends to awaken
the social revolution even if they are not intertwined to
begin with. :

In Yugoslavia, the -break with Moscow had come
solely from abbve, as a result of the latter’s overly crude
pressure on the Tito regime; the Yugoslav people
learned of the break -with as mueh surprise as the
rest of the “World. They cheered, but as onlookers, not
as participants or actors. Under these circumstances,
the national element was kept most distinct from the
social. Even so, the break with Moscow forced the Tito
regime to begin a series of real social concessions at
heme (especially to the peasant mass, in the form of
decoliectivization and lowered economic pressure) and
of demagogic pretenses at “democratization” which
never went outside the framework of totalitarian pol-
ticsd. -

The Peolish' Revolution: was fundamentally different. It
did net .flow from .a break with Moscow on the regime -
level, but: from a mass struggle from helow against the
regime;- which in-turw forced @ -pertial: brewk with- Mes- -
‘cow. In His way the-Pelish Revolwidin-was a continuation-
ofbhe process which-had started fn:the greut June days:
in East Germeny and-Crichosiovakit: ond not 6 continva-
tion-of the Tite potbern. ,

_The Pdlish Revolution broke out as a social* revotu-
tion. A soeial revolution in any of the East Europein
satellites must also, and automatically, be a national
revolution against the Russian power whieh props«up
the satellite regimes; but while a social revelution here
must be a national revolution, the contrary is not true.

This is the baekground for a short formulation of
what happened in Poland: A decisive section of the
Stalinist bureaucracy went over to national-Stalinism
in-order to head off the social revolution, under the im-
pact of the mass uprising from below.

The face of the spcial revolution was first thrust for-
ward in the'great uprising in Poznan of June 1956. It
was all the more portehtous in that it-started in the
factories, spearheaded. by the steel workers, after which
it was joined in by the whole population.

" It was by no means an attempt at revolution; on the
contrary, it began as a demonstration for higher wages.
Still’ v;'it'boui; _becoming an .attempt at rewolution, it
naturally_dey -into a violent struggle, ggainst -the
state ptﬁi‘e}%‘g ien ilq.g'g‘ans, particularly & secret po-
lice and party. :

For it is of the very nature of Stalinism (bureau-
cratic collectivism) that any uninhibited mass,move-
ment from below has no other enemy to oppose tham the
ompipotent state itself. That is why under this-system
thepe is rhuch less distance between quiescence or ap-
parent quiescence on the one hand, and turbulent revo-
lutionary struggle on the other, or why events tend to
lead from one to another so rapidly and surely. It is an
overhéad cost, and fatal defect, of totalitarianism that
as soon as the people feel the least measure of release
from the. litarian strgitjacket there are few further
steps they can take without ripping the whole strait-
jacket to shreds, or trying to. r
__ The Poznan uprising was a warning to the Stalinist
bureaucracy led by Edward Ochab. (One difféerence be-
tween the Polish and Huntarian developments is that
the Polish rulers got this advaftce warnings; the Hun-
garian Stalinists did not. Ochab in Poland was able to
adjust, where Gero in Hungary was not. Hence it is a
paradoxical fact that the greater depth and strength
of the Polish movement—and it was more deep-going
than the corresponding one in Hungary—was the very
reason why the Polish pattern was marked: by less vio-



lence, bloody struggle and dramatic crises than the
_Hungayfan.) '

After Poznan, it was clear fo the bureaucracy thet
revejution wes brewing. The Poxnar uprising weas only
the'sharpest symptom. Among the studenie and intellectu-
als, reflected: In ever more open utterances in the press,
especiaily the cultwral organs, voices of criticism, dis-
sent, dissatisfaction and heterodoxy were ddring to be
hourd; just as in Hungary the Pefofi Circle was hecoming
aforam fer free opinion.

" What to do? -

One could take the bull by the horns and crack down
on these burgeoning tendencies, teach the mest daring
oneg a lesson, shut their mouths with terror and bleod.
This might work to begin with, or it might not; even. if
it worked, it might only eventually stir a more deter-
mined and violent assault by the people; even if it
didn't, it was the more expensive way of doing it; even
aside from this, it mean{ dropping all pretense at. ruling
with some support from bhelow, it meant unleashing a
terror such as the bureaucracy itself wounld have to live
in fear of.

A storm was brewing, but woaldn’t it he better to try
to ride it out than to stamp it out? Or, to change the
metaphor, when the people start marching, you get in
front of them and lead them around, ever so carefully,
to a point where they came from. If you don’t, someone
else will lead them to a more damgerous place.

The Polish bureaucracy spiit into two sections. One fac-
tion, which cqme to be called affer its meeting plage
Natolia, hetd out for bulling it through, with the help of
the Russion fist where necessory: undisguised Stalinism;
the, fermula as before. The decisive section of the bureaw-
cracy headed by Ochab kept their eyes fixed on Pornan
:.d decided to ride olong with the upheaval, to channel-

It, *

. ‘When the revolutionary street demonstrations and
fighting broke out in October and the temperature of
revolution began to rise, the Ochab leadership of the
‘party had already started taking steps toward calling
irl)l Wiladislaw Gomulka, to handle what was too hot for
them..-

Wladiglaw Gomulka had been condemned as a “Titg-
ist”. after the 1948 break; before that he had been a
leagder in the post-war Stalinist totalitarianization of
Poland, but now he was in disgrace and in jail, sus-
pected of foo much independence vis-a-vis Moseow. He
was & “good Communist,” that is, eut out of the same
ideélogieal cloth as Ochab or any of the other Stalin-
isfs; but he had eredit with the masses a8 result of his
ayrest and record. (That was true of Kadar in Hun-
gary too, by the way; Kadar exhausted his credit in a
dillerent way.)

T AD s
. of@lling in Gomulka, however, meant going farther
R just. trotting out a leader who had not yet been
discredited. It meant making a real coneession. to the
" myiiss ferment: the curbing of complete Russian domi-
tien, in order to take some of the nationalist steam
ot of the looming social-revolutionary movement.,
. As we know from the experience of Titoism, such a
atep is not at all to be understood merely as a reluctant.
ioncession on the part of the Polish leaders. They are
gncerely for obtaining a maximum measure of nation-
: ,'putonomy from the Russians, to whatever extent this
Ay be possible without endangering them: this is the
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“Hitoist” component which s an inherent elemesnt
amoéng the motivations of every satellite regime, even
thé most subservient. The revolution developing, how-
8Y, made this course not simply a desirable aspiration
{8 #iream but a possibility and even s nyessing necessity.
@ wos a pressing necessity in erngyr fo head off the
spoial ontburst. It was a possibility Because, by pointing
1o 4he threatening storm, they ceuld ope fo convince the
Raksians o agree Yo a reluctant acceptance of some
'- i-Russiai’ steps as o lesser evil, that is, to some con-
cgisions on ithe natlonal field. This is what happened.in
efgber on the occasion of the fomous "Eightl Plenwm™
hel G omulka’s Installation was accepted oil around. .

Thgady balancing between the rMWQ Mbw
and the Russian power which-overshadowbd! $, the

_ new _regime vained nationalist concessions (de-Russifi-

cation of the army, ouster of the symbol Rokossovsky,
ete.), though the Russian troops still remajned:in the
country. With the popular ¢redit this obtained; the re-
gime swung into its drive to tranquillize the uncon-
trolled_revelutiopary férment, and then, by degrees, to

. re-totaYitarianize,

Their positive program was a national-Stalinism:
that 48, a bureaucratic collectivist regime run by, and
opsrated for the benefit of, Polish totalitarians, not
Russian ones, but in amicable alliance with the Russians
and fict without profit to them. They sought to' econvinee
the Russians by pointing to the threat of revolution;
they seaght to convince the revolution by pointing to
the" Buseians. '

" In"grder to stabilize this balancing act, the Gomulka

vegtme (perhaps better called the Gomulka-Ochab re-
gimm) made.its major new concessions not to the worl_(-
ers But to the peasantry (de-colectivization and drastie
cut, im  compulsory deliveries) and to the Catholie
Church (Feinstitution 6f - religious training in the
schaols; ete). Thus the regime leaned across the work-
ers and dissident intellectuals to find footing in the
alien socia) forces represented by these two holdavers
frotithe old society, without however fearing any seri-
ous pressure toward the restoration of the old capitalist
society.

it Is deubiful how long the regime can - thus balance

ameng the ontending social forces, and how long it cen
aveld drowing closer and closer fo the unreconmstructed
StaNaists in o common front against the revolution whick
is #he basiz threat to both. In any case, what is essential
is that ot stake in Poland is not good or bad reforms be-
stowed by « good or bad feader, but rather the fdte of
a revolution, o mass upheavol which begas by shattering
the Polish totalitarienism, and which Is still very much
alive, ¢though in retreat, as this is written.
. Ine this, “our side” is the side of the revolutionary
democratic left wing in Poland, including the workers
and :Compranist militants. and students who are de-
nouncedby the regime as “revisionist” because of their
democrdtic socialist aims. We do not and cannot give
them advice on tactics or “prudence,” but their course,
however ™‘prudently” pursued, is the deadly enemy of
the Gamulka regime.

They will be in the ferefront to defend Poland under
anyone’s vegime, including Gomulka’s, against Russian
assault if it comes to that, but in Poland they cannot
escape & fateful clash with the regime in their struggle
to extend October to a social revolution—the democratic
socialist revolution. :
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|T BE WAR OR PEACE?
THE THIRD-CAMP VIEW

1951

What does the war in Korea teach us about the na-
tare of the struggle for the world which is going-on, and
about the results which are to be expected from the peli-
cies of the American ruling class?

Here was a country which has not known political

independence since ancient times. The United States de-
feated its latest oppressor (Japan) in war, and then di-
vided the country with Russia as part of a world-wide
political deal. ;

True, the United States wanted nothing in Korea...
except strategic position and prestige in the cold war
which broke out soon after the Nazis and Japanese im-
perialists had been defeated. It also wanted “stability,”
which meant actually keeping a reactionary, brutal,
capitalist-landlord clique in power, headed by President
Rhee,

In the North the Stalinists established their puppet
regime also. Behind the political “leaders” imported from
their training schools in Peiping and Moscow stood the
power of Stalinist China and the master in the Kremlin.

Ground bétween these two political and military forces,

the Korean people didn't have a chance. Political democ-
racy, national independence, a right to decide their own
soclal and economic institutions—all these were denied to
them. ;
'~ At one point in the jockeying of the cold war, the
American military and political leaders had proclaimed
Hrat-Horew-w=s outside the American sphere in Asis,
Bthlin décided on a gamble, and the Neorth Korein azmy
invaded across the 38th parallel. g 5

"'Despite the fact that South Korea contained 20 mil-
lion people to North Korea’s 8 million, the invasion was
stapped not by Rhee’s armies but only by the sheer
weight of American firepower. The South Korean army
was_ poorly”efuipped, it is true, but it disintegrated al-
mo#t without a fight. Guerrilla forces appeared in its rear
. . . and such forces cannot exist without support in the
countryside. Whole detachments went over to the Stalin-
ists. The nation did not leap to defend itself and its
government against the Stalinist attack. It was apathetic
... or eveh hostile to Rhee.

‘Since: then, the war has raged back and forth over
the lands, homes and bodies of the Korean people. The
Chinese Stalinists came in at the moment when vietory
seemed assured to the United States forces. Today, no
such victory is possible in a military sense, and in any

event, who wins can matter little to the surviving Kore- .

ans. Their land is shattered. Decades of backbrealing
work, a life always on the border of starvation . .. that
is the future of the Korean people; whoevgr wins.

Yet the American soldiers fight on and die . , . for

what? For democracy and freedom for the Koreans? That .
is a ghastly joke. To stem Stalinism in Asia? A decade of

struggling up and down the peninsula would not do it. To

prave to other Asiatic and European peoples that if they
will stand up to Stalinsm the United States will back them
up? One look at Seoul, at a hundred Korean towns and
viliagep bombed and napaimed out of existence, and ‘the
peoples of Asia might even deside that quiet submission
to Stalinism would be the lesser evil—TQ THIS.

No one in the American government can make a prac-
ticable proposal to end the war. No one has! Stalin has
a good thing, and he is not likely to let go even if the
Chinege Stalinists should want to. At least not till he
achieves his political objectives: admission of Stalinist
China to the United Nations, a say in the Japanese peace
dreaty, etc. Yet whether or not the United. States pro-
poses to yield these concessions, to continue the war in
Korea can only continue the killing and the destruction,
it can produce nothing positive whatever.

An even better example of the nature of this struggle
exists in Indo-China and Malaya. It is a better example
because here the peoples of these countries have not been
-overwhelmed by foreign armies on both sides: they are
doing their own fighting.

In Indo-China the French are fighting to retain their
imperialist power in this rich country. The United States
supports France with arms as part of the world struggle
to “contain” Stalinism. Independent Socialists not only
want Stalinism ‘“contained,” they want it destroyed. But
what can possibly be accomplished by supporting the
French in Indo-China?

The Vietminh forces get aid and support from Stal-
;inist China. That is true. Yet they are a political move-
ment which appeals to the desire of the people to be rid
of foreign rule.

As long as the French insist on ruling, no genuine popu-
larmovement can be buijlt in Indo-China to resist Stalinism.
Every-democrat who allies himself with the Freach becomes
a supporter of foreign imperialism over his own people—
and thus automatically ceases to be a democrat and a
patriot. No popular, democratic, anti-Stalinist movement
can. be built there unless it is also against the French and
their puppet Bao Dai. But any such .movement will be

crushed by American guns, planes and tanks operated by
Frenchmen and foreign legionaires . . . in the mame of
"democracy."”

In Malaya, a powerful Stalinist movement exists, ap-~
parently chiefly among the vast Chinese population. It is
against the great plantation owners and British rule.
The Stalinist guerrillas find such strong;support among
the common people that the British government has em-
barked on a vast project of “resettling” the whole Chi;
nese populatian in new concentration areas. Will they
now bring “democracy” to the concentrated population?

It is under these circumstances that the actual mili-
tary struggle to “contain” Stalinism takes place. In
Europe and the rest of Asia, in.Africa and Latin America
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the struggle goes on by *“peaceful” means—to the ac-
companiment of production converted from the necessities
of. life to the instruments of death.

Tens and hundreds of millions of people understand
that Stalinism is a form of oppression, and they do not
harken to its false blandishments. But everywhere they
feel that no alternative worth fighting for and dying for
is offered them. Reluctantly, grudgingly, they yield to
the pressure, the threats and promises, the enormous
ecohomic weight of the United States.

They arm, but they have litile heari for the fighi. To
them the prospect is not of a victory over a foe which
threatens their progress toward a betéer world. For the
government which arms them is openly and avowedly de-
termined to keep the world soclally and ecomomically capi-
talist even if civilization is destroyed in the attempt.

In the United States the more conscious workers,
labor leaders, the liberals and “men of good will” are
uneasy about the foreign policy of the government. They
see that it hgs failed to gain the support of the common
people of the world, and that even those governments in
the American camp who are most seusitive to the popu-
lar will, like those in Britain and Iundia, resist the full
implications of the “Truman doctrine.”” They rally to
Truman against the open preventive-war advocates like
MacArthur (that is what his poliey boils down to, even

43¢ is “only” a preventive warCigainst China to start
'with). But they have no real pelicy of tHeir own to offer.
© "Some of them want peace so badly that they bury
their heads in the sands and cry out for “honest nego-
tiations” with Stalin. Where these demands are not di-
rectly influenced by Stalinist and Stalinoid propaganda,
they are simply an expression of wishful thinking, which
may be a charming trait of childhood but is unbecoming
to adults.

Others urge the government to put more money in
the Voice of Ameriea, to make Point 4 aid a really ma-
jor effort, and to give encouragement, aid and support
to'popular anti-Stalinist movements on both sides of the
Iron Curtain. They are plunged into despair every time
the government pulls a “boner” like its aid to Franco,

- and criticize it for doing so. They deplore the American
support- fo reactionary governments, and are constantly
in search for some good, solid liberal demoerat or even
socialist to whom the government should give its support.

H

These people have a glimmering of what is wrong, but
it i3 hardly ever more than a glimmering. For the basic
faet which they fail to see is that this goveinment, this
kind of government, is ‘incapable of acting differently
then it does, at least to any degree which could have real
signiﬁc:_mr:e. They fail to recopnize that what is wrong.
iy not 2 “mistake” or a series of mistakes in policy. What
is wrong is the central fact that this government wants
o “contain” and defeat Stalinism not in the interest ‘of
democracy and freedom for the peoples of the world, but
in the intorest of maintaining capitalism in the world,
& capitalism of which the United States is today the chiet’
remaining benficiary.

Staiinism il remain reactionary, totulitarian, and ag-
gressive as long as it is In power and as long as it has
the power to inake on anti-capitalist oppeal to the peoples.
The American government will continue to support capital-
ism as long os i is a capitalist government, and will there-
tore continue to ¢ry to contain Stalinism by military force
as its chief and oniy effective weapon. This means that
uniess © third force is brought into play, World War Il
Is oa the way.

This third force is precisely the desire of the masses
of Asia, ¢f Europe and the rest of the world to be rid of
capitalism, and of the masses in the Stalinist countries
to be 1id of Stalinism. It expresses itself in a thousand
ways. But it is almost nowhere consciously organized intq
a powerful, cohesive political movement. Up till now the
sheer economic and military power of the two great
camps headed by Washington and Moscow have been
able in large measure to attract the elements of this
Third Camp to themselves. Millions gravitate to Stalin-
ism because they feel that the only alternative is a capi-
talist world dominated by America. Other millions gravi-
tate to the camp of Washington because they fear the
aggressive military power of the hated totalitarianisi of

Russia.

But along this’ path lies World War 1, the devastation
of the world, and a "victory"—if one is ever achieved by
either side in such a struggle—which can put back the

progress of iumanity by a century. A way must be found
to mobilixe this Third Camp iWits own name, undec its own

sogial and poilitical banner, completely independent of the
two war camps. )
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WAR AND CAPITALISM:
ROOTS OF THE CRISIS IN THE WEST

When an Indian tribe went on the warpath to grab a
neighbor’s choice hunting ground, it is not likely that the
braves spent too much time convincing each other that the
scalps were necessary to further an idealistic crusade. They
knew what they were fighting for because the real object
of the war was also in the interest of the entire tribe. There
was no overweening need for sloganized deception.

Bewilderment and demagogy over “war aims” has been
an accompaniment of “civilization”—that is, of societies
divided into ruling and ruled classes. This is the kind of
civilized society we have known up to today. ,

No ruling class has ever inscribed on its war banner:
“We fight for the Greater Glory of Our Class Interests.” That is, no
ruling class has eyer done so if it expects the mass of people to do
the fighting for it. It always wars, instead, for God, for country, for
honor, for defense, for freedom—for an aim which is also shared by
those who have to do the dying.

Inithe world wars of our modern age, there has been a pattern
which cannot fail to provoke thought by those who are too ready, to
accept the current slogan used to explain why more millions must be
slaughtered.

The First World War was fought to save the world for democracy
—and there was less democracy left in the world after victory was
won against Kaiserism. “Something” went wrong. There is plenty of
evidence to prove that the war was really fought on behalf of one
group of imperialist powers against another.

So they said the Second World War was different. It was differ<
ent in many significant respects. But not in this: It was supposedly
fought to save the “peace-loving democracies” from aggressive fascigm,
but the victors are now greasing the way for the return to power ‘of
the neo-Nazi reactionaries of Germany as well as preparing the
rearming of Japan, rehabilitating the only faseist ally of Hitler still
in power (Franco), etc. ' :

"Something'' went wrong again.

To lovers of freedom, the world picture is blacker today than
befare the second crusade for democracy. From the standpoint of a
better world, both wars were tragic, useless butcheries.

Yet Kaiserism had to be fought. Nazism had 1o be fought. It was,
indeed the anti-war socialists who fought these despotisms more uncem-
promisingly ‘than anyone else. .

~ But the two worid wars.of our century were not directed againet
wars. .
And now we face a third.

\ .

How can you doct inaire socialists enll this developing wor with
Russia a “capitalist war” on the part of the U. 8.7 Isw't it clear that
Moscow menaces the whole of the free world? Are we gupposzed fo
stand aside and let Stalin grab up country after country for fear of
being.c.alled “eapitalist warmongers” by you socialists? Does your
opposuwn'to capitalism blind you to the fact—this time, anyway—
the U. S.__z_s not’at bottom ﬁt;gh‘ting to defend capitalism but to defend
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its very bite und every pugsibility of progress against the most brutal
regime .the world has ever secnd What planet are you living on?
ete., ste. _

It il} behooves those whose sincere liberal intentions were twice
deceived——who proved two times running that they understood little
of what was going on, and who now retrospectively ask themselves
“What went wrong again?’—to pour arrogant scorn on the socialists.
They would do better to ask themselves, with a little foresight this
time, “What is wrong now?”

If the aim of this cold-war struggle, and of the big shooting wdr~
it is leading to, were really to crush Stalinist totalitarianism and
‘ensure the blossoming of democracy, then we Independent Socialists
wou®d have no hesitation in getting behind it. But then many other
things would be different, including the inevitability of that atomic
war itgelf.

What is wrong is that this capitalist government cannot and will
not wage either war or peace except in defense of capitalism and its
‘interest. If you like the capitalist system, that may not trouble you—
Russian expansion will be stopped anyway, won't it?

There's the rub: The only way in which this capitalist government
can wage its war, cold or hot, is one which facilitates Russian Stalinist
exponsion on the one hand and offers, on the other, the possibility of
stopping Russia only at the cos? oLQes?ri:_gﬁyg atomic warfare gnd
only with the consequence of the intensification of every trend fow“
reaction, totalitarianism and a new ‘barbarism.

Liberals may then no longer be able to write third-round arﬁchs
about “What Went Wrong?" and “Why Did We Lose the Peace?”

It would be better to understand something about this social systéia
of capitalism, which is going wrong rxght now, and about its r'é]ﬂ-
tion to the war which the U. S. is preparing to fight.

® i

Take, for example, the latest resolution on foreign policy adopted
by the ADA (Americans for Democratic Action), the center «
" America’s organized liberals. Take, in fact, its best features.

The ADA sharply criticizes U. S. aid to Franco calls for w];,
grants to starving India; urges. the U. 8 tq “hecome, the chief.
“ponent of thd' revolutiondry aspirations of ﬁae \sian peoples”;:
ports Indo-China’s independence from France; is “alarmed by
growing power of reaction and militarism in Latin Ametica” apd
cautions that “any American military aid given to these countw
ought to be dependent upon guarantees of essential political free
doms”’; notes that German “economic recovery has been accompanisd
by the resurgence of the power of the industrialists who aided Kithw"l
complains. that, outside of Britain and Scandinavia (“where govern~
ment is in the hands of strongly progressive groups”) a result of the.
Marshall Plan has been that “a dmproport)onate share of the benaﬁ?
has accrued to the already rich or well-to-do.” g

A long list—is it not?—for a group which supports U. S. forei
policy as a whole . . . But not long enough, even in ADA terms. | "
White Paper breaking with Chiang Kai-shek is now a piece of papé

. and Chiang now is rehabilitated on the U. 8. dole on un equal st
with Marshall Plan countries. In Korea the U. S. supports
assassin regime of Syngman Rhee. In the Philippines the infarffo
Quirino is the U. S. stooge. . ..

In every hot spot of the world, there never has bgen a time w
U. S. policy has been so overt in support of every reactionary foi
it can muster, so long as that force is anti-Russian.

Read the ADA resolution, and a startling omission appeaxs
Nowhere in the long document can one discover that these reactlonaxy
policies are being carried on—not by the Repubhcans, not
Dixiecrats, not by MacArthur, none of whom happens to be
White House—but by Truman and his Fair Deal colleagues!

Are these things merely regrettable mistakes and deplorable efq
in an othel wise progressive foreign policy? The list of “mistakes’
“errors” cover the whole globe and every continent! :

Nowhere is it asked “Why?” Why are Truman-Acheson dehbec\-
ately propping up the leading fascist in the world, in the very fw
of anti-Franco revolts among his people?* Why did Franco get M#
grain Jn a twinkling, while India has so long been. loft to starve b’

the face of famine? Why has the U. S. occupation countenanced thd:
return to power of Krupp and the cartels in Adenauer’s Germany?
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Why does the U. S. support a Rhee, under whose regime Robert Taft
would be considered a dangerous subversive? Why? Why? Why?

It would be easy to reply that Truman and his fellow pohcya
makers simply dote on fascists and reactionaries—but that would not
only be false, it would miss the main point. The fact is that a creature
like Syngman Rhee, with his semi-feudal landlord clique, for example,
is a pre-capitalist fossil repugnant even to a self-respecting ca%
igt reactionary. Acheson no doubt shuddered the last time
ordered the murder of a political opponent. But—

He had no choice. The only other social force in Korea, besuks
the landlord clique, is the nameless lowly mass of the peasantry who,
for generations, have been stralnmg from below to rise up and throw
off their semi-feudal exploiters in mass revolt. In a country -like
Korea, the only alternative to Rhee is: going to the people, support-
ing their rebellion in mass reyolution from below against “law and
order” and “established authorities.”

That does not stop more than one good libéral from advocatisg

that the U. S. do what Is necessary—that is, “foster the Asian revols-
tion,” that is, become the vanguard of the world revolution. But it does
stap the capitalist government of the U. S.! Washington is interesfed
in preservlng the status quo in the capitalist world, not in foshﬁi't
reveolution. . . . How naive is a liberal permnﬂed to be?

There is no effective middle ground in Korea between the
capitalist, anti-landlord revolutionary strivings of the people at the
bottom, and the corrupt Rhee dictatorship on top. Between these two,
the U. S. chooses reactlon—holdmg its nose.

But that precisely is the type of choice all over Asia, and all oy r
the world! If the “industrialists who aided Hitler” are commg bea
in Germany, under the Adenauer regime whose victory in the B

German election was hailed by U. 8. capital, it is because these are
the people whose comeback is necessary if German capitalisin is to be
propped up. (As Henry Wallace once naively put it, the difficulty with
the program of “progressive capitalism’” is . . . the lack of progres-
sive capitalists.)

Test cage: In Germany the U. S. occupation policy was faced with
the choice” of sacrificing’ German capitalism to the “war for democ-
racy,” or sacrificing democracy to the need of organizing Western
capitalism against its Russian imperialist rival. The U. S. chose the
latter because the interests of capitalism are its first and only basic
concern, Hence the character and consequences of this cold war and
of the war to come.

<ln shcrper or more muffied form, this same type of cheoice is behind
every U. S. "mistake” in piumping for the deepest-dyed reactionary
scpupdrels everywhere on the earth. There is less and less middle
ground between these, ond the anti-capitalist, revolutionary and social-
ist aspirations of the peoples all over the world, in a world where U. S.
ecpafclism remains the only one in which the old system has still a bit
ot fat around its belt, still a} any rate a going cencern. The increasingly
opon reaghionary character of U. S. foreign pelicy has developed with
the decay of world capitalism itself.

The revolutionary strivings of the peoples are left wide open to
the demagogy of the Stalinists, who are able to ride the anti-capital-
ist’ wave because they have no stake in capitalism themselves, being
represéntatives of a rival exploitive system.

i The U. S. cannot carry out a democratic foreign policy as long
as camﬁahsm holds sway at home.

. THis is the first sense in which capitalist America’s war is neces-
s&rﬂy a capitalist war.

[ ]

To “contain” Stalinisim, to prepare the war against Russia, the
U. S. has to organize the West. It knows only one way to do that.

The capitalist governments of Europe are split among themselves.
While all stand in fear and hatred before the upstart imperialism of
Stalinist Russia, they are not too much more enthusiastic about
ceding an inch of power and influence within the capitalist world than
they are to lose all before Russian bureaucratic collectivist 1mper-
ialism. They fight Stalinism not because it destroys democracy in the
world but because it destroys their power along with their capitalist
system. Their class interests are at stake within the tug-of-war of the
Western bloc as well as in the tug-of-war over the globe.

_'The loose cooperating alliance’ through which groups of capitalist_
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countries fought the previous world wars—ceding a little here, snatch-
Ing @ little ther¢ at-the first opportunity—wiil no longer do. For’
one thing, the fate of their social world is at stake, not merely advan-
tage in imperialist rivalry. For another, the capitalism of the U. S.
has developed in overpowering strength as their own has declined.
The capitalism of the U. S. bestrides them as a colossus.

Such is the state of the old profit system that no one in Europe—
.not even the capitalist class—believes that even victory in war against
Russia can mean much besides more destruction and decay for them-
sélves. The U. S. can win the war—or Russia can win the war—but
whoever wins, Europe loses.

These are the allies that the U. S. seeks to o;'gcnize under its banner.
It can marshal them into a fighting force only by imposing its own
domination and control over them.

It is said that the U. S. “does not seek world domination.” This
is as meaningful a claim as the companion-piece that the U. S.
“wants peace, and not war.” Of course, the U. S. does not want war.

. Neither does Stalin. (Neither did Hitler.) They merely want that
which can be gained, in the teeth of rivals, only with eventual war.

The U. S. does not “want” to control the world, if by that is meant
some megalomaniac desire for power for its own sake. It merely is
driven to seek effe¢tive domination over the world if it is to gain
that which it does want.

It is perfectly true, in this sense, that the U. S. has aceepted its
“world responsibilities” reluctantly and in spite of national traditions
against foreign entanglements and commitments. A good part of the
“great debate” on foreign policy represents the continuing struggle
between that tradition and the increasingly clear necessities of

capitalist “internationalism.” A good part of the internal ihcon-

sistency of the Republicans and the grossly hypocritical and double-
tonzued character of their foreign policy is due not merely to power-
politics maneuvering but also to the fact that not all of them have
entirely made the adjustment to American capitalism’s new world
role and tasks.

No, American capitalism does not “want” world domination. It
merely wants the fruits of world power. For decades it has been able
to assert its preponderance in the world through the power of its
economic wealth and industrial power, without direct political dom-
ination. It has been able to capture and control one market after
another, one source of raw materials after another, on the basis of its
economic weapons.

And Its economic weapons are still its most powerful today, when
it hos to organize the capitalist world against its Russion imperialist
rival. The Marshall Plan, with its retinues of supervising controllers,
checkers and overseers in the countries which are the beneficiaries of
its charity, becomes an instrument to guide and twist the economies of
the West in the direction that will fit in with the needs of the grand
war alliance. '

With lordly objectivity — when it’s a question of,the other fel-
low’s shoe pinching—the U. 8. overseers complain about the narrow
nationalism displayed by their fellow capitalists abroad, who do not
relish having their economies geared to war according to blueprints
which are engineered to benefit U. S. capital and not their own.” .

It isn’t a cold-blooded plot, of course. It's merely something like
this: an ECA administrator in Rome can see with complete clarity
how absurd it is, from the common standpoint, for Italian capitalism
to insist on building its own steel industry; and he can put the kibosh
on it; and if, in turn, embarrassing questions are raised about the
“narrow nationalism” of U. S. tariff policy, for example . . . he can
do nothing but write deploring letters to Washington. . . . -

From the point of view of American capitalism, the Russian threat
to world peace and democracy is no unmixed calamity. Without it,
U. S. power could scarcely have extended to its present sway as
the _undisputed arbiter of the Western world. Without it, the
_capitalisms of Europe—weakened though they are—would scarcely
have been brought to submit in so short a period to the tender
mercies of overseership by Washington.

For Europe, the cold war has meant: an unconscionable drain’

for armaments on their weakened economic structures; the distortion
of 'their economies away from rebuilding the standard of living of
their peoples and toward war outlays; the squeezing of their industrial
struct}frea- by American monopolization of raw-material sources (as
Aneurin Bevan pointed out in his speech in Parliament); the pros-
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pect of & war which can only drive them further ‘toward complete
bankruptcy.:
But for Americe, sitting on top of the ccplhlls! world. the cold war

’ mmuu’nspﬂln. and the highest profit ronges In history.

esr the Russian Threat is no unmixed calamxty to American
ctp?t‘alism One has only to ask oneself, as so many economists have
dorie in fatt: What would happen,to U. S. economy if “peace broke
out,” -that is, if the U. S. had to return to a peace economy? .
What is it that has held back the outbreak of-another devastatmg
depressien and economic, crisis such as raged:in the ’30s, until indus-
try started gearing for World War 11?7 What has happened to the

" galloping disease of capitalism which dooms it to recurrent spells of

unempdoyment and breakdown in the midst of abundance—in faet,
becanse of an abundance of goods whieh cannot e purchased by the
mass of people?

If -the .great productive machmery of the U. 8. now in operation
were o be used to produce the netessities and luxuries of life for the
-consumption of the people, the expected post-war depression would
already be upon us. For as leng as the exfraction of ecapitalist profit
stands before the people’s ability to buy back -(with taeir wages)
the goods which they themselves create, .so lon&wiees the capitalist

te the preduction of cannon, bombing pianes, and the instruments of
waer destruction in general, does not have to depend oh the jnade-
guacles of mass purchasing power. Its market is the government. As
the epit of war and war preparation rises, the government squeezes
its funds from the standard of living of the people. Instead of catas-
trephic ecenomic breakdowns, we are due to see a steady downward.
pressure on the workers' living conditions—while the copufulim draw
their war profits unperturbed by possible stock crashes. . . .

Is this a diabolical plot to substitute war for depression? Of
course not! This is simply the capitalist system in operation, follow-
ing out its own trends behind the backs (and consciousness) even of
its own “leaders.”

If, to keep this war economy going at full blast, the U. S. must
distort and strangle the economies of its capitalist colleagues abroad,
is this the result of an evil conspiracy by Wall Street magnates to
achieve world empire? Of course not! This is merely international
capltahst competition at wprk the fruit of the blessed private-enter-
prise system - ‘

If, in order for itself to remain healthy, U. S. capitalism must
m'usc'le in on and squeeze out the older capitalisms of Europe in
control of markets and raw materials all over the globe, is this the
heinous intent of rapacious imperialists developing a deep-dyed plan
Jin a smoke-filled room? Of course not! This is merely the imperialism
“which is the very warp and woof of modern capitalism. . . .

And Stalinist Russia appears before the ccpﬂcllsf world, nof merely
as a challenger for the lion's share in an inter-capitalist division. of
werld markets and wealth, not as an imperialist rival whose victory
would meen a mere restrictlon of the foser’s imperialist opportunities,
but as an imperialist rival chalienging the whole capitalist form of
exploftution, In favor of its own form of exploitation and oppression.

Where it wins, capitalism is destroyed, and another section .of
the world is removed from any capitalist’s range of operation. As the
Stalinist system spreads, as it has already spread over a third of the
planet, capitalism is more and more forced back upon .its home
market alone, in ‘a tightening squeeze. If “socialism in one country”
is impossible, “capitalism in one country” is even less possible.

Prom the point of view of a capitalist government, the struggle
to “contain” Stalinism is the struggle to keep the world open for its
type of exploitation, without which it would strangle behind ‘its own
national boundaries.

¥his is why, for the U. S., “everything goes” as long as it stops
Russia—even if it also means the bureaucratic mlhtarlzatlon and
totalitarignization of capitalism itself.

On the one hand, the capitalist basis of U. S. forelgn policy makcs
a democratic foreign policy IMPOSSIBLE. = -

On the other hand, the capitalist basis of U. S. foreian policy makes
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a democratic foreign policy ‘DISPENSABLE as fur as the reel ‘aims of
the struggle are concerned.

The only kind of government which can realize a truly democratlc
foreign policy is one which is ready to subordinate the interests of
capitalism and imperialism to the necessary steps for defending the
nation and the working people from the threat of Stalinist aggres-
sion and totalitarianism. »

Only a government of labor could do this—a labor government
which does not aet like the AFL and CIO leaders today, who parrot
the war slogans of the capitalist powers-that-be, but one which
boldly accepts its task of remaking society as the ‘“‘architects of the
future.” Such a course, rejecting the downward paths of both cap-
italism and Stalinism, would be the path to a socialist democracy,

a Socialist America, in a world of peace and plenty.

PHILIP COBEN
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BLOW FOR PEACE:
IMPACT OF THE ANTI-KREMLIN REVOLT

1957

The Hungarian and Polish revolutions of 1956 mark a niew period
not only in the struggle for socialist freedom against Stalinism, but also
in the fight against war and the danger of war.

Its impact is not only on the underpinnings of the Russian empire
but also on the bases of the Western capitalist war alliance.

Yesterday, supporters of the We

military alliances with some of the
most :reactionary forces in the
world, like Franco and Chiang Kai-
shek; could scoff at the socialist
alternative: the “visionary’” idea
of - a * democratic foreign policy
which was aimed at blowing up the Rus-
sian empire from within—a socialist and
revolutionary foreign policy, fundamen-
tally -inéompatible with capitalism.
-~ Yesterday, they could feel “realistic”
and “practical” in supporting the line
of an imperialist military alliance
against the Stalinist threat, as the only
thing that could save the “free world”
from -totalitarian conquest and enslave-
ment.

But_the revolution that was “unrealis-
tic" yesterday now stands astride East
Europe as blg as life.

1t is the world’'s most massive buffer
against war.

And- at the same time the NATG war
alliance is seen to play the role of a re-
actionary barrier to the spread of this.
revolution: which is the hope of the world.

It was the bogy of NATO and its re-
armament of QGefmany, and virtually
only ‘this argument, which was trotted
out in-Poland in order to turn back the

/estern camp and its structure of

onrush of the revolution. Gomulka’s
speeches pointed to the West’s war bases
as the justification of and reasen-for:the
maintenance of Russian troops in Po-
land, as against the revolutionists’ de-
mands It was an argument that worked.
Even in Hungary, where no" Stalinist
argument had any chance of -working,
the main propagandistic weapen resort-
ed to was to try to smear the revolution
with a tie-up to the West, with capitalist
“restorationism,” with pro-Western re-
actionaries like Cardinal Mindszenty.
The West’s stock of  H-bombs is no

friend of the revolution agamst Sta]in- :

ism. It is its enemy.

nght after the Hungarian Ravolution,
even American party-liners: could see
what was now -the gréatest»dmrrent to
war. “U.S. SEES REVOLTS ENDING WAR
THREAT,” was the: headline over a N.Y.
Herald Tribune thinkspiece by Mar-
guerite  Higgins. The Scripps-Howard
foreign editor. .cabled” from Berlin that
the “best-aformed ‘diplomats” said “The
biggest - effeet of the Polish-Hungarian
revolts on the world situation will be to
restrain Russian aggression in. Europe,”
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and the:East Europe empire is no longer

sy defensive fortress for Russia and a
base-for attack om the West?’ but rather.
“g - déath-trap. for Russian armies”—all
because: of the revelution. . .

: - tide, Bpb that which he says 1s
no. louggti-Wmeibappens to be the only
reason used to justify the existence of
NATO and the whole military-alliance
policy of the U.:S. and the Weatern ¢apt-
talist world.

In this new erc of the same social revo-
lution for socialist freedom against Stalin-
ism, the danger of the third world war,
whose shadow has been hanging over the
world, now recedes. This is so not because
of NATO but in spite of it: not because of
the United States’ stock of H-bombs but
in spite of it; not because of Western
threats of ''massive retaliation"” but in
spite of them: not because the Stalinist
caemp Is overawed or intimidated by a re-
armed and remilitarized Germany in the
hoart of Europe, but In spite of the reac-
tionary effects of this move.

Russin’'s greatest assist in its brutal
massaere of the-Hungariap people came
from- thowé mainstays of NATOQO, Amer-
iea’s - two, leading.. allies England - and
France, when ' @dagither with . Israel)
they stole the show from Budapest by
falling on Egypt in order to restore their
imperialist-posver in the Middle East and
North Africa. There has never been any
more spectacular demonstration of how
the two rapacious imperialisms, east and
west, feed oh other’s crimes.

. ‘What liberal can now find a reason for
justifying- the ‘“realistic” policy of bol-
stexing -up: Franco, and thus repressing
the  Spamish revolution, in the name of
“defending the free world” against Stal-
inist armies pictured as sweeping aver
Burope? What -inspires ‘the revelution
agajnst Stalinism—American aid and
friendship to this fascist -ex-ally of Hit-
ler, or a'«democratic and.anti-imperialist
policy of friendship with the revolution-
ary. forops mgainst this tyranny?

In Stalisdst r&hg”;ust as Gomulka
points his. finger at Larman militagiza-
tion under the American aggis, so- Mao
Tee-tung pointa-4e-the Tact thatahe only
American-spensored - alternative to his
own totalitewian. rule is the return of
that bul . of - the~ Chimgse- Wk'
Chiang Kai-shek. Which is a biggepblow
against the. war _treat—tha. instaljatién
%f atomic: .guided missiles;jnp Chiang's

ormoss, ‘a8 has now been“done, ‘or a

break with thig Chidng ag part of a gen-.

uinely democratic foreign policy?

Which builds that “death trap” for

Stalinism? And which on tlg,eugther hand
permits the Russians to emdricate them-
selves from the consegmences - of the
crushing hatred felt.py the satellite peo-
les? :
; Which. inspires the peoples of East
Europe to put sharp teeth in the “death
trap”’—U.S. backing of a monarchist
dictatorship in Jordan based on’ every-
thing reactionary, backward and primi-
tive in that country, bought for dollars,
or rather a United States that would line
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itself up in sympathy with progressive,
anti-imperialist Arab aspirations?

The policy osd very existence of the
Western capiieiist wor comp 13 an impedi-
mend o the revelution -ageinst Stetinhm.
Bat the revelvtion ageinst Staliniom is the:
grectest shatacle te wer. This isithe, b
lesson of the East Eurepewn nvﬂdb;;‘:
the Wept: pat .

> 3 [ 2 5

" All this is bound up with the main rea-

sons why the Western powers-gould not
aid the Hungarian revelution. We- mean
aid politically, not militarily, since no so-
cialist ean-advocate that the U.S. pre-
cipjtate the third world war for: this or
any other fair-seeming pretext.

Here. too, under the . direet impacf of
the revolutionary situatiom, even Ameri-
can party-liners got a glimmering.

e A New Leader editorial last November
came out for steps toward a withdrawal

- of “all foreign troops from the Conti-

nent,” 'in order to bring about “entirely
new political possibilities [which] would
emerge if Soviet troops went home.”

¢ The London Observer reported that
even Eisenhower himself wag toying with
the idea. There were people:in Washing-
ton who were. The 'N. ¥. *Herald T¥i-
bune’s Marguerite Higgins ecame offt
with a column that started like a mani-

»_festo: “There is a way of helping Hun-

gary. . . . This invo]ves a dynamic move
by the U. 8,'. s #oxffer boldly to with-
draw American forcak west of the Rhine
in Europe on:conditien that Russia with-
draw fortbwith® from Eastern Europe
and give Germany its freedom. . . .”
e In thid.Nemollepublic about the same
time, . Richard Lowenthal . discussed
“Hungary—Were We Helpless?”’ He too
offers a version of this idea. “It was the
only -cha - h&- gays, of ipflugncing the
Russia,_lzs action, and “this xance was
missed® - =

Yesterday, when socialists proposed
withdrawel- of Proops ,we were told that
U.S. soldiers were the only defense
against' the Stalinist hordes. We replied
that the real defense was the awakening
of the-revolwtion against Moscow. It waos
worth a ‘smirk, a blenk stare, or remarks
about degmaetists . who - haven'f learned
anythipg. Now Republican journalists and
State Deparfment hangers-on were talk-
ing nostalgically -about what should have
baen’ done ond the chances thot were
missed. RS

To.be sure, this mood did not and could
not last long. with these elements. Their
idea had. ped up under the impress
91‘ dramatic.struggles, not of a consistent
idea; and they were able to forget it as
soop as the "headlines ceased screaming.
Tt fitted in gith none of their other ideas;

. it dropped-dnt. s

- The vi#jlé bold conception can be an
integral part only of a revolutionary ap-
proach to'the problem of the war danger.
The perspective of awakening revolution
ggainst Mdscow requires that-the revo-
lg(tiionary' spirit first be awakemned on this
side.
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But this flare-up of political thinking
illuminated the potentiality.

Try to imegine a Western world which
has given up its military-base and H-bomb
encirclement of Russia in order to permit
the - revolutien- to - encircle Russia; which
has - aligned  Steelf in practice with the
colonial peaples of.Asia and Africa in or-
der to. spodlight the colonialism of Mos-
cow; which has geased to bexthe ally and
prop of every ouflived ead reac-
tionary indbe non-Stulinist Werld; in other
words, a Western. wdrid-which is following
a consistently democratic and onti-impe-
rialist foreign policy:

What a tremendous impylsion would
be given to the .voleanio mvaMwnarJ,
forces which are battermg at: the inner
vitals of the Russian empjre! | 4.

This is not the only way in which po-
litical (not military) help could have
come fggpm the West. We are not only

talking #bout demonstrations of solidar-.

ity—though even on this elementary
ground the American labor movement
was a disgrace. (It collected tens of
thousands of dollars for relie? purposes

for refugees, etc., but its on!y manifesta- .

tion of solidarity was, alas, in supporting
a Madison Square Rally in New York
which was dominated by a largely reac-
tionary audience and which made news
by booing Anna Kethly.)

Rainer Hildebrandt, German author of
The Explogion, the book on the East Ger-
man uprising of June 1953, has described
how in West Berlin and West Germany
workers’ demonstrations and workers’
leaders demanded that an:appeal be
made to the East German workers to
come to the support of the Hungarian
and Polish fighters. The chairman of the
West Berlin trade unions, Ernst Schar-
nowski, had proposed that an appeal be
broadcast to the East German working
class for a “peaceful general strike” of
solidarity. But the authorities made sure
nothing was done. As in June 1953 for
that matter, they were scared most of all
by the very idea of revolutionary strug-
gle, even if directed against the Stalin-
ists, since it is contagious.

"l personally believe,” wrote Hilde-
brandt, who is only a good liberal and not
even a socialist, "that if ot the end of Oc-
tober there had been sit-down strikes in
Germany, the Soviets would not have been
able to launch their biocod-bath in Hun-
qary. The Soviet military forces ore not
homogeneous. Soviet soldiers joined the
Hungarian freedom-fighters in the first
dcys of the revolt, and many Russians in

‘walform showed sympathy for the Hum-:

geriens. 1t. would have been a great risk to
proceed with such an army against severe
oppressed peoples _simuitaneously.

“Once before, the West passed up such
a magnificent opportunity: On June-18,
1953, when the cemstruction workers of
East Berlin called for a general strike,
Western government quarters knowmg}y
suppressed the worc¢s ‘veneral strike.
The radio stations [of Wést,BerIin] werg
not allowed to broadcast this slogan. To-
day we know that if the forces which on
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the following day created ‘June 17’ had:
assumed the form not of an explosion but:
of a strike lasting several days, the
strike would have spread to the major
plants of these satellites and the forced.
labor camps of the Soviet Union.”

But the truth is that the Western lead-
ers were almost as much afraid of the
spread of revolution as the Stalinist rui-
ers themselves! Their failure to act wau
not due to stupidity or timidity alone,
but to their political nature,

This startling fact has been put down
in black and white by prominent spokes-
men and commentators themselves. Last
October and November the N.Y. Timey
and other papers were full of gategori-
cal reports from Washington as to the
fears 'of the. State Department that the
East European revolution would get ou$
of hangd. To cite one: on October 28
Thomag J. Hamilton of the Times Wash-
ington bureau wrote of the “Hungarian
patriots’ that “Their successes thus far,
parado; ally enough, cause some fore-
bodingk . in Washington.” The Times
Drew Middleton cabled from London that
opinion there looked on the Hunggyian
Revolution as weakening “democratic
forces,” and complained that “events
haveg ed beyond the capacxtv of the
We§t‘ . guide .or advise.”

The "Wast" was. geNing os uneasy oo

. Moscow that things -were out of -its con~

frol,

- Foreign Minister Pineau of France
publicly warned in a speech against any
Western attempt to “exploit” the Polish

-and Hungerian revolts. It might give

Moscow a pretext to go back on “de~
Stalimization,” he explained, like many
others —"as if Moscow’s “de-8taliniza~
tion” wasd-morer~than a demagogic illu--
sion if ‘it was just looking for an excuse
to go back on it! '

Walter Lippman, most bluntly, sobers
ly indicated warnings against helping.
the spread of the East European revo-
Iution on the ground that revolution, af-
ter all, was contagious. “If such 2 rebel-
lion were to spréad to Eastérn :Germany,
as it might well do, it would almost cer-
tainly mean that in some way or other
Western Germany would be sucked into
the conflict.”

And (gfter Western Germanv——-what"
A poréentous revolutionary perspectivev
opens up. The Western ideologists draw
back in fright.

They cannot hold on to any revolutien
ary weapons to brech up the Stalinlsh.
empire. Their only.conception of a deol for
“peace” is a deal to divide the world inte.
spheres of power between the two em-
pires—with Russio '‘confaining” Hsel?
within. its own beiliwick. They can think
only of an impericlist road to "peace”
which sacrifices the subject peoples fo the
masters on both sides

The revolution in Eust Europe is o
mortal danger to both war camps. It is
therefore also the hope of soeialism and:
peace on both sides of the world.

i
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WHY THE WORKING CLASS
IS THE KEY TO PROGRESS

F;)r social change toward a better world, so-

cialists believe the most important and indeed
decisive social force s the struggle of the Wdi'k-
mg class. Why the working class? ~
- Why do socialists belieye there is a speclal
connectioh between their own great goal of a
new society and the interests of lahor, this one
segment of society? Is it because we_“idealize” workers
as being better, or more clever, or more honest, or more
courageous, or more humanitarian, than non-workers"
. —Isn’t it rather true that the workers have time and
again follawed reactionary courses and leaders and
have by no medns showed any invariable aﬁmty for
progressive ocuus? Don't they follow the Stalinist to-
tglitarianiem in countries like France and Ifaly; and
“where they do.not, are, their own. trede-union burequ-
cﬁua (Wn the British) mueh of an aspet tao gemuine
L Haven't they. been miqled and decgived like
westion of society? Aren’t they filled wiltk race
pﬂ;m« mthe U. §,, §ometihes svew more 86, than the
“nper o‘d It it i3 true that workers are “naturally”
Pyro-#oc ,-tohg iz 3¢ they have made such a mess of
tkuﬂ, voting for reactionaries and fakers and support-
g the tiotus guo? . . . And so on along the same lines.
‘Mostof this type of questionirng is based on pure and
¢imple ‘mizsonderstandipg - of the socialist viewpoint
abox‘xt,thtfwﬁrking class. Especially in this country,
where:the soeialist movement has always been rela-
tively weak, the most popular anti-socialist notions are
most- eften : founded -on simple misinformation about
what secialists believe, beeause their voices have not
been lqudly. ‘beard.. .
Sociafists de yot * “idealse” werkers In any mwhﬂ-
ever,
“Teking them man for man, as individuals, there ia no
reason ‘to argue whether workers are “better” human

beings - than others because they are workers. This.
whole appresch, whether pro or con, has nq&un‘ to do .
omepﬁo ’

with the sosieltst: n. i .

‘Let's underline this in a dxﬂmnt way. If we try tp‘
view social issues as merely conflicts between Good.

People and Bad People, then surely we must say that
men who insist on ctsrvmg others are Bad. The 75-
cent-an-hour wage minimum is surely a pittance. Yet
opposition even to this pittance would be strong among
employers, especially small-industry employers, while
it is virtually absent among workers. Is this the trend
among such employers because they are Bad Men? We
would  find, rather, that these employers are just as
likely to be kind fathers, generous friends, charity-
gwvers, indulgent husbnnds, and not the type to deliber-
ately run over children in the street. They act one way
.ag individual atoms in the social fabric; they act an-
other way as part of their class collectivity. -

‘They explain’this, when they do, by saying “Business
is' business.” This is their way of distinguishing their
individual and-human thoughts and role frem their role
a3 a member of the business community—that is, of

" their class. In the latter case, the conditions of exist-

ence and interests of “business’” make out of them a
social force that has little resemblance to their indi-
vidual psychologies.

'Like every other class or group, the working class is
mbdre than the sum of its individual atoms.

Man for mahn, workers are not “naturally’” more pro-
sdcialist than anyone else. It is a question of what
d?‘ection they are pushed in by the conditions of their
existence as a claes and by their interests as workers,
Jjust.as this is the question with every group.

iThis indeed is one reason why so often socialist ideas
tend to be initiated in a systematic way not by ideolo-
gists from the working class but by men from the
“educated classes,” the bourgeoisie and intellectuals,
men like Marx or Engels, for example, who were not
proletarians themselves — although it 'should be
neted that the mipulsmns to the systematization of such
l&as ‘were coming from the working masses’ struggles
and conditions, not from other sections of society. Indi-
vidual ideologists were led to align themselves with the
working class. -

If they were drawn in this direction, it was because
‘here waethe dynamic social force which they recognised
as the decisive one for putting flesh and blood on ideas.

When a working class is politically and socially unde-
véloped, it is well-nigh inevitable that its members will
be'Miled with all sorts of backward and even reaction-
arymotions. For example, it haswften been found in the
U. 8. that racial intolerance decreases with amount of
education; college graduates are less prejudiced; etec.
Now, in general, the children of the working classes
get less schooling than the offspring ©f the middle
classes and bourgeoisie. So, according to™ thmjtternp
workers should be far more filled with racism than the
rest of the population. But what is instructive is to see

w‘here this neat pattern does not hold. _

Tt holds best where labor is most poorly arganized as’
a-class, and where it is organized in .the lgsat class-
conseious fashion. The South is net only a’ canidwen of
racism but also @ sinkhole of union-busting And open-
shoppism.: Toward the other end of the scale; racism is
newhere so assiduously combated as in the more 1&1
tant mass-production unions that sprang from the €10
upheaval, like the United Auto Workers, not to speak
of the socialist movement which takes a vmguard role
against racism.

Here anti-racism is not a function of ullocl edvcation;
it Is a function of class education.

More than that: in a union like the UAW or the CIO
as a whole, the organization is often more anti-Jim-
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Crow than the sum of its members. That is, the dynam-
ics of the class push it as a whole more strongly against
racism, which is divisive of the class, than do the indi-
vidual opinions of its members.

What we have been emphasizing, then, is. that the
socialist sees no special magic in the “worker” as an
atomized individual. The special “advantage” of the
working class (if we may call it that) springg. from
certain inherent drives of its class position in society,
its ineradicable interests as a group, its conditions of
life; and this “advantage” comes into play insofar as
this class organizes itself, as it is inevitably driven to
do, and transforms the thinking and ideas of its indi-
vidual components in the course of its class experiences.
We will see what this “advantage” is. .

Now It Is this sort of thing that the socialist calls the
development of class-consciousness. As other articles in
this issue explain in sufficient detail, this country is the
one modern country in the world where the working class
is still et a rather elementary stage of class-conscious-
ness. Therefore it is particularly in thfs country, and
most particularly among academiclans who have no roots
in the real social struggle of our times, that the special
role of the working class is most persistently questioned.

It would be much harder to do so in Great Britain,
for example, where this “special role of the working
class” is the daily headache of the Tories, who face as
opposition a party which proclaims itself as a class
party in its name.

Or in France and Italy, where (as we shall see) the
special danger of Stalinism is closely connected with.
the Stalinists’ ability to use and abuse the “special role
of the working class.” o

Or in almost any other European country, where the
working class is strongly organized as a class. Or even
in leading - countries of “backward” Asia, where promi-
nent roles are played by socialist parties in the domes-
tic struggle for power. :

In thié respect, it is the United States which is. “out
of step,” which is the exception to the rule (as we dis-
cuss on page 2), and while American bourgeois think-
ers may be grateful for their exceptional position, they
have no license to deny the rule. , i

The "rule” is that gll over the world organized work-
ing-class struggle Is inextricably bound up with every
effort toward freedom and human emancipation. Where
the working class has been defeated, democracy and
progress and humanity has been defeated too. Where the
forces of freedom have fought, it Is the working-class
forces that have been in the van.

There is no other sector of society of which this or
anything like it can be said—not the middle class, not
the “intelligentsia,” not the “educated classes,” not the
students, not the “managers,” not anyone else except
the organized proletariat, for good or ill.

What is this “advantage” which the working class
possesses willy-nilly, by virtue of the terms of its own
existence under capitalism? Here are in outline form
the special characteristics inherent in a social class
whose individual human components (remember) are
no better or worse than you or I or any other Tom,
Dick and Harry. .

(1) The conditions of life of the working class lead
it to organize in the first place—and most solidly as a
homogeneous movement.

There is, of course, one other class which rivals
the working class in this respect: the capitalists them-

selves, whose class-consciousness and
sense of class solidarity are ever-present
models for the workers themselves. But
we are speaking of forces for freedom.

Nowhere and at no time has a pre-
dominantly agrarian population (farm-
ers or peasants) been able to duplicate
the organizational achievements of the
working class.

The difference is no reflection on the
individual farmer. By terms of their life,
they live in atomized groups which stress
self-sufficiency, separateness, “reliance in
individual effort; they are not thrown
together in crowds and subjected to si-
multaneous stresses i the heat of social
struggles as are workers.

Workers are taugh¥ organization not by
their superior intelligence or by outside
agitators, but by the capitalists them-
selves. They are organized on the assem-
bly lines, in the factory gangs, in shifts,
in work teams, in the division of labor of
capitalism itself. Capitalism cannot live
and cannot grow without "organizing” Its
workers and teaching them the virtues of

a form of "solidarity,” of working to-
gether.

It. teaches discipline. It enforces cen-
tralization of effort. It hammers home
every day the advantages of pooled effort, and the subordina-
tion of the interests of an individual to the needs of the group.

It does not teach this lesson equally to all workers: it is
plainer for assembly-line workers in the mass-production in-
dustries than for (say) an office secretary who takes dictation
from a personal boss, who works with a boss rather than with
fellow workers. We use this simple example so that that reader
can himself imagine the various degrees of “education” which
the conditions of capitalism grant to different kinds of work-
ers, and link these various degrees up with the social ideolo-
gies which arise from these different strata of workers, simply
on the basis of this first point: class organization.

(2) The interests of workers as a solidarized group, organ-
ized by capitalism, lead them to struggle. :

This is the whole theme of the article on page 3, and so we
can pass over it briefly here. What that &rticle will emphasize
so clearly is that this can take place quite apart from the
conscious ‘desires and wishes of the labor leaders themselves.

Labor leaders, who have risen from the ranks of lowly work-
ers and aspire to be accepted as respectable and responsible
members of bourgeois soeiety, often want to substitute pleasant
and friendly conferences with management for any kind of
conflict. Having freed themselves from the condition of exist-
ence to which the mass of workers are condemned, they are
“bourgeoisified,” they want to integrate themselves into the
ruling class, or at least find as respectable a niche there as a
corporation lawyer.

And indeed they could do so—so many others do!—if not for
the fact that it is the working class that they are standing on
in order to reach so high. For the working class needs repre-
sentatives in order to oppose the bosses' interests; but the
bosses accept the friendship of these labor leaders only insofar
as they "behave"; from below these bourgeoisified bureaucrats,
there always arises the pressure of mass demands, the unslak-
able needs of the workers which cannot be wished away with
fine talk about class-collaboration, the aspirations steaming up
from the depths of the class for delivery of the goods.
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Some bureaucz"ats can continue their precarious balancing-
aet for substantial periods, in “nermal” times of class. quiet
_particuhrl«y, as everybody knows; but even the most conservas *
tive and most bourgeoisified union leader Mgt o Some extent
satisfy the class needs of his constituent base, or else—.. This
is in the worst case, of course, and theve are not a few such
‘“‘worst!’ cpses in the bourgeoisified labor bureauc¢racy of this
country... . .. c.

“But it is by no means the typical case even here. Timidly. or
militantly, comsistently or hesitantly, competently or crudely,
even the. conservative union leader who does not “believe” in
claps. struggle muet be its instrument to .the extent that he
funtstions as i@ labor leader at all. : :

.48) The directions of the workers’ organized struggle in-

evithbly tends to be ageoinst capitelism—or, to put it more
firiely, this gdruggle always tends to go outside the framework
“of capitaliet institations and ideas. )
- Steadily the labor movement’s insistence on social respenasi-
Bility: for all asepcts of life comes in conflict with the capitalist
insistence on the rights of private property. Far the essence
of capitalist. private-property relations is that this whole area
of man’s life—the economic sphere—‘is to be withdrawn from
the rule.of social responsibility and is to be ruled by the
unilateral power of capital, as its birthright. :

.Many are the compromises that capitalism has been forced
into here,"as is well known, the compromise being mainly that
(a) the state is accorded power to intervene as representative
of “society,” provided (b) that the associated capitalist class
retain full control of this intervening state. (This is the proc-
ess of “statification” under capitalism in a nutshell.) But
whatéver the compromises, the working-class movement—even
the undeveloped union-conscious Iabor movement of this coun-

try—can never be satisfied. 7

Its best sections (UAW, for example) raise slogans like
trade-onion intervention in the setting of prices or in peéring
over the capitalists’ books te check their profit. In periods of

"intense class struggle, sit-downers take over the factories

without a qualm over the rights of private property. The
tendency of the unions in politics is to support federal controls
.al-l the way down the line—over offshore oil, or natural gas, or
prices, or the Salk vaccine, or health insurance, ete.—in the
name of social responsibility vs. private property. Insofar as
this support of “statification” takes place without concomitant
insistence on control by a social democracy, this is indeed
labor’s contribution to the bureaucratization of capitalism,
rather than its democratization. !

~But given a socialist framework it is this insistence on socfal
responsibility vs. private property which is the germ of the
-lgbor movement's inherent ond ineradicable “creeping socialism."
« PHe intuition of the reactionaries is not altogether baseless
«in phiis respect, though -wildly exaggerated and viciously direct-
ed;'8ven Samuel Gompers used to argue.that his simple slogan
of “Mere!” for the labor movement was a more “revolution-
‘ary” slogan than anything the socjalists offexed. And surely
‘it is true that, insofar as labor incessantly presses for “more”
‘out of the economic pie for itself, even when decent wages are
“incompatible with capitalist needs; insofar as labor presses
for “more”. social responsibility and less rule by private profit;
insofar as labor presses in this direction without drawing back
‘when the capitalists yell too violently, to this extent labor
drives the logic of its own existence outside the bounds of the
capitalist framework, and tends to explode it.

Of course, we socialists would maintain, and experience
unanimously shows, that this does not happen except when
the, working-class movement grows up to adoepting socialist
vle'ade'rs-hip and program; but all we are stressing in the pres-
ent connection is that the class conditions and needs and in-
terests of the workers drive their organized movement, in the
course of its struggle, right up against the bounds of the capi-
talist system.

This is not true of any other group in society—only of indi-
‘viduals from other classes, who may decide to throw in their
lot with the working-class struggle. It is enlightening, for
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example to make a study ot the type of political program com-
monty adopted by non-working-class parties which set out to

express protest and struggle: radical peasant parties, or urban -

parties appealing to the middle class, or farmers’ parties in
the U. 8

Peasant parties most typically stop well short of proposing
the abolition of capitalism, confining themselves to proposals
for improving their class’s lot in ways compatible with the
rule of private property; for the peasant is a very tenacious
small private-property-holder himself, and does not easﬂy see
beyond this question.

In a quite different kind of case, as in the case of the Nazi
appeal to middle-class elements, a kind of pseudo- anti-capital-
ism was patched up by directing slogans against bank capital
as distinet from “good” productive capital; or, as in the case
of :Henry Wallace’s program, supporting “progressive” capi-
talists against “reactionary” capitalists.

But what is noteworthy is this: only in the case of working-
class partles, all over the world, does the program and goal of
the movement turn fast or slow toward a basic assault on the
bastions of the capitalist system itself.

Now obviously not all American readers will consider this
inberent turn of proletarlan parties toward anti- capltahsm
as ‘mecessarily a good thing in iteslf, nor are we arguing this
point .at the moment. The fact itself is what we point to, as
illuminating the “special role of the working class,” for the
benefit of so many Americans who cannot see that the working
class as a class can and does play any special role whatsoever.

(4) The conditions and interests of the working class not

only push it toward organized struggle against capitalism but

impel it toward a courage and boldness and militancy which

are well nigh unique to it, at critical moments of struggle
when these qualities are called for.

Now at first blush this may seem to be in contradiction with
our earlier statements that workers are not necessarily per-
sonally “better” in any sense. Are we now saying that workers
are braver and-bolder?

Only . with the same qualifications previously explained. We
are talking about their potentialities as an organized clags—
vlus perhaps, for many individuals whatever carry-over takes.
place from organized behavior to personal behavior as a result
‘of education and conditioning in life situations. But it is the
class behavior we are interested in,

Stereotypes are bad, including class stereotypes, but while
we should avoid them we should not ignore the kernels of truth
that they often contain (and, containing, exaggerate). Thus:
there is the “timid professor.” We have known many pro-
fessors. not at all personally timid. Yet the sweeping stereo-
type contains a kernel of truth about the impact of academic
life and its pressures upon the social psychology of professers.

In the last chapter of his White Collar, a study 6f the mid-
dle class in America, Professor (non-txmld variety) C. Wright
Mills draws a generalized picture of the new’ middle class
which, as it happens, was also quoted in our last week’s issue
of Challenae in conenc¢tion with. a study of student types. Here
it is again, in our predent connection, as summarized by Debbie
Meier.

The new middle class are the "rearguarders." says Mills, wait
ing for someone else to move. As a group they have no cohesion,
but are on sale to the highest bidder or the most likely winner.
"They have no steady discontent or responsible struggle with
the conditions-of their lives. For discontent of this sort requires
imagination, even a little vislom and responsible struggle re-
quires leadership.”

As individuals with private pcsiﬂpns. continues Mills, "they
hesitate, confused and vacillating in their opinions, unfocused
and discontinuous in their actions . . . they have no targets on
which to focus their worry and distrust. They may be politcally
irritable, but they have no political passion. They are a chorus,
too afraid to grumble, too hysterical in their applause.” In the
short run, he concludes, they follow the panicky way of pres-
tige; in the long run they follow the ways of power.

This scathing portrait by Professor Mills is a portrait of a
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social clmss, not an insult directed against middle-class indi-
viduals; just as we have been analyzing the social potentiali-
ties of a.,z:hss and not “idealizing” workers.

But suwely, with this portralt before one, and realizing the
“truth that it containg, it is easy to see why middle-class groups
*simply camnot work up the dynamic drive which is necessary
before one can be “courageous and bold and militant.”

Let us take a simple model: a factory worker on a bickeT

line can, and often does; abuse entering scabs and may have
to be restrained from .physical attack; he is not constrained
by notions of bourgecis respectability from agting this.. way.
even though he may be quite "mpectable" and “bourgeoxs" in
his* behavior on all other normal gccasions. He is more alien-

ated Yrom class séciety, no matter how -he thinks——or how he .

thisike he thinks. But go along the scale of workers up (or
down) toward more:and more “respectable wlute-eollg wark-
ers and employees, to office employees, to bank tellers,-to fash-
ion-house fitters, to . . . college professors. And try to imagine
them yelling at scabs on a picket Iine,

Not beeause we think yelling at scabs is itself the hexght of
courage.pr boldness or mlhtancy, but because it is a handy and
visual le token of what is at stake: the dynamism of the
class in its organized struggle for “something better”’ and
against what-is., We should rather examine the record of the
working class in far more crucial situations than mere strikes;
we should rather see how some of the heights of valor and
self-sacrifice have been reached by unknown workers, not
named heroes, in revolutionary struggles; but these are not
visualizable for the average American reader, who after all is
himself the product of a society dominated by middle-clags
mediocrity.

(5) Finally, we are talking about the organized and mihtant
anti-capitalist struggle of the only class which has the social
power and weight to abolish the old order and build & new
society.

Whatever a historian says about the role of force in revolu-
tions, it is a Marxist principle that social revolutions are not
made by bullets. This is the caricature of socialist revolution
implanted in the mind of the ignorant man by certain types
of policemen and certain types of professors. The Marxist so-

cialist believes that when the working
class, and its associated allies from
other sections of the people, are in-their
massed majority ready for the abolition
of capitalism, it is their social power
which will determine the result in the
last analysis.

The social power of the class.depends
not only on its numbers. It depends also
on its homogeneity and organizability,
as we have discusse.d, its striking power,
It also depends on the indispensability
of the services which 4t performs in
keeping the world’s work going.

No class has its hands so closely on the
basiec work without whish the system
grinds to a halt. Not a wheel can turn
without them. No other class can precipi-
tate a social crisis by the deliberate de-
sision of its orgonized cadres as in @
large-gcale strike. When the vurkllg class
goes lato baitle, all of soclety is em-
Svroiled, for all depends on it. Every time
the working class stirs, the rest of society
shakes. Yet there Is debate over: Hs "spe-
clel role." .

After all of the .above, there is stlll a
deeper “why” to be asked,

In the last analysis, the “1earguard”
character of the middle classes, which
Professor Mills points to, reflects their
pohtxcal ax;d gocial blind-alley. They can-
not give sdciety a lead because there is
no soctail program which in any way cor-
responds to the special interests of the
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middle class. From the conditions of
their _existence arises no pointer to a
way out for all of society.

In contrast, the working class, a,% the
bottom layer of all classes, cannot gyen
stir without pointing to a progmm,@ven
when it itself rejects it: the aboliti n of
capitalism, its class antagonist, and the
assumption of social responsibility . by
the democratically organized people re-
gardless of private profit.

Af-botom, it is because -the lnhruh
of the working class, inherently contained
in s strugales, point a program for a
Hasic transformation and - reconstrugiion
’if society that this class is pushed fo Yoke
s vangsard role In every struggle for
freedom and emancipation.

‘We need: hardly spend much space af-
firming ‘how cognizant .we .are of how
often the working class and its mberests
have been deceived and betrayed b, its
enemies and false frinds. The histo] y of
capitalism, from one point of vie is
nothing but a history of continued _up-
ing of the working class. In fact, decep-
tion .of the working class is one of the
most important conditions for the main-
tenance of capitalism or any other ex-
ploitive system.

It is hardly necessary for us to learn
all about this, then, from critics who like
to argue that socialists’ “faith” in the
working class is misplaced. It is hardly
necessary for us to be told, also, that
today, in good part, the Stalinist menace
feeds on its ability to dupe and deceive
the working class in a number of capi-
talist countries like France and Italy.
The Dbattle for socialist democracy
against both cepitalism and Stalinism
can eves he summed up as the battle to
free the working class from its decep-

_tion by each of.these class enemies.

But this is a battle whlch, deﬁm-
tion, is won as soon as the workers are
“undeceived.” It is meanwhlle s down-
right irrelevancy in this connectwn for
critics to tell us, as they do every so
often, that because the working class has
so long been deceived and betrayed, we
must conclude that it is hopeless.

We point out only: It is the working
class that it is crucial fer the reaction to
deceive, not the petty-bourgeoisie or any
of its fellow rearguarders. And this is
because only the working class can lead
the movement to overthrow it,. whether
it be capitalist or Stalinist reaction,

The socialist revolution, once observed
Rosa Luxemburg, is a war in which there
are necessarily an unending series of
“defeats” followed by only one victory.
We guarantee nothing, of course, except
the honor and dignity of fighting for a
new and better world, rather than the
vileness of adapting one’s mind and
heart to a vile one. We guarantee to no
one that the working class is predestined
to “behave according to our blueprints”
even if we sit by in interesfed passivity
to see whether it does so. We offer only
a road of struggle and a choice of allies
in the only war worth fighting, the bat-
tle for a socialist democracy against the
rival world bloes of war and exploitation,
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THE CLASS STRUGGLE
AND THE TRADE-UNION MOVEMENT

1955

“There is no class struggle in America” : This
precept now belongs in the American catechism
along with the little boy who chopped down the
cherry tree but wouldn’t lie. And, as prescribed
by the official Way of Life, unions obstinately
refuse to ‘“recognize” the class struggle and
boast proudly that they remain aloof from it.

But it “recognizes” the unions; in fact, it creates
them. Despite the most sincere protestations of labor
officials, unions practice the class struggle and a hun-
dred times a day demonstrate its persistence.

In his recent quest for a smattering of respectability,
Walter Reuther has lately cautioned against class
strife, and the formation of a Labor Party. But he is a
living refutation of himself:
® He appeals to workers to form, [oin, build, and be
loyal to their own class organizations—unigns. He insists
that they conduct their affairs without outside interfer-
ence and excludes not only the Communist Party but
lawyers, bankers, storekeepers, and employers. Unless he
were a worker under the jurisdiction of « labor unien,
even J, Edgar Hoover would be barred from membership.
The unlon is a class Institution.
® He insists that unions concentrate on raising the
living standards and rights of their membership, that
they demand and fight for higher pay, shorter hours,
better working conditions, security—even if this means
cutting into employers’ profits. These are class aims.
® He crusades for pensions for wage-workers. After
reaching the age of 60-66 (“too old to work but too
young to die”) and after putting in 20-26 years of serv-
ice and sweat on the job, workers must retire in dignity
and security. What is this demand but a dramatic con-
fession that tens of millions of men and women are
fated to Jive dut their whole lives as hired wage hands—
in America? L
e And through unions, workers fight for maternity
benefits, hospitalization, life insurance and death bene-
fits. From the hour of birth, through the long years
of work, to pensions, to death—all under the ‘surveil-
lance of unionism. These demands and the unremitting
struggle to achieve them are the unconscious recogni-

tion of the workers as a class, fixed within modern

- apitalist society.

® And far more through the unions: Reuther, and
other labor leaders who publicly spurn the class strug-
gle, challenge virtually every right of the employers:
their right to hire and fire, to fix wages and hours, to
regulate the speed of production and the intensity of
labor, to discriminate, to promote, to transfer workers.
The only right which they concede in theory is the gen-
eral “right to own and manage” but they resist every
effort to define this right concretely as a liniitation on
the range of unionism and the scope of its demands.

It was such a refusal by the labor leadersmp that
helped to explode Truman’s Labor-Management Con-
ference in 1945.

@ And they, the labor officials, call upon workers to rally
4o their own class political organizations—not a labor
party it is true, but to a labor Political Action Commit-
fee, or @« Labor's League for Political Education. And
threugh this class-dominated political Institution, candi-
dates fer public office are judged, tested, rejected, or
endorsed on the basis of union criteria: Will thelr candi-
dacy edvance or retard the cause of labor? The conclu-
siens they reach are usually wrong, for they persist In
supperting Democrats and Republicans, but the question
they ask is correct: Will their candidacy advance or re-
tard the cause of labor?

® And their political organization is not satisfied with
vote-catching and ward-heeling. It tries to elaborate a
program and a philosophy, concerning itself not only
with wages and hours but with all the problems faced
by the nation: war and peace, foreign policy, democ-
racy, race relations, industry, education, health, gov-
ernment.

It does not—not yet—propose that the power of gov-
ernment be placed in the hands of elected representa-
tives pf a labor party, but it does insist that all politics
be guided by labor’s outlook. And it appeals for support
not only from union workingmen but from all the
poorer, ordinary people. ; :

On the big questions before the country, the majority
of the working class tends toward a common poiat of
view. And that class against whom it struggles, the capi-
talist class, which owns the machinery of production and
yvlllci therefore is able to live off the labor of others,
also tends toward a common point of view. In Iindustry,
in politics, in soclety the organized workers are pitted
ageinst the organized employers: there is your class
stryggle.

“First organize them, then unionize them.” That is
the slogan of the United Auto Workers. It is a succinet
statement‘of the task of unions, not only to enroll
workers a8 union members but to change their whole
outlook, to make them think as union men. No class
struggle, no class-consciousness in America? But a
loyal, enduring union-consciousness is deeply rooted in
the organized working class, And this union-conacigus-
ness is class-consciousness at a lower level,’ "

Nothing seemed more pitiful than the union move-
ment.in the late 1920s. It had been decimated by an
open-shop drive after the First World War. In the
United Mine Workers, John L. Lewis had crushed union
democracy, expelled progressives who wanted to fight
for industrial unionism everywhere, and carried the
union into decline. The craft unions which dominated -
the AFL were hostile or indifferent to the organization
of the unorganized mass-production industries. Racket-
eering flourished. The AFL remained aloof from poli-
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tics, and when the depression hit, fought every demand

for government aid to the unemployed.

In the crisis of 1929, industrial unions were almost
obliterated. The Miners Union and the needle-trades
unions were reduced to a small fragment of a still-
organized minority holding on with desperation. Unions
a result of the class struggle? It seemed ludicrous.

Yet, it was out of this union movement that the great
revival emerged. John L. Lewis for the United Miners,
David Dubinsky for the Ladies Garment Workers, and
Sidney Hillman of the Amalgamated Clothing Workers

Union formed the CIO and opened the great strike

struggles that broke open-shoppism in the mass-pro-
duetion industries.
M was class struggle on a giant scale gs auto workers

and rubber workers seized the factories in mass sitein

sivikes and defied all the threats of courts, police, militia,
and vigliantes. L
Their courage won. It was such a spirit that brought
unionism to mass-production industry. The CIO was
born in a wave of intense class struggle. ‘
e It brought a measure of democracy into industry. For
the first time, the giant monopolies were forced to rec-
ognize the class organizations of their workers in auto,
steel, rubber, oil. Industrial unionism was founded.
® It struck a blow against racial discrimination ip in-
dustpy. Negroes poured into the new unions with: equal.
rights and they won security on the job, the right to
promotions, to seniority. Thousands of Negroes became
trained workers’ leaders in the course of strike strug-
gles and union-building. :
e It revived political democracy. It enrolled million
into industrial unions and quickly brought them into
politics. It entered ipto election campaigns which be-
came the forum for airing opposing social programs
and demands and not simply a contest between Tweedle-
dee and Tweedledum.

During the Second World War, union officials made
an all-out effort at class peace. Virtually every impor-
tant union with the exception of the United Mine Work-
ers gave a “no-strike pledge,” promising under no con-
ditions to strike for the duration of the war. They
were ready to surrender their weapons in the interests
of uninterrupted production of munitions to defeat
Japan and Hitler Germany. '

But although they were ready to give up the class
struggle and freeze the unions in a state of sus.pended
animation, they were not ready to give up the unions, or
let them be destroyed. The no-strike pledge, which was
presumably an “unconditional” pledge, was actually
founded on an unstated but decisive condition: democ-
racy must remain and unions must be protgoted.—Only
the Stalinists, for their own pro-Russian antx-laboy mo-
tives, were ready te enforce the pledge to the point of
destroying unions. S : .

: The yll.-f’l’lkc pledge proved impassible o -enforce be-
eouse the class struggle is impossible to ergdicaly In
capltalist seciety. Wherever a free labor movemanhgx-
ists, the cluss struggle tends 4w spring to life wibiie It.
Bven fhe most conservative unlons. {yas, aven .gengsier
and racket-ridden unions) contain the potentlal for re-
generation as fighting Institutions of the working - ¢lass.
Those who would wipe out the class siruggle, or gf least
the posslhliity ‘for an orgaiwzed working-class, struggle,
would have to destroy root and branch every vc-ﬂ’o of

onlsm. . ‘
“I'I‘he class struggle is not created by the qulg'k of in-
dividuals nor can it be set aside at their w}ngn. It is
“provoked” by’ the very nature of capitalist society and
cannot be shrugged off as inconvenient even during
wartime. If the labor leaders were quite eager to live
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in peace and harmony, the employers and their political
representatives were not. In fact, the more the unions
stressed their peaceful intentions, the.more provocative
became the employers. Once the unions announced that
they would not tolerate strikes, the bosses had a free
hand to,,fire union activists, to.chisel on wages and
pieceworlt, to speed up production by squeezing work-
ers, to violate contracts in a thousand small ways,
while controls made real wages drop behind prices.

The class struggle erupted, unofficial but real. De-
spite government pressure, harangues from the capi-
talist-owned press, 'and appeals from labor officials,
strikes began—so-called “wild cats,” unauthorized .and
spontaneous. Only in the United Mine Workers Union
were the top officials courageous enough to organize
and lead strikes to defend working standards. )

But in other unions the strike movement went on as
“wild-cat” stoppages opposed from above but led by
rank-and-file union militants from below, in defiance of
official policy. Literally hundreds, if not theusands, of
unauthorized strikes sprinkled the country during the
war, reaching every industrial city and every indus-
try. The rubber industry was shut down by a general
strike in the Akron rubber plants, unauthorized but
solid. In Detroit, two or three new walkouts began every
day. The movement began as a series of semi-sponta-
neous, isolated, disconnected incidents but grew in
scope.

The no-strike pledge and resistance to it invaded the
internal life of the unions as movements to rescind the
pledge mounted. In the Rubber Workers Union, in the
shipbuilding unions, and even in the solidly Stalinist-
controlled United Electrical Workers, caucuses were
founded to fight to rescind the pledge. But it was in the
United Auto Workers that the movement reached its
height. In local unions, the pledge became an election
issue and by 1944 a nation-wide rank-and-file caucus
was formed in advance of the union’s convention, and
gained one-third of the votes for rescinding.

Union officials who resisted the movement against
the pledge to firmly or who sought to crush and expel
unauthorized strfke leaders found thems&lves in trou-
ble. (The downfall of the Communist Party.in’ the*labor
movement, the most vicious and unrelentify’ éhey of
striking miiltants, dates from ,t%”i)_eriod. It wag-fnt the
struggle against the no-strike pYelige that progressive
‘unionists began to learn that Stalinism is a reactionary
anti-working-class force.)

When the CIO was founded, we saw that a united
labor officialdom could split in two, with one section
leading mass struggles, even violent ones, fo-:establish
unionism in the . basic industries. The war years were
even more instructive. We saw that American unionists,
if need be, were ready to cast aside their old leaders
and take up the class struggle in new ways. ‘

When the First World War ended, union-busting
began. Unions which had enrolled millions of new mem-
bers were forced back by a successful employérs’ open-
shop drive: But unionism was finally established in the
class struggle after the Second World War.

When the war ended in 1945, the union movement
was freed of the shackles of the no-strike pledge. The
official union leadership called mass strikes in every
industry. Instead of going backward, unionism moved
forward as. millions went on the picket lines in auto,
steel, oil,g‘ubber. In thése strikes, the leaders sought
to make up for the passive war years and it was into
these mass movements that the rank-and-file move-
ments of the war years disappeared.

These were the days when unionists showed how
little respect’ they felt for some of the sacrosanct privi-
leges of their employers. “Open the Books,” “Wage In-
creases Without Price Increases”-whese slogans of the
‘GM strike of 1945-6 inspired unionists everywhere. The



right of employers to the inviolate secrecy of their
financial manipulations was challenged; their unilater-
al right to set prices was called into question. Although

these rallying slogans have been shelved, they will be:

revived. )

Now the unions are strong, self-reliant and ‘entrenched.
But it is impossible for them to relax in the comfortable
enjoyment of class peace.

The employing class tolerates unionism because it
can do nothing else; but for the last decade, ever since
the powerful post-war strike wave, it pugheg for gov-
ernment curbs on union power. And it has been suc-
cessful

The Taft-Hartley Law_holds the threat of govern-
ment injunction over every mass strlke, it imposes po-
litical curbs and qualifications on umon leaders, it
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makes it illegal for strikers to vote in NLRB elections,
a provision successfully used to smash unions in local
cases. An employers’ nation-wide “right-to-work” cam-
paign is in full swing, putting over state laws out-
lawing the union shop. New laws are before Congress
to curb the right of unions to participate in election
campaigns. What employers cannot achieve in open
class: struggle on the industrial front they win on the
political front.

The class struggle by the employers against the
uniehs continues.

The unions are forced to defend themselves: it is the
pressure of its class enemies that impels the AFL and
CIO to unite. No class struggle in America? The unity
of AFL and CIO tells a different story, as does all of
American labor history.

BEN HALL
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LABOR AND DEMOCRACY:
WHY THEY ARE INTERDEPENDENT

ICH and poor alike are forbidden to sleep under bridges. The writer
who coined this biting aphorism was reminding us of the great
gulf between noble proclamations of equality before the law and».

the annoymg fact of economic inequality.

This dronic equality pervades political life under capitalism. De-
mocracy gives rich and poor the right to enter the polling booth and
cast equally weighted ballots. Each has the same right to free speech;
the same theoretical right to publish a press, to establish parties, run
for office; and out of it all, governmental power hypothetically emanates
as a “will of the majority.”

. No one could ask for a more fair and square deal, except for mle
thing—wealth dominates over democracy in a society of economic

inequality.

Despite its great power based
upon wealth, the capitalist class
suffers from an incurable ailment,
one. which will ultimately prove
fatal. ‘It is a tiny minority.

The common people possess not
the strength of ownership and
wealth but the weight of numbers.
But numbers alone are without
power. Politics in a capitalist de-
mocracy becomes a contest be-
tween-the mass of people and a
small minority with all the re-
sources for misleading, deceiving,
and disorganizing the majority.

The people can mobilize the dem-
ocratic power of numbers only by
ORGANIZATION.

Cl;hg %lg‘ht to, organijze into inde-
penden associations free of state
dictation is one of the most funda-
mental of all democratic rights; it
is the only democratic right which
can be exercised by the people with
far greater effectiveness than any
ruling class. A rich minority can
buy newspapers and meeting halls

Just as they buy yachts and man-

sions; but they cannot purchase
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voluntary associations of millions
of people.. Every dictatorship
strikes at the right to organize.

Of all the classes in modern so-
ciety, ane class above all needs or-
ganization and has proved most
capable of effecting it—the modern
working class. The wealth of every
ruling class. comes out of this
¢lass’s labors and it is compelled to
organize firgt of all out of sheer
self-interest.

Even if it were not warmed by
the faintest spark of idealism, even
if it knew nothing of demoeracy
as an abstract principle. the working

class would be compelled to band together
to defend its wages and working condi-
tions. To . rise above the level of inani-
mate objects, to demand more consider-
ate treatment than a lump ef coal, this
working clasy must organize in elemen-

‘tary collective bargaining with its em-

ployer.

To organize, it must have the right to
assemble and prepare its demands and
program; and to assemble it must have
the right to speak, to print and dis-
tribute its message to millions. The work-
ing class, in defense of its daily life, re-
quires democracy in all its fullness. It
is always and everywhere battling for
it; where it has won democracy, it fights
to retain it; where it has surrendered or
lpst it, it soon feels the lash of intensified
exploitation and degradation.

At various stages In the history of na-
tions, tha fate of democracy has rested
with different chisses: petty bouggeoisle,
tradesmen, independeat farmers., in so-

clety today, the cause of democracy goes

with the working class, that class which
has demonstrated in action a stubborn,
“consistent, inherenf need for democracy.

There is more democracy in a back-
ward laber union than in the most en-
lightened corporation. But such a com-
parison is only a small part of the whole
story. Many unions are run by officials
who cling to office by undemocratic, au-
thoritarian measures. Seldom can we say:
“Here is real internal union demoeracy.”
A double standard is the rule: in its
struggle with the world of capitalism,
the union movement “insists upon " de-
mocracy, but in its own private life, it is
often willing to dispense with it.

Union leaders, even those who come
out of the ranks, tend to rise above the
workers; they begin to enjoy -a higher
standard of living, to consider themselves
masters, not servants, of the rank and
file. In extreme cases, which shock even
the most conservative labor leaders, cor-
rupt officials tie in with racketeers and
gangsters.. - Sprees 7

Union members are often ready to tol-
erate restrictions on internal democracy
because they fear the power of big capi-
tal which always threatens. By avoiding
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differences of opinion and internal dis-
putes they hope to maintain unity against
attack. Such a shortsighted view makes
it impossible for the unions to fulfill their
responsibilities to the working class: to
cultivate and expand the consciousness
of democracy in the labor movement, and
to prepare the working class . to ¥ale in-
dustry.

Despite these limitations, the- organized
labor movement fights for democracy. Neo
matter how debased at any moment the
labor movement (or any sector of it) might
seem, it contains the seed of a speedy
regeneration. in the last analysis, the paw.
‘er ' of union leadership rests not wupon
force but upon the consent of the ranks;
#very labor leadership. must count upom
its membership or face destruction in
crises. This clone limits every inner union
machine and makes every arbitrary power
temporaty. R X

“Tomorrow a psycholozical wave might

_pass through the minds of the mine

workers,” said John L. Lewis, whose per-
songl power is unmatched in the labor
movement, “and wash away whatever in-
fluence over their actions I have as an-
individual and as president of the United .
Mine Workers. That isn’t power in theg
sense the word is generally employed:’
about me. The president [of the United'
States] has power which no psychological
change can take away from him while
he holds his office. . . . Industrialists have
the power conferred by financial re-
sources -on which labor depends for its
bread. That is real power, of which I
have none.”

In perfods of crisis, the working class
has cast’adide old leaders, revamped old
organizeations: and created new ones. We
have seen it'in action in the 1930s, when
the. CIO- was founded and built in an-
swer to the needs of the tilmes. i

The labor movement in this countrv
remains tonservative and pro-capitalist.
Nevertheless, \ts organized participation
has made pBlities in this country richer
and more meaningful. Once millions of
workers were herded to the pollg by ward-
heelers and hacks of corrupt political
machines. Now they are brought into po-
litical life for social reforms under the
direct leadership of their own unions.
Yesterday, American politics. had degen-

-erated into a farcical contest between

“Tweedledum and Tweedledee capitalist
politicians wrangling over meaningless
and trivial promises. Now, every election
poses social questions: pensions, social
seeurity, fair employment. And this
transformation has been effected by.the
clamorous- Intérvétion of . unioms. into.
politics which compels the existing capi-
talist parties to take a stand on the vital
issues_of the day.

This from a working class which hus
only just begun to put itself forward as
a political force, timidly, cautiously,
gticily limited by its conservative loyvalty
to capitalism.” When it once becomes
aware of its own power, of the rights it
deserves, and of the responsibilities it

owes to all society, it will change the
world. )
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IN TRADE UNIONS:
|SL EXPERIENCE

SOCIALISTS
THE

1958

[The following is an excerpt from
an article on the history of the
Independent Soctialist League. ]

Most comrades who were not in the armed forces,
worked throuchout the war in the factories and the
unjons. It is to them primarily that the Independent So-
cialist League owes its sustained existence throughout
these years, and owes above all the good socialist name
it deserves. Our trade unionists showed thousands of
their fellow-worké®s the meaning, so grievously dis-
torted by others in the past, of socialist activity in the
labor movement. They followed a course which was
living disproof of the view that socialists pursue in-
terests separated from the labor movement and hostile
to it. They never allowed their loyalty to the working
class and its movement to be questioned by anything
they said or did. They were in the forefront of every
movement to maintain the integrity of the unions
throughout the war years, as they have been since,
whether it was threatened by maneuvers of the gov-
ernment, the employers or the Stalinist. They were in
the forefront of the educational work in favor of inde-
pendent political action by the unions. They were prom-
inent and tireless in the fight against wage-freezes and
the pernicious incentive-pay schemes. They were in
every other progressive cause in the unions.

‘The progressive groups that took shape during the
war in a number of the most important unions of the
country found our comrades initiating them, in their
leadership, or in every case warmly active in the ranks,
especially in the Auto Workers union, in the Ruabber
Workers union, in the Shipbuilders union, in the*Elec-
trical union and Radio Workers union, and among' the
Railrond unions. And we do not ever want to forget the
splendid activity of eour comrades—and our LaBor
AcTtioN—in. the strike of the Southeast Missouri share-
croppers, a small battle in itself but surely one of the
most dramatic battles of Negro people in this country
daring the war.

The work dene by our comrades in the broader move-
ments, the trade unions in particular, was invaluable to
us in more then one way. They acquired an experience and
uaderstanding indispensable to every socialist and to the
socialist movement as a whole. One of the defects of
many radicals, understandable but perilous, is that they
regard the non-socialist working class and its non-sociglist
organizetions not only from the outside but from the
stondpeint of an abstract radicalism.

This is true not only of many who hecome socialists
hefore they come into contact with the labor movement
but even of many who become socialists after having
heen in the labor movement for a time. Their socialist

political and educational activity is often tinged--one
might almost say, tainted—by the atitude of tihe “out-
sider” looking down the side of his nose upon the labor
movement as it actually is and without an understanding
of how to help it become what it ought to be. They leave
the non-socialist worker with the feeling that they have
no comprehending sympathy for the real and concrete
problems of the labor movement to which he is so strong-
ly attached, that they are in that movement only in the
interests of an “outside” organization with “outside” in
terests that are distinct from his own and even alien to
them. Such socialists exhaust their radicalism in unre-
lieved criticism of everything done by the unions as in-
adequate, false or disagtrous and in rote denunciation
of every union official as a reactionary bureaucrat who
exists solely for the purpose of betraying the workers.
By that token, they quickly exhaust their usefulness to
the labor movement and therewith to the cause of
socialism. ; ‘
Experience, and our own conscious efforts, quickly root-
ed all such tendencies out of our socialist activity in the
lobor movement. Our comrades saon learned how to make
it clear that their ideas are in fullest harmony with the
true interests of the unions, thot they differ from ether
unionists only in that they are socialist unionists who re-
present a movement that does not seek to weaken ov re-
place or digtate to the unions but to help in every possible
way %o achieve their own stated objectives so that, thus
fortified, they can advance te objectives of a higher and
more dureble kind. From the outset, we have supported
evpry unjon demand, no..matter how modest; defended
every gain, no matter how smeall; taken earnest part in
every. progressive and democratic movemen? jnside the
“unions; refused to be silent about shortcomings of the
labor mevement and blindwess and errors of its leadership.
We have proceeded in our attituded toward the unions
from the conception that, with all their inadequacies and
their seamy sides, they are the principal pillar of dem-
ocracy ip the country. It takes litle imagination to vis-
valize what would happen to those democratic rights and
prospeets we have if the labor unions were crushed or
even greatly weakened, or if they becamé mere instru-
ments or vassals of the government. Our attitude and
activity are therefore guided by the long-range aim of
helping to develop this main force for democracy to play
the decisive part, which no other force can play in resist-
ing'the retrogression of capitalist democracy, by trans-
forming it into a socialist democracy. Under our condi-
tions, the first big step in this direction—and it would
!)e a revolutionary step—would be the formation of an
independent political party opposed to the existing
capitalist parties and challenging them for the right to
lead the nation. Of all the liberal, democratic or progres-
sive elements in the country, we know of none that can
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even begin to compare with the labor movement in its

ability to take effective initiative for such a step, or in
the social and representative power it has to maintain
and stablize such a party. From the standpoint of labor,
of democracy, and of the socialist future, such a step
would be nothing short of a politieal revolution in the
United States. ‘ ,

This basic thought has always been foremost in our
minds in judging the problems of the unions in this
country, and the problems which socialists face in the

SOCIALIST POLITICAL ACTION

“as the Iatter’s rival. Socialism in this country will ad-
vance only to the extent that it is an effective and res-
pected educational and political force among all demo-
cratic elements in the country, but primarily and above
all a force in the labor movement. Short of that, it will
be a sect, a big sect or a small one, a good sect or a bad
one, but a sect nonetheless. And to become such a force,,
it must work not on the labor movement but in it, loyally
and responsibly, with utmost comradeliness, sympathetic

upd_’g;;getknai@g; patience, and without a tracé of supercil-
unions, We long ago ceased to counterpose the soeialist ious demards; altiniatums, hostility 'atid “outsidedsies.”
movement to the labor movement, or to set up the former )

H. W. BENSON 1956
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TOWARD A BASIC REALIGNMENT
IN U.S. POLITICS

Any discussion of politics in the U.S. must sooner or later get around to
the question of a "third" party.

Some caution against having '"too many'" parties. Others insist that anoth-
er major party could only be a "protest'" movement that could never win. Still
others insist that the '"two-party system" is so deeply entrenched in American
life that it can never be replaced. Then there are those who warn against 'class"
parties, praise the virtues of 'broad coalitions' that represent all the people
and shun concentration of two much power in too few hands. _

Most of this argument misses the mark; for what is at stake is not the
number of parties, or even the two-party system as an abstract principle, but the
reality of current American politics embodied in two real, not abstract, parties:
the Democratic Party and the Republican Party.

The basic fact is this: since the organization of the majority of the Am-
erican industrial working class, an achievement of the last 15 years, the struct-
ure of the nation's political party system has become utterly obsolete.

Power bumps back and forth, like the old Toonerville Trolley. But that
section of the population which is largest in numbers, most strongly organized,
strategically placed, and powerful, is hardly represented inside either of the
two old parties.,

That part of the population is the working class; and it scarcely obtains
formal representation even in the party which it regularly supports and usually
puts in power, the Democratic Party.

What is necessary is not just "another' party but a thoroughgoing reorg-
anization of U.S. politics, a realignment of forces to truly represent reality.
And in this realignment a party of the working people must emerge: a labor party.

Consider for a moment the absurd line-up of classes in the ruling
parties.

The Republican Party has traditionally combined a most open concern for
the big monopolies with the support of masses of independent farmers. Those who
farm the farms are trapped inside one party with those who farm the farmers.
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Monopolists who control the stock-
yar&s and packinghouses mulct the
stock farmers who sell their ani-
mals at low prices to the meat trust
only to discover that the public
pays sky-high prices on the retail
rharket, The milk farmer is milked
by fhe daxry trust.

. Yet ‘they all cohabitate in one
party, whose slogan might truly be
“What's good for General Motors
is good for America.”

"~ Now:the f_armer 18 becoming res-
tive and turns toward labor.

. Yo Mchigan, a new organization
of dairy farmers collaborates with
the CIO. In Iowa, and other grain
states, new farm organizations are
rising, contemplating not merely
cooperation with the AFL-CIO but
agtual affiliation to it.

The farmer, then, is
away from bjg business. But what
does he find in the other party?

The Democratic Party unites the
Slave Dealers of tHe South- with
the NewsDealers of the North.

This party held power for 20
years with the support of the dem-
ocratic masses.of the cities: work-
ers, Negroes, and poor peop]e Yet,
in Congress, the party is. domi-
nated by the representatives of.the
Southern planters and mill owné#s
who choose its top leaders and wun
its main committees.

Here in the South, the party re-
mains in power by excluding the
masses  from political life: the
whites by trickery ; the Negroes by
terror. Backwardness and dictator-
ship, that is the Democratic Party
in the South.

And in the North? The Demo-
cratic Party is run not by the mil-
lions who put it in office but by ex-
clusive machines of bosses, some
legally and others only morally
corrupt. The rich and powerful
who buy the Republican Party out-
~ight have to buy the Democratic
Party through its political bosses.

Such is our "two-party system.”
Would another set-up put too much
power in the hands of one class?
Could another system increase the
influence of a small minority and
thwart the will of the majority?

looking

t

 Anyone who answers such ques-
tions should ask himself: whdt do
we have now?

Millions of farmers vote Rgpub-
Hean.only to learn to-theix didméy
that they have turned the country
over to Wall Street. And millions
of workers and Negroes vote Dem-
ocrat only to discover that they
have turned the nation~ ‘over to
slave-dealers, or at least to wah-
tion of Southern reactionaries and
Northern Wall Street agents.

As the people switch back and
forth in the dizzying quest for
proper representation, they never
get what they want. At bottom, the
power of wealth and monopoly re-
mains; privilege and exploitation
dominate in both parties.

High prices; growth of monopoly; war
and imperialism; cycles of unemployment
and -prosperity; corruption in govern-
ment; high taxes for the poor; ever-
higher profits for the rich; small business
to the wall; concentration and monopoly:
It contmues alike under Republican
rule'as it did under the Democrats.

Do you mean to say, it will be asked,
that both parties are the same? Not at
all.

They are as dlﬂ'erent as a Stanley

Steamer and a Model T. Ford. But both
are gutlived in the age of jet-propulsion.

As we have just pointed out: they are
different. Each appeals to different
classes; each proposes a program differ-
ent in important respects. To put it
truthfully, each deceives different sec-
tions of the population by different de-
vices.

But in this respect they resemble one
another: the voters who put them in
power cannot get what they want.

Farmers vote for a better life and
higher income for themselves. They get
high ‘monopoly prices for the machines
they must buy.

Labor ahd Negroes vote for democ-
racy. They get right-to-work laws, and
terror at the Southern polling booths.

They vote for Lehman; they get East-

land at the head of the Senate Judiciary
Committee,
" But hold on: Has there been nothing but
deaction, profiteering, anti-democracy?
Husnf there beea the New Deal, social
E@glslchon. rising incomes, better standard
of living for. the masses and a hundred
and one other things?

“Qf course, and we have no intention of
zoamtmyg,F a picture of unrelieved gloom
and utter blackness. There has been
progress, great progress.

" But that simple truth alone tells us
very little. The important question is
this: how was that progress achieved?
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Row did modern social legislation get on
the books? ' -

It was not because of the Démperatic-
Repubhcan two-party system but despite
it.

‘The Russians now have their folk-tale
6f the evil Stalin who plotted - to turn
their nation into a nightmare of terror.
We have a charming dream to go -aleng
with it. It tells how a noble hero, Frank-
lin D. Roosevelt, sat by the fireside and
lifted a nation out of despair into hap-
piness.

But the fairy tale of Prince Franklin
is for children. It was not he; it was not
the Democratic Party; it was not a club
of honorable peliticians whe happily de-
livered the social legislation of the New
Deal era to a g'rateful people.

: B o

These gclns were won because the
people fought; they fought a long and
dramatic class bathe.

Farmers gathered by the thomsands,
‘wuns in hand, to prevent the foreclosure
of their land; they toured the roads in
trucks enforcihg their produce strike in
a National Farmers Holiday- Movement
which rallied- millions.

" Veterans marched on Washington for
‘their bonus.

Unemployed demonstrated, - formmg
into leagues and councils.

And finally, tens of thousands of work-
ers seized the factories in a wave of sit-
gn strikes that broke open-shopplsm in
ndustry.

In the wave of protest, the Sosiglist.
Party. grew: Norman Thomas px -
Jnost a million counted ballots 4n.
1932, Mass- indignation m waS
even misdivected into the yOumttunist
Party whith grew in size and influence.

These struggles, these demanis; #his
inood compelled the politicians to yieh,
and under the pressufe of the rising
people- they- quickly enacted p series of
laws which the people took and went on
to demand more.

‘Lot-us ask a question: if the great gains
of the pest generation came from the $wo-
perdy-system, or at least from the- Demo-
crotic Pedtytiliow con you eccount for
#his- fact: sinee the era of the great social
goains- in. the mid-thirties, social legisia-
HOI hes gropnd. to a halt. At best, it s
ieduced b & dribble.

And y&, the forces of labor and lxber-
alism aré mot weaker; they are far more
powerful $han ever.

In 1932 the union movement counted
only two million., Now it enrolls 17 mil-
tion. In 1882 the Southern Negro was
beaten and disorganized. Now he is
shaking up the whole South and rousing
the attentien of the country. .

Twenty-five years after labor’s great
¥ictories, George Meany, AFL-CIO pres-
ident, anneunces that labor’s legal and
Yegislative position is at a historic low
point. .
. ‘In these years, the rising of the peo-
ple was slowly brought under control
and curbed by the two-party system of
Democrats and Republicans. When the
‘first ‘popular waves subsided, political
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power remained in the hands of political
bosses, slave-dealers, and the rich.

- The political forms and structure of
American politics are now outlived not
because there has been no progress but
-:Cncouse there has been so much progoess.

" The people are too powerfully organ-
ized to permit political parties to be run
by narrow cligues.

In fact: the political structure is al-
ready cracking up: the Democratic Par-
ty is torn between.Southern reaction and
faber - libepalism. Walter- Reuther' ex-
‘plains: ‘“you cannot have Senator East-
1and and -have ns at the same time.” The

- deserts- the Democratic Party
while the farmer is deserting the Repub-
licans. Patiwhere are they all to go?

. What is-to;replace the decaying Demo-
c!‘atic‘-RepubIm -system?

. No crystal.ball is handy. The reorgani-
xatlon and. reerientation. can swirl. about
in confusion while fantastic alliances are
patched together on the spur of the mo-

ment. None ean match the f ?,of
the old Democratic Party: Easthind. *
the Negro; Reuther.and the “right-to-
work” Democrats—all in one coalition!

We say simply this: if the coming polit-
ical ‘realignment is to _be understandable,
if it is to. achieve the mxlm“ for the
people, then a labor party must le# formed.
Let those who want to rally # democ-
racy and security for t*he people gather
around a party of the working class. Let
those who are ready to defend privilege
and exploitetion form their own party.

For the first time, the people can have
a (“ear choice of alternatives.

Why a labor party? Doesn’t that seem
“dogmatic”? Such objections quickly
spring to mind. .

Remember, always, that the United
States is the only modern democratic na-
tion where there is no labor party.

And now, politics can only give a true
picture of what is happening in real life
when such a party is formed here.

To understand why ‘there should be a
labor party, “consider first the question
of democracy.

Democracy means the domination of
government - by the popular masses
through the forms of free discussion,
free organization, free elections. But the
vast majority are poor; a tiny minority
is rich. This becomes the great danger
to popular democracy; for those who
own wealth. dominate society, not
through numbers but through:influence.

When a tiny class of bankers and in-

dustriatists con dominate the avenues of
~discussions, the press, -the radio, televi-
sion: when they ¢an buy and sell politi-
cians and intellectuals, then they can
thwart the people even under the forms of
démocracy. Where concentrated wealth
accumulates, democracy can live enly
when the force of money is conterbal-
anced by the organized people.

For a half century after the founding
of th¢ American republic, democracy de-
pended upon the support of ‘millions of
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free farmers and small merchants who
were determined that bankers and com-
mercial ‘combines should not thrust the

people aside. They were the backKbne of

the Democratic Party. But withthe rise
of slavery and the dominance 'of slave-
ownets, and with the rise of industry,
the old base of democracy began to crum-
blé; the old alliances were torn asunder.

'A new party, a “third” party il you
like, rose to lead the fight against the
spreading of slavery. It was the Repub-
lican Party, and to it went the support
of the masses of people in the North who
wanted democracy.

During and after the Civil War, great
fottimes - were made; industry flour-
ished; trusts consolidated toward the
end of the century; the Democratic Par-
ty - Wa¥ dominated by the former slave
owners; the Republican Party became
the direct tool of big business, which be-
gan impartially to buy and sell both par-
ties. It:was an age of the open domina-
tion of+*Big Business.

~Demdtracy was kept alive by short-
lived popular political upsurges, inside
and outside the two parties and cutting
across both: Populism, progressivism,
free-silver. The old base ofe democracy,
the free farmer, had been undermined.
The importance of agriculture in the
economy was in decline; industry was
growing. The revolt of the farmer
proved ‘to be' futile and despairing; the
rule of big business continued unchecked.

Meanwhile, a new class was rising: the
modern industrial working class.

But in its vast majority it was unor-
ganized, backward, and largely foreign-
born. Although a small minority of the
class succeeded in organizing itself, and
an even smaller minority founded an
active socialist movement, the vast ma-
jority remained in disarray, organized
only as voting cattle by corrupt capital-
ist political machines.

So. it remained until just yesterday.

But now, the whole social balance in
America. has shifted.

Democracy finds its new social base in
a new class: the working class. In the
last 26 years, this class has organized
itself industrially; it has lifted itself
into politi "l’consciousness; it is a force
so powerful,®o invincible that no other
class can mowe without taking its mood
into account. i

Yet, while 'the $aps  structure has
changed, .politics ging formally what
it was fifty years ago.

There is no party, there is no consclous-
ly orgonired faction of amy party, that
expresses and represents the fundomen-
tolly democratic class of our time.

If class antagonisms, the self-interest

of social groups, do exist.in reality, -

then let them be expressed openly and
honestly in the forum of public discus-
sion and politics. It would be .a good
thing: when a banker decrigs “sogial-
ism” and lauds “free-enterprise,” let -the
world know that he is really talking of
his_profit ledgers. SLNR NG

If class antagonisms do mot exist- in
real life, then no party could possibly
provoke them.

American politics today, however, suc-
cessfully expresses the self-interest and
class desires of a tiny group of rich and
privileged. Hypocrisy is their device;
they are satisfied with the reality *of
selfish class rule; they prefer not to talk
of classes. ‘

But if a labor party must not be organ-
jzed because class interest is an evil thing
that must be barred from politics, what
holds the labor movement together? Why
do workers organize into uaions? Unions
are class organizations; they enroll only
wage-earners; they exclude their employ-
ers; they unashamedly advocate a pro-
gram in the interests of the working peo-
ple; they strive ceaslessly for higher
wages, shorter hours, pensions and insur-
ance for workers. ;

Could there be any more.-scientifically
defined class movement?

Should any union leader suggest that
the AFL-CIO and its affiliates dissolve
because the organization of the working
class provokes “class- antagonism/”. he
would be hastily dispatched to a-rest
home. @ el d daky

The antagonism between.worker: and
boss is not created by the. union; the
workers organize because:such a-confliet
of interests already exists, If they can-

N

not organize, they live-not in sotie para-

dise of class harmony but in a state of
super-exploitation. i R

If the working class is organized in
industry, why not in politics?

We may be told: It is true that the
upion organizes only workers, but it is
not trye that the union movement adopts
a program only for workers; don’t the
most progressive umion: leaders always
remind us that we wgnt not a “nickel in

the pay envelope” movement but one’

which will be responsible for the needs
of all the people? |

Precisely! And that is what proves our
contention to the hilt. In other words, the
union which may appear to employers as
a “narrow” self-seeking grab for money
is actually a great social mevement..-*

Although it is actually organized on a
clags basis, it nevertheless -is ready to
take on the fight of .all the poer people,
workers or not, organized .or not.

In fact, because the union is a working-
class. movement and is compelled- fo fight
against the big monopalies, it and it alone
has been capable of stimulating such a
program and of rallying miliions behind
it. The-working class must lead the nation.
And a labor party can do so more and
musé do no less.

But let us get down to brass tacks.
The: labor movement talks about leading
“the nation; the UAW, foy example, calls
itself the vanguard in America, in words
and ift resolutions. But these lofty goals
are never quite brought to life,
~ How. we ask, does the labor movement
propose to lead farmers, Negroes, pro-,.
fessionals, and the poor? ' : :

cw B
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Fundamentnlly. the task is polgical;
"the unions must show how to or“me
government in the interesta of the peo-
ple. But in the last ana}yais at present
they have only this to offen:‘elect Demo-
crats.

But in order to elect & goverament
which will in reality carry est a people's

progrom, it is not enough do pick and .

chepse the few likerals who modest-
ly like rare flowers among swemp rocks.
A sew movement, a new pardy Mcmd
to sqcial progress must coms hnufd
sad-thet is e lebor party. .
Twenty-five years ago, industrial un-
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ionism was a dream. Yet in the course of
a single generation it has hanged the
face of Ameriea and brought millions of
workers into conscious political life.
With their rise, demoeracy in Ameriea
took on mew significance but it was still
limited and curbed inside parties domi-
nated by others.

And now, while the united labor move-
ment- hesitates im uncertainty, a great
movement for democracy arises .in the
South, arousing hundreds of thousands
of Negroes to demand equality.

For- a labor party! It has been the
need of our. generation. It is .now the
imperative demard of the hour. -

MAX MARTIN
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ON THE WAY TO AN
AMERICAN LABOR-BASED PARTY

1955

“We tive in a world where everybody is bound
to take care of himself. Yet the English work-
ing class allows the landlord, capitalist, and re-
tail trading classes, with their tadl of lawyers,
newspaper writersyete.; to take care of its inter-
ests. No wonder reforms in the interests of the
workman come so slow and in such miserable

dribbles. The working people of England have

but to will, and they are the masters to carry
every reform, social and political, which their
situation requires. Then why not make that
effort?”

The question with which Frederick Engels ended his
article “A Workingmen’s Party,” from which the above
sentences are quoted, and which he directed to the Brit-
ish workers in 1881, can no longer be relevantly asked
of them. It is the American proletariat and its economic
institutions, the trade unions, which are called upon to
supply an answer to this cogent query.

The English workers proclaimed their declaration of
political independence from the capitalists 50 years ago
and have had their own political party since that time.
In the United States alone out of all modern countries
int the world do we find the workers without a political
party; only in this country do the workers continue to
give -political support to a party of their chss enemy.

The American labor movement has yet to .assert this
elementary condition of dignity. I+ may grumble privately
at what its "friends” in the councils of government are
doing, and from time fo time it may even grumble pub-
licly. But when election time rolls around, the Democratic

Party knows that, no matter who its candidates and what ;
its program, no matter how. it has disregarded. the lnhr-i
ests of Jabor during the preceding four yeurs, still. the
trade ualeas will support it and campalign for I and give
it their vofu.

This is one of the facets of the polutcal underdevel-
opment of the American workers, which contfasts. sp
sharply with their frequent combativeness in economie.
struggles. The historical .roots of this situation have
already been explained in another article in this. i issue.

To be sure, attempts at labor party formation were
made. Many times throughout the 19th century local
and regional groups of workers formed political parties
and launched candidates for office. But these were &l-
most always isolated local affairs of a transient char-
acter. Or else they were the efforts of groups of work-
ers, sometimes new immigrant workers, alienated from
the mainstream of the American working class. Their
character was in many ways sitilar to that of the
various socialist groupings and parties in this period.

The character of the labor movement’s attitude to-
ward politics in this country was best summed up in
Gompers’ famous phrase: “Reward your friends and
punish your emnemies.” Day-by-day participation of the
workers in politics was excluded; on eleetion day, the
trade unions would urge thetr members to vote for this
capitalist candidate and against that one. These “rec-
ommendations” of labor were almost always confined to
municipal and state elections.

- From a narrow point of view, this pollcy could be
said to correspond to the interests of the then trade-
union movement. If a local eraft union in the building
trades was concerned that its members should have
jobs, wasn’t one way of achieving this to get the work-




On the Way to an American Labor-Based Party

ers to vote for that candidate for alderman who would
promise to have the construction of a new Municipal
Building turned over to a builder with whom the union
had contract? And if the concern of theg craft. unions
of the AFL was solely with muinicipal and state poli-
tics rather than national politics, didn’t this correspond
to the fact that what the unions wanted out of politics
was safety regulations and factory legislation for the
industries it organized, and these could be more easily

» satisfied in ‘the municipal councils and st.ate legis-
latures?

.To be sure this meant ignoring the ‘needs and inter-
ests of the broader, unorganized working cldss, not to
speak of society as a whole, but the narrow craft unions
were concerned only with the interests of the “aristo-
cratic” dues-payers enrolled in their ranks.

The-vast change which has occurred in the political
life of the American working class in the last few years
followed the creation of the ClO, that Is, of industrial
unionism. Naturally therefore, the first manifestations of
a new aftitude toward politics occurred in the CI0. .

Fram the very beginning it intervened in natlonal
political life, indicating its preferences in presidential
elections. And unlike the AFL, in which many leaders
are supporters of the Repubhcan Party, it was from
the beginning the supporter of the Democratic Party
and of Roosevelt’s New Deal, of that party which
seemed to it to be the party of political and social re-
form, the party of liberalism. That its attitude toward
politics was serious could be seen by the role which
John L. Lewis’ support -to the Republicans in 1940
played in his resignation from the office. of CIO presi-
den$, and the subsequent withdrawal of the, Mmers
Jfrom the CIO. .

Hand-in-hand with these attitudes went the creation
of trade-union political machines. In the 1936 presi-
dential elections there was created, as part of the wave
which produced the CIO, Labor’s Non-Partisan League,
which in contrast to the old Gompers policy of endors-

ing this or that capltahst candidate mobilized the
workers for cohesive action in the elections.

The creation of the CIO Political Action Committee
for the 1944 elections signified the establishment of a
more permanent political machine under the direct con-
trol of .the more progressive of the two labor federa-
tions of the country, for permanent participation in
all phases of political life. In the 11 years of its exist-
ence, PAC has grown and strengthened itself, has es-
tablished branches in local wards and precincts, has in
many areas taken over or become the mainstay of the
machine of the Demcoratic Party, and has played a de-
cisive role in many elections, including the 1948 elec-
tion' of Truman to the presidency.

The AFL, reluctantly perhaps, but nevertheless, fol-
lowed suit, in correspondence with the growth of indus-
trial unionism in its ranks. In 19562 its endorsement of
a presidential candidate—the Democratic candidate at
that—for the first time in its history, not counting the
1924 support it gave to LaFollette, marked a turnmg-
point for it, as had its earlier creation of its own
pohtxcal machine, Labor’s League for Pohtlcal Educa-
tion.

‘With these developments has gone a broadening of
labor’s pelitical horizons.. The two labor Pederations
concern themselves today with all political and social
questions, lobby actively for all types of legislation, in-
¢luding those not within the purview of the.immediate
narrow. interests of the workers, operate on all political
levels, and do so on a day-to-day basis.

The organization of millions of workers in the mass-
production industries necessarily multiplied the political
and social problems of the labor movement manyfold.
This situation, plus the- -qver-increasing interve tion of the
qovernment into all phases of life, particularly the ‘econ.
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omy, created a condition in which labor saw many gains
which it had won on the picket lines taken away in the
halis of government. Indifference to politics was no long-

er possible.

These developments are progressive ones, but none-
theless they remain confined within a reactionary con-
text. The political machines and activity of the trade
unions serve one capitalist party, the Democratic Par-
ty;  PAC and LLPE are machines which can form the
basis of an independent labor party but today are in-
struments for the election of capitalist politicans. They
are- labor machines which the labor movement has
placed at the disposal of one of the political parties of
the capitalist class.

Not that the labor leaders are as enthusiastic about
the Democratic Party as they were .during the heyday
of the: New Deal or that they are‘very sanguine about
the possibilities of that party enacting labor’s program.
But out of timidity and conservatism and on the basis

of mistaken ideas; they continue to tie labor to the
Democratic Party. This timidity and conservatism re-
flect the comparative prosperity of the workers and
the comparative absence of sharp social and class
strugg]e .

The labor movement would not even consider the idea
of economic organizations which enrolled the workers
and bosses together. But they continue to organize in
the same political party with the bosses and the repre-
sentatives of the bosses. As justification for this they
give the shopworn arguments of the “lesser-evil”: If
labor formed its own party, the Republicans would wir
and labor’s influence and prestige in the government
would disappear. Those few wretched reforms which
trickle down to us from the Democrats would end and
the reactionaries would take over the country, with all
of its consequent evil for the workers. .

Leaving aside the facts that labor's influence in the
government is negligible today under Eisenhower, and
yesi;grday under Truman got labor nothing, and that the
reforms which the Democrats are able to give labor are
trivial in nature and grow fewer every day, the fact is
that labor's lack of independence contributes heavily to
its low influence and the paucity of its political gains.

Every member of a trade-union negotiating commit-
tee knows that the way to get a good contract is to be
tough and militant during negotiations,’to make large-
scale demands and be prepared to fight .for them. The
trade-unionist who begins contract negotiations by _ask-
ing for next to nothing, and informing thanagefnent
that the umion will sign “the comtract ~ggga‘rdless of
whether management agrees even to its tiny &emands,
would get nothing. But the labor movement“ag § whole
acts in juit this way ‘when_ it cofnes to polities,

A show of mdependence on labor's part and ‘the fore
mation of an independent labor party would result in an
increase, not in a decrease, of its influence and gulns,
The creationiof a labor party would put the capitalists
angd their pohtual representatives on the defensive and
force them to give more consideration to the needs and
demands of the workers than they do today.

British.labor had to go through such experiences too.
Anti-picketing laws in the early 18708 had made the
English workers take up independent political action in
1874. And sure enough, as a result, Gladstone’s Liberal
Pérty (read the Democrats) was defeated and the
Tories (read the Republicans) were elected. The very.
next year the Tories repealed the anti-picketing laws
and passed other pro-labor legislation including a
broadening of the franchise. An accident? Hardly.

Even from the narrow view, militant independence by
labor is the best way fo squeeze the most concessions out
of the present powers-that-be. And the new unity of the
AFL and CIO eliminates . the argument. that lapor's splif
makes a polifical party of Its own unfeasible. -
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That a labor party will come to the United States
should be doubted by no one, desplte the fact that a.
clear-cut movement toward it is not now present.
America cannot and will not escape the historical de-
velopment to which every capitalist country is subJect
All sharpenmgs of the class struggle, an economic re-
cession, a major debacle for America in international,
events, as extension of the witchhunt to the labor move-
ment, an intensified war danger, or a squeeze by the.
war economy on the living standards of the workers,
can produce a movement for a labor party.

And despite today’s economic prosperity, the long-
time trends of the war economy involve a cutting of the,
workers’ living standards and an elimination of _the.
gains which the workers have achieved. This long-range.
prospect and the shorter-range economic and political.
vicissitudes which the workers face, can produce an
intensification of social conflict and. of polltical an-
tagonisms.

What is certain is that an independent labor party wﬂ'
arise. Independent Socialists will look sympcﬂlcﬂully
upon all developments in the labor movement toward its:
creation and will participate to the best of their ability.
in such developments with the.aim of deepening andi
sharpening -the- struggie so that a -perty of ‘the workers:
may come sooner, rather than later, and have’ ? strongen;
program, rather than a weaker one.

SOCIALIST POLITICAL ACTION

The creation of an independent labor party will only
be the firat step. That step will have .to.be followed by
a struggle for a socialist program for theilabor party,
and a struggle for that party to take power in the na-
tion. It is the beginning of the road which leads the
working class to take command of the nation with a
program to reorganize society on a socialist—which is
to say, on a democratic—basis. But this first step will
not, given the current political situation in the country,
be a small one; it will represent a tremendous leap
forward for the workers and for all of society.

The time for that step is now. As Engels said in the
same article from which we have quoted above:

“And yet there never was a more widespread feeling
. . . than now that the old parties are doomed, that the
old shibboleths have beccme meaningless, that the old
watchwords are exploded, that the old panaceas will
not act any longer. Thinking men of all classes begin
to see that-a new line must be struck out, and that this
line can only be in the direction of democracy. But .
democracy means the dominion of the working class,
neither more nor less. Let, then, that working class pre-
pare itself for the task in store for it—the ruling of
this great empire; let them understand the responsibili-
ties which inevitably will fall to their share. And the
best way to do this is to use the power already in their
hands, the actual majority they possess in every large
town in the kingdom, to send to Parliament men of their
own order.”

BEN HALL
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LABOR NEEDS A DECLARATION
INDEPENDENCE

1952

“A broad change in the direction of labor-
relations legislation has occurred [since 1940},

write two contributors to the U. S. Department .
of Labor's Monthly Review. “Prior legislation

designed to encourage unionism and collective
bargammg has been modified to inelude ‘equal-
zzmg features in the form of restrictions upon
unions and governmental requlatzon of collective
bwrgammg This trend began in some of the
states in 1939, and reached its culmination in
1947 in the substitution nationally of the Taft-
Hartley Act for the Wagnev Act, and in the en-
actment of restrictive labor-relations laws in no
less than 30 states. Only a few of these state laws
have since been repealed or held unconstitu-
tional.”

In ten years, the formal legal . position pf
unionism in relation to government has deterio-

“rated. Yet in the same period, organized labor

through constant struggle has increased its real
power in every field; its membership has nearly
doubled ; its internal solidarity is unshakable; its
picket lines are respected by the working class
with near-unanimity ; its political activities have
been intensified. It has solidly organized the basic

~ mass monopoly-industries.

‘In other words, while the real class sfrengfh
of the American workers has mounted, what It is
able to wrest from the government or through
the government has declined. This is the record,
the summary of labor's experience over-the past
decade with what has come to be known as

7'_'Fuir-DecIism.“

~ But to avoid misunderstanding we must ex-
plain in what sense we are speaking of the “Fair
Deal.” There is “Fair Dealism” as a program—



that is one thing. And there is the “Fair Deal”
as a faction or wing of the Democratic Party—
that is something else again.

The labor movement and some sincere liberals
have become accustomed to referring to their
own program as a “Fair Deal” platform. Thus
they label their demands for a whole series of
reforms to improve the living standards and
rights of the common people and to curtail the
power of big capital.

Such a program suffers from the weaknesses
of all such reform programs; it tries to settle
basic problems with half measures when radical
solutions are necessary; it remains within the
limits of capitalist thinking where it should em-
brace the socialist outlook.

For the purposes of this discussion, however,
we will begin by ignoring the weaknesses of this,
the standard program of the organized labor
movement, and think only of its positive side.

Taking it as it is, it demonstrates that the labor_

movement does, honestly and sincerely, seek to
revamp national domestic policy in the interests
of the people. What Jabor lacks, FROM THE
POINT OF VIEW. OF ITS OWN APPROACH, call
it "Fair Deal” or anything else, is a clear and
effective idea of how to fiaht to achieve it.
And this brings us to the second sense of
*Fair Deal.” The Truman wing of the Demo-
cratic Party, which coined the phrase “Fair
Deal,” is one capitalist section of a capitalist
party. It is in the relations between the labor
movement, which honestly and sincerely demands
a real “Fair Deal” program of reforms, and the
Truman Fair-Deal Democrats who giye occa-
sional lip service to it, that here we discover the
source of the paradox of labor’s great strength
and political ineffectiveness. To achieve its own
program, the labor movement has to stop relying

upon the Fair Deal Democrats and become self-

reliant politically.

In every country, except one, where modern
industry exists and democracy prevails the labor
movement has founded its own political party.
Regardless of name—Labor Party in Britain,
Social-Democratic "Party in Germany, ' Cooper-
ative Commoniwealth Federation in Canada, So-
cialist Party in Belgium—the - working-class
party, by its very existence, proclaims to the na-
tion: “We are able to run the government. We
ask your support for the program we advocate in
the interests of the people.” The party of labor
justifies its existence and its Appeal for power
not only because it represents the interests of the
working class but because it alone, among all the
parties and classes in ‘the country, stands un-
ambiguously for progress and freedom. In the
United States, the only countiy where labor
possesses democratic rights but no political party,
the union movement stands as the greatest social
force for freedom.

Labor Needs a Declaration of Political Independence o7

But it undermines its own effectiveness by
refusing to form its own party and choosing in-
stead to support one wing of a eapitalist party,
the Truman Fair-Deal Democrats. This political
infantilism is put forward by the labor leaders
as a brilliant piece of practical strategy. “Yes,
ves,” they might say, “we realize that Truman
or Smith or Jones, the liberal Democrat, is a
pretty weak-kneed character: we know that we

“cai’t rel¥ on him; we know that he may only be

making election speeches today to be forgotten
tomorrow; but look at his opponent! Taft (or
whoosis) is an outright feactionary. Isn’t it
clever to support the Fair-Deal Democrat against
the conservative ?”

Fifteen_ yedts ago sgrgument had the im-
prossive ring-of ndvelty s::‘w we' can judge
its validity on the basis of a long political
experience. By following this policy, the labor
movement has permitted a steady and constant

shift to the right in American politics. The “re-
actionary" diways presses hard from the right.
The “liberal” is horrified by the demands of his
more conservative colleague but he gives in just
a liftle. The conservative’ demands more and
more; the liberal yields more and more. And al-
ways as they both move to the right, the “con-
servative' remains conservative and the "liberal”
remains just a little "better.”

By now, we have reached the point where a
“liberal’’ need only make an occasional gesture and
a kind speech. In all the years of the Truman ad-
ministration the labor movement can hardly re-
cord a single big legislative achievement. But of
speeches it has had more than enough. The Brit- .
ish Labor Party, out of power, has a greater
impact on the political life of its country than
the American trade unions with ‘“their” Fair
Deal administration in power.

“But labor must not isolate itself politically,”
goes another argument. “The workers must seek
the support of farmers, professionals, and mid-
dle-class people.” This argument is not invalid;
it simply does not justify labor’s present course.

- All politics is competition and struggle among
various classes in society for the support of the
people. When we say that labor must become po-
litically independent, we do not propose that the
working class “go it alone.” That would be po-
litical stupidity. We-propose that the labor move-
ment in actual fact carry on a serious: political
struggle for its own. program and in that way
actually unite the-common people.

__That is nof what it does today. The question
is: who supports whom? Right now, labor sup-
ports a wing of the Democratic Party. But these

Democrats do not support labor or fight for its

program. The unions do not succeed in winning
the political support of other classes for labor
but only in throwing away the support of labor
to a group of capitalist politicians.
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In fact, when labor “loyally,” ardently, and
unconditionally exudes admiration for the Fair
Deal administration in Washington, it is treated
with implicit scorn and its demands are ignored.
Only when it threatens to kick over the traces
do the capitalist politicians rewrite their speech-
es, oozing with love for the common man.

-A pelitical formula could be constructed out
of the experience of the past years: the more
labor supports copitatist peliticians, the less it
gets; the less it supports them, the mere it gets.
The so-called liberal bourgeois peliticians lose
interest in labor when they are wooed too ar-
dently; they feel quite protected from a.decile
labor movement on the left; they worry oniy
about the demands'of the conservatives on the
right.

Withouit a clear class policy, the political tac-
tics of labor leaders become ludicrous. They try
to weigh the liberalism of this or that individual
Democrat without knowing just what their scale
is. Does he support the PAC program and wil

“fught for it? They mever know becausetHaDe
crat has no responsibility to labor. In‘tht&"

v

of political grab-bag no-one knows just wha he

will pull out. In 1948, labor’s clever tacticians
wanted Eisenhower the “liberal.”” In 1952 he
appears as a conservative Republican.

And this explains why all labor’s celebrations of great i

election victories end in political hangovers. Labor lead-
ers cheer madly on the first Tuesday after the first Mon-
day and wake up on Wednesday with a bewildering head-
ache. They clapped their hands in 1944 when Roosevelt
and Truman swept into office. But soon after, they in-
quired of ench other in perplexed tones, “Who really won
the election?” Not to be discouraged by mere facts of
life, they hurrahed when Truman won in '48. As the

Lhe
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mon§h§ went by and they followed the record of the new
adlmlmst_ration, they again puzzled over the lack of re-
sults.

And yet the labor movement itself has shown the way.
In a few months in early '51, the unions gained more
recognition by threatening to fight than in years of col-
laboration with Truman. They resigned from all war
boards; they attacked the Wage StabilizationBoard;
they excoriated Truman, his political family, his pro-
gram; they spoke like street-corner agitators; they’
threatened to strike. And by this course, they were able
to protect, at least temporarily, the wage standards of
their membership.

This program of struggle, which logically led out of
the Democratic Party and toward the independence of
labor, proved so effective and so practical that . . . the
union leaders abandoned it to revert to their previous
09urse! The steel workers have been able to win conces-
sions from the Wage Board in 1962 because of labor’s
ﬁg}}t in 1951. Even the memory of an abandoned militant
policy serves as a weapon in the class struggle. It is a

Seminder to the government of what labor can and will
0. :

. The emergence of labor's own party would revolution-
ize American politics. Its very formation would open a new
period of advance for the common people regardiess of
how it fared In early elections. For the first time, the
American people would be given an opportunity to sup-
port a party which could and would fight for its program.
Politics- would cease to be merely the butt of cynical but
apt jokes. It would become the serious busimess of the

people.

‘ The political trend in the United States is now to the
right. Labor’s declaration of political independence
would change all that. A labor pragram? backed by a
labor party? defended by labor candidates? The “liberal”
Democrat would have to put on a big show of liberalism
lest- he be swept aside by the rising new movement; the
conservative would have to stop squeezing the liberal too
hard, and allow him a little room for maneuver, lest
labor alone mobilize all progressivemfarcgs behind its
program and party. And if neither of the two wings of
ca;_)italist politics were wise enough to pursue this con-
ciliatory delaying action, the inevitable would come all
the sooner: the unity of the people behind labor’s inde-
pendent party.

Heaps L-.
V“N 'to-:“(ﬁ:‘;
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THE OLD PARTY MACHINE?

1952

CAPTURE

Ttere is a wide chasm between labor’s ability to

control*the Fair Deal’s poliitcal machine and its ability .

to get Fair-Dealish speeches from Democratic politicians.

Part of the reason for this stems from the setup of
the U. 8. political system. The two old parties of Ameri-
can politics are not programmatic groupings primarily;
that is, their reason for existence is not the advocacy of
distinct political programs, even within the framework
.of capitalist ideas. Each, in different historical periods,
has become the vehicle. of various capitalist political .
platforms while preserving its organizational continuity.

_ 'What this does is provide a rationale for a status quo !
in which fundamentally the two major parties exist as j
_power machines, not political alternatives.”

It is this machine, whkich has never even been ‘“cap-
tured” by the Fair Dealers (in the widest extension of
the term), that the labor strategists think of using as
their vehicle, instead of forming their own party.

There is, in fact, nothing inherently “American”
about this setup. It has arisen, and still substantially
survives today, not as a contribution to political thought
but in part because of the relative backwardness of
American political development. First and foremost, that
backwardness is the backwardness of the labor move-
ment which, unlike labor in almost all other important
countries, has not yet entered on the political stage as an
independent party to challenge the two-party system.
American politics can remain the “political game” of Ins
and Outs as long as the fundamental assumption behind
both political machines is not seriously ‘called. into ques-
tion: the preservation of the capitalist profit system. If
the Democratic and Republican Parties as such have
taken on a more ‘“‘ideological” coloration in the last two’
decades it is because labor has more and more sought to
organize ifs political strength as a class, through the
CIO-PAC, etc., even if that strength ‘is not:yet: utilized
-for its own independent political action. .

What are these capitalist-party machines?

" They ‘are primarily loose coalitions of local coteries
and power cliques, important individual potiticians, indi-
vidual financial contributors, and agents or represeitfa-
Hves of “inferest gromps” and "pressure groups.” The
basic tie which holds them together is the patronage of
ofice-holding, the indirect patronage of “'favors” which
accrue when one ‘gets one's man into office, and the spe-
elal Interests of one or more pressure groups. :

The machine is the “core” organization of the party.
It may be “corrupt” or relatively “honest” in terms of
the criteria of the’civic-reformers; it may be strong or
weak; unified or composed of struggling factions; be
based on only a small group of office-holders or on active
wardheelers in everyzﬁrecinct; limited to one ward or.
conglomerated in city,. state or national machines; etc.’

But all have one cement that binds them: patronage. The
individual politicians with public-service motivations (of
a reactionary character no less than of a progressive
one) are secondary as far as the machine is concerned,
though useful for its public appeal. _

Interest and pressure groups are their most signifi-
cant rivals. They range from those with very narrow
interests, like the silver bloc, to those with some general-
ized. program. But the most important are definite eco-
nomic interest groups with several political aims, stretch-
ing from the Natioonal Association of Manufacturers to
the CIO.

] Even more than in the open political arena, those
with the most money have:the -most-weight in-lobbying
activities, To its great disadvantage, much of the labor

mqvex_nent’s political activity is not far removed from the
principle o.f being another competing pressure group,
:nly occasionally deviating from aping their typical
actics.

in_the present political setup, machine weakness need
net.-be any great gain. It may only mean that pressure
groups become relatively stronger. Programmatic respon-
sibility within the party becomes even more atteuated.

The leaders of the labor movement have, during the
New Deal and Fair Deal periods, congidered themselves
as leaders of another pressure group, particularly asso-
ciated with the Democratic Party. The difference with
the Gompers days is in the direction of more active and
orgapized electoral intervention and closer ties to one
particular party. Little effort has been made to combat
the entire structure. Rarely have labor unions fought
]?emocratic political machines. Occasional pre-nomina-
tion fights over personnel, the general union support for
LaGuardia in New York and the activity of the unions
that make up New York’s Liberal Party, cannot be over-
generalized. :

The labor movement has:generally collaborated with,
and helped bolster, local Democratic machines. There
would. seem to be every reason why they should get along.
Machines are interested in victory and patronage; unions
are interested in specific policies. ‘Machine politicians

‘may-favor these policies because they will enhance pos-

sibilities of electoral victory and are dictated by the
needs of the national party. New Deal legislation passed
Congress because of the support of the representatives
of -Flynn, Hague, Ed Kelly, Pendergast, and (sometimes)
Crump. And these all gained strength thereby, when they
mtg}lt otherwise have soon tottered. This has no# ¢hanged
during the Truman administrations. Machines may have
lost their power and structural stability, but they have
not been replaced. '

'Iecaqse of the structural wedkness of many local ma-
chines, labor leaders, and ideological Fair ‘Déul Hiberals
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in such organizations as Americans for Democrdtic Action.
believe that they can "take over" sections of the Démo-
. cratic Party. In some lécalities they have been able to'fill
up an organizationdl vacuum, or win out in primary fights
for local leadership. Such "victeries” mest eoften megh
only greater absorption Into the pelitics and organization
of the Democratic Party. The files capture ihe Ry-paper.

Trying to compéte in pressure-group rivairy has ap-
peared to have its frequent successes. After all, labor
does represent the largest pressure group, whose votes
are essential for any Democratic victory on a national
scale. Yet the coalition which makes up the Democtatic
Party is set on administering capitalism above all else,
and time and time again in the past twenty years, the
crucial yielding has been in favor of those interest groups
that are most intimately associated with the control of
capitalist America. The fact th®t these also have the
most free money to wield is an inherent part of the same
picture. )

To add to the picture of the organizational futility
of “working within the Democraitc Party,” the faet is
that a strong section of the party, as well as much of
the congressional leadership, comes from conservative
Southern Democrats. The spread within the Democratic
Party between Northern ADA liberals and Southern
Dixziecrats is no anomaly for the American political set-
up; it is characteristic of it. And time and again the Fair
Deal machine has demonstrated that it considers this
spread to be, not a bad and regrettable feature of the
party, but a source of strength and fortune—which it is,
indeed, from the viewpoint of the machine politician.

:On the level of pressure-group p'ollﬂcs. there are more
powerful groups to control an administration geared teo
ddministering capitalism under a war econemy, even if one
or another of these groups is defeated on any single Issoe.
On the level of pressure-group politics, laber cannot use
its muin levers of power.

The typical instrument of the pressure group is
money. The typical instrument of the special-interést

group is often its economic power exercised in other
forms. The instrument of the labor movement, its forte,
struggle.

The owners of industry have, time and again, gotten
their way in vital matters of policy because, dealing with
government officials sympathetic to their own fundamen-

tal elass outlook, they have threatened or practiced un-

publicized slowdowns of production or the deliberate
creation of obstacles to policies which can only be
achieved  through their own copperation”a; the private

is the power of its yrmbire egrthe militancy of its xS -
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masters of the plants. Labor can exercise its economic
power only publicly, in strikes and the threat of strikes,
and to do this to influence important government policy
on any scale is even further from the thinking of the
labor leaders than is forming a political party of their
own. The elementary political weapon of labor is its
numbers—and when the chips are down, the strength of
this weapon is fragmentized when the Fair Deal poli-
ticians know that they have nowhere to go on the politi-
cal field.

A capitalist special-interest group can conceivably
shuttle between the Democrats and Republicans, because
of the community of class interest. For labor to “threat-
en” to support the GOP instead of the Fair Deal would
be an empty gesture, except insofar as workers do in
fact make the switch in spite of and against the pleas
of their leaders! -

More broadly speaking, labor canmot unleash its
strength as a mere pressure group because it is MOT in
fact a mere pressure group. What is invelved for it is no
4mall segment of policy, such as a special-interest lobby
might be interested in, to be put across administratively
by getting the right man in the key post, etc. For labor it
is the broadest social {class) interests and basic questions
of government orientation which are at stake. A represen-
tative of the natural-gas interests on the Federal Power
Commission can do a job for his patrons behind the backs
of the voters. A "labor man" who is kindly granted g seat
in the adhinistration’s train tends to become a hostage,
not a tribune.

This relationship between labor, the Fair Deal and
the existing party machines is only an aspect of the whole
question, to be sure, but an integral aspect of it. It is
not the existence of party machines per ge which is evil;
it is the political character of the two big party machines
of the day which stands in the way of labor’s fruitful
use of its power. '

In the sathe sense, labor needs its OWN political
machine. It needs a political machine which is the in-
strument of its own party. A labor party will not win
victories merely by adopting a program; it will have to
organize, from the grass-roots up, behind that program.
But its grass-roots are not the venal wardheelers and
patronage-peddlers who are associated in the popular’
mind with “practical politicals” (i.e., “dirty polities”):
its )grass-roots are the workers of the organized labor
movement in the shops and factories and mines. As the
British labor movement has shown, here is the resource—
which cannot be tapped by the old parties—which can
build a party machine stronger, more solid, more re-

liable, more dynamie, than any that the country has ever
seen.
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THE DEMOCRAT
ROAD OR RO

1956

IC PARTY:
ADBLOCK?

Back in 1948, Truman upset the pollsters by
his' unpredicted victory, after a whistle-stop
campaign in which he hauled out all of the
best phrases of the Fair Deal and polished them
up. In a moment of glowing gratitude, he told
the press next day, “Labor did it!”

In fact, labor had a great part in doing it. It was
done agajnst the propaganda of the one-party press,
against the apathy of the Democratic machine itself,
and jn spite of the fact that Truman himself had done
little or nothing as president to make labor happy.

He had brought back the most hated of anti-labor
weapons, the injunction, and had used it to break three
great strikes; he had, not long before, appealed to
Congress for a law a goed deal more vicious than the
Taft-Hartley Law—a law to draft strikers into the
army; his record of positive accomplishment was not
impressive. Expecting his defeat anyway, important
sections of .the labor movement were getting ready to
break away. Even William Green, semi- fossilized presi-
dent of the AFL, was talking about a labor third party,
not to speak of several CIO leaders,

But as candidate, Truman delivered the goods—with
speeches. He inveighed against the “special. interests”
and heartless big business, even if it was not always
cleay what he proposed to do about it. This is sometimes
called “social demagogy” but in capitalist politics it is
considered very smart. He seemed to be telling labor
that he was for labor’s program; he seemed to be telling
the small farmers that he was for their program; and
they warmed up and flocked to vote for him, sweeping
him back into the White House.

The Republicans were perfectly corrggt when, scan-
dalzed, they accused Truman of malmg & “class”
appeal, stirring up “class antagonisms.” He did; in that

same "%" isahwn. T¥igot him elected, even' though
tHs Tabor. who:flécked to him insiet on making
speeche:! ﬂenouncmg the idea of a labor party wih &
“narrow” class appeal.

"We did i#!" crowed laber too, echoing Truman, not
bothering to denounce itself for this obviously *‘class”
analysis. In those briefly happy days, fhere wos a tem-
porary upsurge even of wild tolk abowt- "toking over"
ond "transforming” the Democratic Party into a reliable
Imtrument of lobor's interests.

One reason why this talk died down pretty rapidly
was that, ag soon as the Candidate became the Presi-
dent again, he went back to normal. You can’t put but-
ter on a speech about the “special interests.”

Truman and the Democrats made no attempt to de-
liver on promises of civil-rights legislation. They made
ne meaningful attempt to repeal the Taft-Hartley Act.
Truman went in for more strikebreaking, as the rail-
road workers found out.

His labor supporters were tarred with the festering
corruption that boiled up out of his administration.
Lebor had to ﬁght agamst Truman-appointed war-
mobilization agencies infested with dollar-a-year big
businessmen like the same C. E. Wilson who later told
us “‘what’s good for General Motors.”

We got the Korean war. In foreign policy, we also got
the U. S. turn back to friendship with the Franco fas-
cist regime, and the change of line back in favor of
Chiang Kai-shek.

We got the “subversive list,” instituted by none other
than Truman, and the government-initiated witchhunt
which got started long before McCarthy.

This was the Democratic Party back at the old stand,
with a Fair Deal sign over it.

A second reason, no doub?, why the talk died down of
“taking over the Demecratic Party” is more basic: What
does it mean to take over o party like the Democratic
Party?.

(Incidentally, most of all this applies to the Repub-

lican Party even more, but we are not discussing the

Republican Party separately because there is no impor-
tant tendency in labor’s political movement to orient
in that direction. All the real questions of labor’s de-
pendent politics concern the Democrats.)

These two old parties are not programmatic group-
ings, but power coalitions and federations of machines.
The Democratic Party is a coalition of ‘city political
machines and bosses, Southern reaction, and labor and
liberal pressure politics. When ‘the chips are down, it
fallows the politics of the more enlightened Northern
capitalists tempered by the vicious racism and Dixiegop
conservatism of the Southern white-supremacists. In
this Popular Front, there is a division of labor: The
workers and farmers provide the votes, and the city
machines and -Southerners run the Democratic admin-
istrations, while the labor-liberals mutter angrily and
sometimes even protest audibly.

Truman may have got back to the White House by
pitching his ‘“class appeal” in one direction; but once

back in the White House he knew what class had to
be followed in deeds.

Now then: suppose labor and its liberal allies “cap-
tured” this party in some sense—not merely in some
small town where it could elect the aldermen, but where
it counted, in the national seats of power. Suppose, for
example, labor and its liberal allies made a real fight
at a Democratic national cenvention and sought to put
over its own program, candidates, and party leaders....

Would the Southern reactionaries bow fo mejority rule
and accept the new leadership and spirit that had “cap-
tured” their party? ‘The very thought is ridiculous, of
course. They would walk out. They even walked out on
Harry Truman in 1948,
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Or the city machine politicians—would they simply
salute their new leaders, underwrite the new program,
and go along no matter what? The thought is almost
as ridiculous. Could all the capitalist politicians gnd
wardheeling fakers who infest the party submit to a
labor-“‘captured” Democratic Party simply out of a
spirit of discipline? This spirit doesn’t exist.

Or would the labor movement simply capture itself
in “taking over” the Democratic Party? Would it not
rather be, at the very possible best, the beginning of
a general sweeping realignment in American  politics
that would produce precisely what the labor leaders say
they want to avoid: a party of labor?

Even if we assume for the sake of argument that it
ig conceivable, if not likely, that labor should really set
about reforming this power-coalition called the Demo-
cratic Party and give it a progressive program.and
some likelihood that the program will be carried out:
is it reasonable to expect that it could beat the en-
trenched Democratic poltical machines on their own
terrain, inside the party, and make the effort worth-
while? R o

Se, as we were saying, these were some of the con-
siderations which put a quick end to the burgeoning idea
of:""teking. over” the Demegratis’ But, what. bs dhp

eltecnative-to thet, if labor Is te stay in politicet achivity,

as it nined?
For the labor leaders, the alternative was—and still
is—going.back. to the statns of just another “pressure

group” in the Democratic Party. Get behind -the ‘good.

things and good men; complain about the bad things

and bad men—try to move:the party over to the ‘“Jef¢"” -

as a whole. . .. ; BEST
There are a number of dxfﬁcultxes about this: prés-

sure-group role, even though orgamzed labor is so-big,-
so powerful and so influential that it is the most feared'

or courted single presure group in polities.

The first difficulty is inkerent In the fact that laber is -

not inherently a pressure-group at all, even though it
tries to act llke one. It is @ separate class.

What we mean concretely is this: If the natural-gas
lobby can pressure both the Democratic and Repubhcan
Parties into jumping through the hoop, that is natural;
because the interests of the oil and gas men, while only
one sector of the total business interests, fit into- the
capitalist-party program; and as long as their speciak
.demands do not hurt:all of ‘business too much, they can
get their way. True, it is another robbery of the public,
but that is \ﬁat bourgeois politics is for.

But if the labor movement tries to “pressure” the
major - partfes into (say) repealing the Taft-Hartley
Law, it finds itself up against the solidarity of all busi-
ness interests, who are entrenched in the old parties.

Labor’s distinctive program, even where ewceedingly
modest, tends to raise gociety-wide issues and tests, by
its very nature—issues and tests which are not resolv-
able by pressure-group mcans.

That is a fundamental difficulty, There is another diff.

culty in labor's pressure-group politics which is more
immediate——and which has wrought havoe with labor's
effectiveness on the political field.

X pressure-group in this politica] tug-of-war can
hope to exert its pressure only in one way: by promls-
ing support or withholding support——votes or campa:gn
contributions, or anythmg

Every social, economic and political pressure group
in the country can operate this way. The neo-Klansmen
in the South can threaten to bolt to the Republicans.
The farmers can mutter about voting Democrat instead
of for Eisenhower. The NAACP leaders can hint cau-
tiously about voting GOP. Even the naturalsgas men
can grumble over Eisenhower’s veto with the implied
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threat of punishing him with votes or, more likely,
campaign contributiens. So it goes.

But labor ecannot operate this way.

Labor’s political movement cannot shuttle its votes
back and forth between the two old parties, or success-
fully threaten to do so. If Adlai Stevenson refuses to
make even a verbal obeisance in favor of the Negroes'
epochal fight in the South, can Reuther and Meany “get
even” by announeing support of Eissihower :: and
Nixon? 1Piabor is dissatisfied with whadiit gets from
the Demoerats, outside of talk, where i itrtorgd®-

in mwm his “Gnl’ the outcome of the fact
thet labor is not merely @ pressure growp, not merely
even a very big pressure group. It has @ program, even
when its leaders de not formulate one or are incapable
of formulafing one. lts pregram, branded on its fore-
head and unconcealable, is: labor's needs and interests.

Its leaders can ignore this program, as they most
often’ do successfully; its leaders can reduce this pro-
gram to empty words, as they do very skillfully; its
leaders can betray this program, as they do in good
time too.. But the program is there because it is spelled
out in the course of the daily struggle in the shops and
factories over the conflicting interests of two different
classes.

Because the program is there, the labor leaders are
prevented even from maneuvering with the more reac~
tionary of the two parties and are inevitably oriented
toward that party whose brand of social demagogy

Happeals in its direction.

Now, everybody knows this is so. Hence the difficulty.

As long as labor has nowhere else 16 go, what is the
pressure-upon -the Demecratic machine to heed its com-
plaints; protests, proposals or lamentations?

True, on a local scale in some areas, labor politics
has flirted with “‘iiberal” Repubhcans as in New York
City, but not where the main issues are decided.

True, the labor leaders can try to threaten, not thag
they will break with the Democrats and go to the Re«
publicans, but that their rank and file will—unless
such-and-such measures are carried out. Or they can
threaten, usually with more justice, that unless the
Democrats concede a few more crumbs, the worker<
voters will just sit it out despite doorbell-ringing. As
small component of labor’s enormous pressure-power is
thus brought into play. Even this small component had
power., But how little compared to what is possible, as
can be seen from the present political impotence of
labor’s political arms in an important election. year.

In 1948 there was an enormous pressure on Truman,
besides his fear of defeat. This was the Stalinist-led
Wallace candidacy of the Progressive -Party, which
momentarily threatened te attract away part of the
working-class support indispensable to Truman’s elec-
tion. This was an rmportant reason for Truman s leftish
talk 'in ‘the campaign.

In 1952, and again in 1956, the fear of a Southeln
bolt. iz eithey the reason or the pretext for the: pussy-
footing on-the' Jim Crow question gven. by ‘Northern
Democratic lxbemls, hke Stevenson. 4

But 'they are not afrald that labor wilk bolt.

No, laber is in their poclwl' Safe. Don't thz{o worry
about it much. ii's the other side they bave fo wmy
about) the: reactionaries, the current "moderates.” w

So labor’s: tremendous political sttength -ig expmde&
like a free-spinning wheel stuck up in empty air, foing
nowhere,

®

~ Svoner or later laber will have to break. with this
Democratlc Party and do what every ot'heg working
class in the 'world has had to do: form its own_party..



The Democratic Party: Road or Roadblock?

But there are different roads through which this can
happen.

Meanwhile the great majority of the trade-unionists

do not see or agree with this n'ecesmty The most po-

‘ lltlcally conscious among them believe in workitig with-

in and suppprtiffg the Democratic Party. In spxte of

the lessons of experiénce, the leap over to a. new party

is still too 'great, at least for this period of war-economy
prosperity.

A TRANSITIONAL ROAD

Bu# for us; who are for a labor party, this does not
mean an end: fo our dialogue with such workers,:We heve
@ very importan? thing fo tell them:

" You, for whatever reason, are against ferming «
labor party' now. You want to support Demoerdts
againgt Republicans, and goed Democrats against bad
Dentocruts. You want to do this not because you ‘are o
careerist or are looking for a wardheelers’ job, but be~
cause you think labor's interests demand that you sup-
port the lesser evil against the greater evil. .

Very well, then, you will work within the Democratic
Party, but— '

Work!

Youw're for a forthright civil-rights program by the
Democrats? Then fight for it. Don't just advocate it:
fight for it, for that is the only way it will be won.

Demand that your leaders at the Democratic Party
conventions—and there will be a platoon of labor lead-
ers there as delegates—fight all the way down to the
floor ont behalf of a few propositions of elementary de-
mocracy: clear endorsement of the desegregation deci-
gion of thé Supreme Court; strong pravision for its
implementation; repudiation by name of all those who
are fighting to keep the Negroes under, like the signers
of the Southern Congresewmxl Manifesto.

Isist that ths Democratic platform firmly call for
the repeal of Taft-Hartley. Call for abolition of the
congresgional seniority system wheireby the Southern
bloc autoimatically controls a Democratic Party-con-
trolled Congress.

Implement. Réuthér's threat thut “You cannot have
Mvr, Eastland and have us at tke Same hm i

" Labor's” pelitical machine can work in the Demo-
ceratic Party by capitulating to its machine, or it can
wark to really achieve those good things which it claims
it ean convince the Democrats to accept.

So far, it has mainly tagged along as a fifth wheel
of the party, not as a dynamic left wing of it.

You, who want to work in the Democratic Party:
fight at least far what YOU believe in, since you dis-
agree with our Labor Party views; and-if you fight for
it in the Démocratic Party we wtlt see whether you are
right, and can really get what you want; or whether
yenr fight will merely open up o dzﬂ‘erent and broader
read leading- to genuine independent labor politics, o
labor party, by breaking with this party,

83



84

The jAdependent Soclalist League stands for soclalist democ-
racy ?‘:minst the two systems of exploitation which now di-
vide the world: capitalism and Stalinism.

Capitalism cannot be reformed or liberalized, by any Fair
Deal.or other deal, so as to give the people freedom, abundance,
security or peace. It must be abolished and replaced by a new
social system, in which the people own and control the basic sec-
tors of the economy, democratically controlling their own eco-
nomic and political destinies.

Stelinlsm, In Russia and wherever it holds power, is a brutal
totalitarianism—a new form of exploitation. Its agents in every
country, the Communist Parties, are unrelenting enemies of so-
ciahsm and have nothing in common with socialism—=which can-
not exist without effective democratic control by the people.

These two camps of capitelism and Stalinism are today at each
other’s throats in a world-wide imperialist rivalry for domina-
tion. This struggle can only lead to the most frightful war in
history so long as the people leave the capitalist and Stalinist
rulers in power, Independent Socialism stands for building and
strengthening the Third Camp of the people against both war
blocs.

The ISL, as a Marxist movement, looks to the working class
and its ever-present struggle as the basic progressive force in
society. The ISL is organized to spread the ideas of socialism
in the labor movement and among all other sections of the people.

At the same time, Independent Socialists participate actively
in every struggle to better the people’s lot now——such as the
fight for higher living standards, against Jim Crow and anti-
Semitism, in defense of civil .’berties and the trade-union move-
ment; We seek to join together with all other miltants in the
labor movement as a left force working for the formation of an
independent labor party and other progressive policies.

The fight for democracy and the fight for soclalism are insepe-
rable. There can be no lasting and genuine democracy without
socialism, and there can be no socialism without democracy. To
enroll under this banner, join the Independent Socialist League!

’

ISL Progrom — in Brief

« This box was regularly car-
ried by Independent Socialist
League publications of the
1950s as a capsule statement
of its political program.

THE ANNUAL PAMPHLET-ISSUES
published by Labor Action

1. The Principles and Program of Indepen-
dent Socialism...... May 1, 1950
. Socialism and War........ May 7, 1951
The Fair-Deal: A Socialist Criticism.
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L. Socialism and Democracy...May 4, 1953

5. What Is Stalinism?.......May 10, 1954

6. Socialism and the Working Class...

7. Labor Politics in America: The Case
for a Labor Party...May 14, 1956

8. Revolt Behind the lron Curtain...

9. Program and Policies of the Independ-
ent Socialist League...

A List of

May 5, 1952

May 9, 1955

May 13, 1957

May 19, 1958
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1. INDEPENDENT SOCIALISM: A Perspect-
ive for the Left. By Hal Draper.
(1964)

2. THIRD CAMP: The Independent Social-
ist View of War and Peace Policy.
By Julius Jacobson & Hal Draper.
(1965)

3. THE TWO SOULS OF SOCIALISM. (Re-
vised ed.) By Hal Draper. (1966)

L, TOWARD THE WORKING CLASS: A Posi-
tion Paper for the New Left. By
Kim Moody, F. Eppsteiner, M. Flug.
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25¢ each., By mail, 35¢ each, but:
Set of 4 pamphlets $1.00 postpaid.
{Orders must be accompanied by payment)

A NOTE ON XEROX COPIES FOR LIBRARIES

As supplement to the volume (Clipping-
book no.3) on Zionism, Israel, & the
Arabs, three additional volumes were
issued in 1967 as numbers in a 'Xero-
copy' subseries, These three volumes
brought together all of the other im-
portant articles on this subject that
had appeared in The New Intermational
and Labor Action. They are now avail-
able only in the form of Xerox Copy-
flo reproductions from University Mi-
crofilms of Ann Arbor. Titles follow:

X=-1 Zioniem & the Jewish Question.

X-2 The First Israecl-Arab War 1948-
1949,

X-3 Israel: The First Decade.

Do NOT order these titles from the
Independent Socialist Press. Order
from: University Microfilms (Attention
Mike Nlsa), Ann Arbor, Mich. 48106.







